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with experience throughout the nuclear age. Those who dread
a world with more nuclear states do little more than assert
that more is worse and claim without substantiation that new
nuclear states will be less responsible and less capable of self
control than the old ones have been. They feel fears that many
felt when they imagined how a nuclear China would behave.
Such fears have proved unfounded as nuclear weapons have
slowly spread. I have found many reasons for believing that
with more nuclear states the world will have a promising,

future. I have reached this unusual conclusion for three main
reasons.

First, international politics is a self-help system, and in
such systems the principal parties determine their own fate,
the fate of other parties, and the fate of the system. This will
continue to be so.

Secand, nuclear weaponry makes miscalculation diffi-
cult because it is hard not to be aware of how much damage a
small number of warheads can do. Early in this century
Norman Angell argued that war would not occur because it
could not pay. 5! But conventional wars have brought political
£ains ta some countries at the expense of others. Among
nuclear countries, possible losses in war overwhelm possible
gains. In the nuclear age Angell’s dictum becomes persuasive.
When the active use of force threatens to bring great losses,
war becomes less likely. This proposition is widely accepted
but insufficiently emphasized. Nuclear weapons reduced the
chances of war between the United States and the Soviet
Union and between the Soviet Union and China. One must
expect them to have similar effects elsewhere. Where nuclear
weapons threaten to make the cost of wars immense, who will
dare to start them?

Third, new nuclear states will feel the constraints that
present nuclear states have experienced. New nuclear states
will be more concerned for their safety and more mindful of
dangers than some of the old ones have been. Until recently,
only the great and some of the major powers have had nuclear
weapons. While nuclear weapons have spread slowly, con-
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ventional weapans have proliferated. Under these circum-
stances, wars have been fought not at the center but at the
periphety of international politics. The likelihood of war
decreases as deterrent and defensive capabilities increase.
Nuclear weapons make wars hard to start. These statements
hald for small as for big nuclear powers. Because they do, the

gradual spread of nuclear weapons is more to be welcomed
than feared.
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of nuclear weapons is fortunate. Someday the world

will be populated by fifteen or eighte n_nuclear-weapon,
_states (hereafter referred to as nuclear states). What the fu
ther spread of nuclear weapons will do fo fhe world is there-|

_fore a compelling question. |

_ T MiLITARY LOGIC OF SELF-HELP SYSTEMS

|
The world has enjoyed more years of peace since. 1945 th

—bad been known in modern history, i peace i defined as the

_@bsence ofgeneraljwar among the m-Ebslntts of the world.
“The Second World War fallowed the first one within twenty-

one years. Almost sixty years haye elapsed since the Allies’

victory over the Axis |\nwers‘3;%ﬂi‘£§ all_huma

affairs. In the past half century, co

among states and has at times issued.
_weaker and smaller ones, Even th
_ states of the world were occasionally di
confined, _geographically and (limited)
_general war was avoided in a perioc
alonization; the rapid economic |

wars, indicates a high ability of the postwar international sys
[abs Ehan;% and to contain)conflicts and hostility. _|
_Presumably, features found in the postwar system that |
__were not present earlier account for the world’s recent good_
_fortune, The biggest changes in the postwar world were, first,
the shift from multipolarity 1@2::@»;@.-4&:“@5” to. L"*
& rity;and, second, the introduction of mml(‘)iwupg 5
fr\"tﬁi??ﬁfy;levl:unummle on the latter.
_States coexist in a condition of gnarchy(Self-help is meJL @
principle of action in an anarchic arder, and the most impor-||
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,.‘..mm_w.n.y,m which states must help. themselves is by provid--
ing for their awn security, Therefore, in weighing the chances
2.; peace, the first questions to ask are questions about the

nds)for which states use force and about the Eirategieband |
_(weaponsthey employ, The chances of peace ri

slates can
achieve their most important ends without usiny

—sible gains. Steategies bring ends and means together. How ||
nuclear weapons affect the chances for peace i seen by exam-
ining the different implications of Gefensanddeterrencs.

How can one state dissuade another state from attack-
_ing? One way to counter an intended attack is to build fortifi
_cations and to muster forces that look forbiddingly strong. To
build_defenses so patently strong that no one will try to
destroy or overcome them would make international life per-

fectly tranquil. I call this khe-@zfensiv%d%ﬂ ‘The other way to
counter an intended attack is o build refaliatory forcesia
| xain unacceptable punishment upon a would-be aggressor.
] i":{’é deter’ means to stap peaple from doing something by
mr,\gpihen'unmmr, 1 1o dissuasion by defense, di
suasion by deterrence operates by frightening a state o
attacking, not because of the difficulty of laung
_and carrying it home, bt
_opponent may result in_one’s_ own re_punishment. |
Defense and delerrence are often confused. One used (o hear '
statements like this: A strong defense in Europe will defer a
| Soviet attack.” What was meant was that a strong defense
| would dissuade the Soviet Union from attacking. Deterrence J
,,_Wsmuguuuwugn the ability to defend but the { &)
lability to{punish, Purely deterrent forces provide(ndefensi
‘The message of the strategy is this: “Although we are deferse-
—less, if you attack we may(punishyou to an extent that more
—than cancels your gains."(Second-strikeonuclear e
_that kind of strategy. Purely defensive forces pro ile?-g%ﬂﬁ;

@my offer no means of punishment. The message of the
strafegy is this il

the expected reaction of the
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_MORE MAY BE BETTER
Kenneth N. Wal

—What will the spread of nuclear weapons do to the warld? 1
d”) rather than “proliferation” because so far
apons_have proliferated only Vertically as the
| major_nuclear powers have added to their_arsenals.

| Herizontally, they have spreadslowlyf across the world, and
|\ the is(noblikely to change much, Short-term candidates _

—far admission to the nuclear club arefnof nd they
are not likely to rush into the nuclear business. Oné reason,
that the!UnitedStates works with some effect to keep coun-|

_tries from doing that, J ]

— Nuclear weapons(will) nevertheless spread, with a new
—member occasionally joning the club, Meribership grew ta
(tfwelviyin the first fifty years of the nuclear age, and that num-
beFificluded three countries that suddenly found themselves
in the nuclear military business as successor states 10 the
Soviet Union. Membership in the club then dropped &
as South Africa, Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Ukraine liqu
their weapans. A fifty percent growth of membership in the
[ next decade would be surprising. Since tapid changes in inter-
national conditions can be unsettling, the slowness of the

This is o

s for Managing, N
on Tooks, 1982) and The Spread of Nuckear Weapons:
Mare May Be Better, Adelphi Paper 171 (London: International Instutute for
Siralegie Studics, 1981).
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dash yourself to picces against them.” The Maginot line was
to serve that kind of strategy— =

_ Do nuclear weapons(increase prdecreasé the chances of .
fivar2 The answer depends o whether nucléar weapons per-|
_mit and encourage states to deploy forces in ways that make'
_the active use of force more or less likely and in ways that
_promise to_ ore or less destructive. If nuclear weapons
_make the offense more effective and the blackmailer’s threat
_more_compelling. then nuclear weapons are bad for the

world—the more_so_the_more_widely_diffused_nuclea
_weapons become. If defense and deterrence are made easier_
iable by the spread of nuclear weapons, we may
expect the opposite result. To maintain their security, states _
—must rely on the means they can generate and the arrange- |
_ments they can make for themselves. It follows that the qual- |

ity of international life s with the ease or the difficulty
states experience in making themselves secure.
4 xve’fp Juxf;‘and s ﬂlij‘é change the situation of states in/
_ ways that make ‘hg%é;@ cure. If weapons are not|
_ well suited for conquest, neighbors have more peace of mind.
e should expect war to become less likely when weaponry.
is such as to make conquest more ult, to discourage pre-
_emptive and preventive war, and to make coercive threats less
- Do weapons have these effects? Some
answers can be found by considering how nudlear deterrence).
_and nuclear defense improve 4
First, war can be fought face hreats
_but the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves
toward winning thes
_retaliation and
_to run major risks for minor gais
—may escalate)as the loser uses laj
_Fearing That, states

Yory-frewar is too dangerous Lo fight for. If states can score,
_only small gains, because large ones risk retaliation, they have
little incentive to fight

ill want to draw back. Not escalation but

larger warheads.

Jbecomes likely, War remains possible,(but vic-|| =

I
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Second, states act with less care if the expected costs of Af
~war ate low and with more care if they are high. In 1853 and ||
1854 Britain and France expected to win an casy victory if they !
went o war against Russia. Prestige abroad and political pop-
ularity at home would be gained, if not much else. The vague-
_ness of their expectations was matched by the carelessness of
ctions. In blundering into the Crimean War, they acted
hastily_on_scant information, pandered to their people's
_frenzy fos iowed more concern for an ally’s whim than
he adversary’s situation, failed to specify the changes in
ats were supposed to bring, and inclined
ngth first and bargaining second.? In sharp ||

sence of nuclear weapons makes stal

_exceedingly! Think of Kennedy and Khrushchev in |
the Cuban . Why fight if you can’t win much and '
_might lose eve

Third, the

clerren} d { nuclear weapons
contributes more toa G.Ju}g jthan does conquest of |
Lterritory. A country with a detervent strategy does not need.
territory ch as a_country relying on conventional | |
defense, A deterrent strategy makes it unnecessary for a cou
try to fight for the security, and thus
~remaves a major cause of war. _ {
Fourth, deterrent effect depends both on Capabilitiesiand |
M@j 1o use them. The will of the attacked, skiving fo pre.
serve ifs own territory, can be presumed to be stronger than the
will of the attacker, striving to annex someone else’s territory.
Knowing this, the would-be attacker is further inhibited, 1

=) Fifth, certainty about the relative strength of adversaries

_also makes war less likel
onward, the speed of technological. innovatior increased the o
(difficulty, of estimating relative strengths and predicting the + <)
—course_of campaigns. Since World War I, technalogical |
dvance has been even faster, but short of a hnﬂuhl:mlxiL\

—defense breakthrough, this has not mattered, 1t dic not disturb |
—the American-Soviet military equilibrium, because one side’s |

— Missiles were not made obsolete by improvements in the ||
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|1 ot side’s missiles. In 1906, the British Dreadnought, with
the greater range and fire power of its guns, made older bat-
i This does not happen to_missiles. As
*?m“"g{%?“' it, “Weapons that do not have to fight their
kel not become useless because of the advent of newer and
_superior types.”* They may have to. their like, but that.
__is.a much simpler problem to solve.
~Many wars might have been avoided had their out-
comes heen foreseen, To be sure,” Georg Simmel wrote, “the
most effective presupposition for preventing struggle, the
_exact ive f the two p
s, s very often_only £ fin actual fighting
_out of the conflict.” &Miscalculatiory causes wars. One side_
ects victory at an affordable price, while the other side |
J;.:g_m a defeat. Here the(differencesbetween Conven-

tional pnd an(worlds are fundamental. In the former, |
_ states are tov-eftén fempted to act on advantages that are

_wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated. In 1914, nei
_ Germany nor France tried very hard to avoid a general war.
__Both hoped for victory even though they believed the oppos-
__ing coalitions to be quite evenly matched. In 1941, Japan, in

- ()
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hm,n\any things affect them. Predicting the result of conven-

inr!.aj,mrs has proved difficult,
Uncertaintylabout outcomes does not work d: |

Bbout o sivel
~against e fighting of wars in con: entional worlds. Countries I

| armed with conventional weapons go to war knowing that
i ven l_'.\_dd,("ﬂl,"_‘! sufferin, ill be limited, Calculations
] al uchﬁ:ﬂlm madgﬁigfereml Anuclear world calls
for a_diffetent ig.diisnm—n) B IF countries armed with
—Duclear weapons go to war with each other, they do so know-
ing that their suffering may be @nlimited) Of course, it also
~may not be. but that is not the kind of uincertainty that encour- |
e anyane fo use Jorce In a conventional world, one s |
~uncertain about winning or losing. In a nuclear world, one is |
—uncertain about Surviving, or being annihilated, If force is
uaedfand not kept withif limits, catastroptie will result, That
—prediction s easy to make because it does not require close |
estimates of opposing forces. The number of one’s ities that |
<an be severely damaged is equal to the number of strategic |
warheads an adversary can deliver. Variations of number
~mean ittle within wide ranges, The expected effect u[reHL—\
le within wide ranges. The expe 2

attacking the United States, could hope for vitory only if a_
_ series of events that were possible but unlikely took plac
Japan hoped to grab resources sufficient for continuing its
war against China and then to dig in to defend a limited
perimeter, Meanwhile, the United States and Britain would
have to deal with Germany, supposedly having defeated the
Soviet Union and therefore reigning supreme in Europe.
Japan could then hope to fight a defensive war until America,
her purpose weakened, became willing to make a compro-
mise peace in Asia.”
_ Countries more readily run the risks of war when(defeat,
is distanh and is expected to bring only. limited
_damage, Given such expectations, leaders do not have o be
crazy to sound the trumpet and urge their people to be bold
and courageous in the pursuit of victory. The outcome of bat- ‘
_ tles and the course of campaigns are hard to foresee because |

116
I

deterreny achieves an easy clarity because wide margins of
r imates of the damage one may suffer do not mat-
ter. Do we expect ta lose one city or two, twa cities ar ten? |

sestions, we stop mlmﬁﬁ.

—about running risks and start worrying about how to
{-them. In & conventianal world, delerrent threats are ineffec.
—dltive because the damage threatened is distant, limi
roblematic, Nuclear weapons litary mi
difficult and politically pertinent prediction easy.

=Witar WiLL THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

THE WoRLD? 5
Contemplating the nuclear past gives ground for hoping that
—the world fyill survive if further nuclear powers join today’s
__eight. This hope is called into question by those who believe

(55
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that the infirmities of some new. nuclear states and the deli-
__cacy of their nuclear forces will work against the preservation

Mote May Be Better 1

unstable a_government, the shorier the attention spanofils

of peace and for the fighting of nuclear wars. The likelihood
_aof avoiding destruction as more states become meﬂrr?gn!lhic
_nuclear club is often coupled with the quest who)

states will be. What are the likely differences
“behavior of new as compared to old nuclear powers?

=
e

Nuclear Weapons and Donest

What are the principal wirgznmmmhmmmm
- ing nuclear weapons—of keeping them firmly in the

hands of reliable officials—rulers of nuclear states may become
_moreiithor nd ever more given o Moreover,
_some potential niiclear states are not politically strong and sta-_
ble enough to ensure control of the weapons and
decision to use them. If neighbori ile, (unstably states
are armed with nuclear-weapans, each will fear altack by the.
_other, Feelings of insecurity may lead lmarms{‘tflceg that sub-
ordinate civil needs fo military necessilies. Fears are com-
“pounded by the danger of internal coups, in which the control
_af nuclear weapons may be the main object and the key to_
political power. Under these fearful circumstances, it may be
impossible to_ maintain governmental authority and civil
—order, The legitimacy of the state and the loyalty of its citizenry
may dissolye because the state is no longer thought o be capa-
ble of maintaining external security and internal order, The
" first fear is that states ecome tyrannical; the second, that they
lose control. Both fears may be realized either in different

or in the same state at different times.®
First, posses-

~ What can one say s e
sion of nuclear weapons may gluza farms(races dowr, ral
__ than speed them up, a possibility considercd later. Second, for

_less-developed countries to build nuclear arsenals requires a

_long lead time, Nuclear weapons require administrative and.

—technical teams able to formulate and sustain programs of |,

_considerable cost that pay off only in the long run. The more

—leaders. They have to deal with today’s problems and hope.

for the best tomorrow. Governments may. come and go in
_unpred ity

le fashion, but unless a inimumyof gontinui
maintained, nuclear progras ai

—what may be a chaotic political surface,
-country must have a certain social-political equilibrium.

Third, although highly unstable st kely.

|| tiate nuclear projects, such projects, begun in stable times,

D6 limes, may |
/| continue through periods of political turmoil and succeed in

\producing nuclear weapans. A nuclear state may be unstable
—ormay become hatis hard to comprehend is why, in

an internal struggle Tor power, the contenders would start
—using nuclear weapons. Who would they aim at? How would

they use them as instruments for maintaining or gaIning con-
~tral? I see little more reason to fear that one faction or another

in a less-developed country will fire atomic weapons in a
struggle for political power than that they will be used i
sis of succession. One or another nuclear state

inacri-

<
il

lution, which lasted from
1966 to 1976, one group or another managed to keep control of _
China’s nuclear weapons, One can hardly imagine a greater
instability. than the chaos the Cultural Revolution inflicted on
decade. Fourth, the possibility of one side in a civil_
-war fiting a nuclear warhead at its opponent’s stronghold nev
ertheless remains. Such an act would produce a_pational
L an international one. This question then arises:
Once the weapon is fired, what happens next? The domestic
use of nuclear weapans is, of all the uses imaginable, least

likely to lead to escalation and to global tragedy.
|jid lovedloagedy.

Nuclear Weapors

—Nuclear weapons aré/not likely to be used at home. Are they
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likely to be used abroad? A r weapons spread, what||
_new causes may bring effects different from, and worse than, ||
the &E@ arlier in the nuclear age? This section considers
five Ways in which the new world is expected to differ from
the old and then examines the prospects for, and the conse-
quences of, new nuclear states using their weapons for black-
for fighting of
_In what ways may the actions and interactions of new |
nuclear states differ from thase of old nuclear powers? First, |
new nuclear states may come jnfhostilgpairsiand share a (o
Temies one may fear that_

(moniborder) Where states a e
will'be unable to resi: g their nuclear weapons
_against each other. This is a worry about the future that the |«

__past does not disclose. The Soviet Union and the United |
States, and the Soviet Union and China, were hostile enough;
and the latter pair shared a long border. Nuclear weapons.
caused China and the Soviet Union to deal cautiously with_
cacl i s among some potential nuclear I~/
states, it is said, exceeds that felt by the old ones. Playing ||
down the bilterness sometimes felt by the Uniled States, the
Soviet Union, and China requires a creative reading of history.

—Moreaver, those who believe that bitterness causes wars}
assume a close ass
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States that acqui lear weapons will not be regarded |
with indifference. States that want to be freewheelers have to |
—stay.out of the nuclear business. A nuclear Iraq, for example, H
would have to show caution, even in rhetoric, lest it suffer

_retaliation in response to someone else’s anonymous attack
on a third state. That state, ignorant of who attacked, might

claim that ifs intelligence agents had identified Iraq as the
culprit and take the opportunity to silence it by striking a
heavy conventional blow. Nuclear weapons induce raunkmﬂ

in any state, especially in weak ones.
“Third, some new nuclear states may have government s\

and societies that are not well rooted. If a country is a loose ||
collection of hostile tribes, if its leaders form a thin veneer
atop a people partly nomadic, if the state has a history of
authoritarian rule, its leaders may be freer raints_
—than, and have different values from, those who rule older
~and more fully developed polities. Idi Amin and Muammar
ekQaddafi, rulers of Uganda and Libya, fit these categories,
and they were favorite examples of the kinds of rulers who
supposedly could not be trusted to manage nuclear weapons
responsibly. Despite wild rhetoric aimed at foreigners, ho
—ever, both of these “irrational” rulers became cautious and
modest when punitive actions against them might have||

terness among nations and their willingness to run high risks.
Second, many fear that states thal radical at home |
recklessly u cle: srsuit of revo-.
lutionary ends abroad. States that are radical at home, how-
ver, maynobbe radical abroad, Few states have been radﬁ
in the conduct of their foreign policy, and fewer have
remained so for long, Think of the Soviet Union and the
People’s Republic of China. States coexist in a competitive.
‘The pressu n cause them to behave in |
ys that make the threats they face manageable, in ways |
e them ta get along. States can remain radical in ||
\ policy only if they are overwhelmingly strong—as
none of the new nuclear states will be—or if their acts fall

short of damaging vital interests of other nuclear powers.

_threatened their ability to rule. Even though Amin ]uslily”
slaughtered members of tribes he disliked, he quickly
stopped goading Britain when it seemed that it might inter-
vene militarily. Qaddafi showed similar restraint. He and
Egypt's Anwar Sadal were openly hostile. In July of 1977,
both launched commando attacks and air raids, including
two large air strikes by Egypt on Libya's el Adem air-base,
However, neither side let the attacks get aut of hand. Qaddafi
showed himself to be forbearing and amenable to mediation
by other Arab leaders. Shai Feldman used these and other

~examples to argue that Arab leaders are deterred from taking
inordinate risks, not be they engage in intricate rational

~calculations but simply because they, like other rulers, are
c Saddam Hussein further illustrated the




[image: image29.jpg]14 Tie SrrEAD OF NuCLEAR WEAPONS.

point during, and even prior to, the war of 1991, He jnvaded.
_Kuwait only after the United States had given many indica-
_tions that it would(nof oppose him or use military force to lib-
erate a_Kuwait conquered by Irag. During the war, he
_launched o5 against Israel. Bul Iraq’s missiles were so
lightly armed that little risk was run of prompting attacks
more punishing than what Iraq was already suffering,
_Deterrence worked for the United States and for Israel as it _
has for & h lear state.
__Many Westerners write fearfully about a future in which
__Third World countries have nuclear weapons. They seem to
view the people of these nations in the old imperialist man-
ner, as “lesser breeds without the law." As ever, with ethno-
__centric views, speculation takes the place of evidence. How
_ do we know that a nuclear-armed and newly hostile Egypt,
__oranuclear-armed and still-hostile Syria, would not strike to__
_destroy Isracl? Would either do so at the risk of Israeli bombs
falling on some of its own cities? Almost a quarter of Egypt's
people live in four cities: Cairo, Alexandria, El-Giza, and
Shoubra el-Kheima. More than a quarter of Syria’s live in
three: Damascus, Aleppo, and Homs. 1t What government! |

Mare May Be Better

—forces and estimating the dangers they pose, may be Tost,
Farly in the cold war, the United States deterred the Soviet
Union, and in due course, the Soviet Union deterred the

United States. As soon as additional states joined the nuclear
club, however, the questi who il

longer be easily answered. The Soviet Union had to worry

lest a move made in Europe might cause France and Britain
|| to retaliate, thus possibly setting off American forces as well,

Such worries at once complicated calculations and strength-
ened deterrence. Somebody might have retaliated, and that
was all a_would-be attacker needed to_know. Nuclear
| weapons restore the clarity and simplicity lost as bipolar sit-
uations are replaced by multipolar o =

Fifth ﬁunlm!bL
the ry may be shaky. Nuclear weapons may fall ififo the
hands of military officers more inclined than civilians are to_

put them to offensive use, This again is a orry. | can see
10 reason to think that civil control of the military was secure
in the Soviet Union, given the occas itary _

the So ional presence of military.
officers in the Politbura an: urmised

would risk sudden  such proportion, or
_much lesser proportion? Rulers want to have a country that.
_they can continue to rule. Some Arab country might wish that |
some other Arab country would risk its own destruction for
the sake of destroying Israel, but why should one think that
any country would be willing to do s0? Despite ample bitter-
“ness, Iscaelis and Arabs have limited their wars and acceped.
_constraints placed on them by others. Arabs did not marshal |
their resources and make an all-out effort to destray Isracl in
the years before Israel could strike back with nuclea

ar-

_ence of nuclear weapons than they did

their abs

__in hostile pairs, others worry that they won't come in hostile |
" pairs. The simplicity of relations when one party can concen- |

trate its anxieties on a single other, and the ease of calcul

B

indeed QEHL\_-I

_heads, We cannot expect countries to risk more in the p!;?§-~ ®

Fourth, while some worry about nuclear states coming |

il affairs at critical
he People’s Republic of China, military and civ +.

times. 11 |

5 of government

|| et se decisions are made by civilians or soldiers.
>){ Saldiers may be more cautious than civilians. 12 Generals and

-admirals do not like uncertainty, and they do nol lack patri-
otism. They do not like to fight conventional wars under

itions. The offensive use of nuclear we:
multiplies uncertainties. Nobody knows what a nuclear bat-
Hefield would look like, and nobody knows what would hap-
pen after the first city was hil, Uncertainty about the cuurs,q \
hat a nuclear war might follow, along with the certainty that|[<

the destruction would be immense, strongly inhibits the first
use of nuclear weapans, ﬁ

whom could no
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_Examining the supposedly unfortunate characteristics |
new nuclear states remaves some of one’s worries, One won-
ders why their civil and military leaders should be less inter-
ested in avoiding their own destruction than leaders of other
states have been. 13 Nuclear wea ve never been used in_
aworld in which two or mare states had them. Stll, one’s feel-
ing that something awful will emerge as new nuclear powers

state or another will fire its new nuclea
weapons in a coolly calculated preemptive strike, or fire them
_inamoment of panic, or use them to launch a preventive war.
These possibilities are examined in the next section_ Nuclear
_weapans, so it is feared, may also be set off anonymously, or
_used to back a policy of blackmail, or be used in a combi
conventional-nuclear attack. |
Some have feared that a radical Arab state might fire a
nuclear warhead_anonymously at an Isracli city in arder to
block a peace settlement, 14 But the state firing the warhead
could not be certain of remaining unidentified. Even if a

Py enhower and Secretary of State Jahn
—Foster Dulles that they would widen the Korean War and
raise the level of violence by using nuclear weapons if a set-
Alement were not reache K
__the threat of going farther was plausible. The blackmailer’s ||
threat is not a cheap way of working ane’s will, The threat is
_incredible unless a considerable investment has already been
_made. On January 12, 1954, Dulles gave a speech that scemed
to threaten massive retaliation in response to bothersome
actions by others, but the successful siege of Dien Bien Phu
by Ho Chi Minh's forces in the spring, of that year showed the
limitations of such threats, Using American nuclear weapons
_to force the lifting of the siege was discussed in both the
_United States a

d France. But using nuclear weapons to serve |

nt group is not easily quieted. The v.eguj‘
el |

|

—awclear weapons will never be used. Their use

More May Be Better

s, |
—Although nuclear. weapons are poor instruments for

@ b_lqckugil.._wuu wy not provide a cheap and decisive offen-
sive force when used against a conventionally armed enemy?

Some people once thought that South Korea, and earlier, the
_Shalv's Iran, wanted nuclear weapons for offensive use. et
-one_can say neither why South Korea would have used
uclear weapons against fellow Koreans wi
_reunite them nor how it could have used i
+against the North, knowing that China an,
| might have retal it goals mi
%ng.lmn halve entertained that would have tempted it to
risk using nuclear weapons? A country that launches a strike
[has to fear a punishing(blow from someorte. Far from lower.
ing the expected cost of aggression, a nuclear offense, even
)j2gainst a nonnuclear state, raises the possible costs of aggres-
n to incalculable heights because the aggressor cannot be
lsure of the eaction of other htate i
—Nuclear weapons do not make nuclear war likely, as his-
has shown. The point made when discussing the internal
use of nuclear weapons bears repeating, No one can say that
) s alw
sible. In asking what the spread of nuclear weapons will dota
the world, we are asking about the effects to be expected if a_
nﬁrgu number of relatively weak states get nuclear weapons.
1f such states use nuclear weapons, the world will not end.
‘The use of nuclear weapons by " ;

|[trigger their use elsewhere,

y lesser powers would hardly

DETERRENCE BY SMALL NUCLEAR Forcrs

detrrent |
Lanswer this question.

How hard is it for minor nuclear i
ow ha ar powers to build
_forces? In the following section,
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The Problents of Preventive and Preetiptive Strikess

The first danger posed by the spread of nuclear weapons |
would seem to be that each new nuclear state may tempt an
o stike T oty s exbryouic milear capabil ||
ity before yecome militarily effective. As more countries.
_acquire nuclear weapons, and as more countries gain nnclea:%
competence through power projects, the difficulties and dan-
Tgers of making preventive strikes_increase, Because of H
‘America’s nuclear arsenal, the Soviet Union could hardly have
destroyed the budding forces of Britain and France; but the
United States could have struck the Soviet Union’s early
nuclear facilities, and the United States or the Soviet Union
could have struck China’s. Long before Israel struck Irag’s
_reactor, pi i ikes were treated as more than abstract.
“possibilities, When Francis P: Matthews was President Harry S.
Truman's secretary of the Navy, he made a speech that scemed
o favor our waging a preventive war. The United States, he
urged, should be willing to pay “even the price of instituting a
war to compel cooperation for peace.”1¢ Moreover, preventive
against nuclear installations can be made by nonnu-_
“clear states and have sometimes been threatened. Thus
President Nasser warned Israel in 1960 that Egypt would
attack If it were sure that Israel was building a bomb. “It is
inevitable,” he said, “that we should attack the base of aggres-
sion even if we have to mobilize four million to destroy it.” 7
_The! Ll\ﬂeg) development of the forces of potential and
of new nuclearstates creates occasions that permit strikes and_

“may invite them{Twd stages of nuclear development should
be distinguished. First, a country may be in an early stage of

nuclear development and be obviously_unable to make

nuclear weapons. Second, a country may be in an advanced
~ stage of nuclear development, and whether or not it has some
nuclear weapons may not be surely known. All of the present
nuclear countries went through both stages, yet until Isracl
struck Iraq’s nuclear facility in June of 1981, no one had
launched a preventive strike-
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~ Anumber of causes combined may account for the/gel

(tance)of statex'to order s
'vkﬁ'l)f inv:gu A

(Jsing during (he first stage
could strike without fearing that the country it attacked
would be able to return a nuclear blow. But would ane coun-
}ry strike s0 hard as to destroy another country’s potential for
future nuclear development? If it did no, the country struck
. nuclear career. If the blow struck is less than
‘:(vashnn‘?, one must be prepared either to repeal it or to

upy and control the country. To do eith
ek ry. To do either would be forbid-
_In striking Iraq, Israel showed that a preventive strike can
be made, something that was not in doubt, Israel’s act and its
nsequences, however, made clear that the likelihood of its
useful accomplishment is low, Isral’s action only increased

—the defermination of Arabs to_produce nuclear weapons

Jsrael's trike, far from foreclosing Iraq's nuclear career, gained

ly:gdiml lrc_nn me other Arab states to pursue it. Despite
racli prime mi Menachem Begin’s vow to strike as often

as need be, the risks in doing so would have risen with each.

_Apreemptive strike launched against a cou |
_ave a small number o warheads i oven et promssog
a preventive strike during the first stage. If th intry.
_attacked has even a rudimentary nuclear capability, one’s own
Zsevere punishient becomes possible, Nuclear forces are sel.
dom delicate because no state wants delicate forces, and
nuclear forces can easily be made sturdy. Nuclear warheads
are fairly small and light; they are easy to hide and fo move
Even the Model-T bombs dropped on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki were small enough to fit into a World War 11
bomber. Early in the nuclear age, people worried about
atomic bombs being concealed in packing boxes and piaced in
the holds of ships to be exploded when a signal was given
Now, more than ever, people worry about fefrorists stualing
nuclear watheads because various states have so many of

&)
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in the hands of minor powers would create greater dangers
than additional thousands in the hands of the United States or
the Soviet Union. Such statements assume that preemption of
a small force is easy. Acting on that assumption, someone may
be tempted to strike; fearing this, the state with the small
number of weapans may be tempted to use the few weapons
it has rather than risk losing them. Such reasoning would con-
firm the thought that small nuclear forces create extreme dan- :
cting small forces by hiding and moving .

the dangers evaporate.

Requirements of Deterrence

‘o be effective, deterrent forces, whether big or small ones,
‘must meet three requirements. First, at least a part of a state’s||
tappear to be able to survive an attack and
own. Second, survival of forces must not
require early firing in response to what may be false alarms.
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countries to infer that numbers are larger, An adversary need
ly believe that some warheads may survive its attack and
ted on it. That belief is not hard to create without mak-_
ing command and contral unreliable. All nuclear countries
live through a time when their forces are crudely designed.
Al countries have so far been able to contral them, Relations
between the United States and the Soviet Union, and later
among the United States, the Soviet Union, and China, were
-at their bitterest just when their nuclear forces were in early ||
mmmmjmmgmm(wm:
~sumably harsl to control. Why should we expect new nuclear
-states to experience greater difficulties than the ones old
nuclear states wer cope with? Although some of the
nlew nuclear states may be economically and technically back-
ward, they will either have expert and highly trained scien-
tists and engineers or they will not be able to produce nuclear
weapons. Even if they buy or steal the weapons, they will
have to hire technicians to maintain and contral them. We da
not have to wonder whether they will take good care of their|
_weapons, They have every incentive to do so. They will not
want to risk retaliation because ane or more of their warheads

“Third, command and control must be reliably maintained; |
weapons must not be susceptible to accidental or unautho-
fhediee 1
The first two requirements are closely linked both to
each other and to measures needed to ensure that deterrent
forces cannot be preempted. If states can deploy their forces in
ways that preclude preemption—and we have seen that they
can—then their forces need not be rigged for hair-trigger
response. States can retaliate at theit leisure.
“This question then arises: May dispersing forces for the
sake of their survival make command and control hard to |
? Americans think so because we think in terms of |
large nuclear arsenals. Small nuclear powers neither have -
them nor need them. Lesser nuclear states may deploy, say,
“ten real weapons and ten dummies, while permitting other

4accidentally struck another country.
Hiding nuclear weapons and keeping them under con.
ks for which the ingenuity of numerous states is_

adequate. Means of delivery are neither difficult to devise nor_
hard to procure. Bombs can be driven in by trucks from neigh-
boring countries. Ports can be torpedoed by small boats lying.
offshore. A thriving arms trade in ever more sophisticated
military equipment provides ready access to what may be
wanted, including planes and missiles suited to the delivery
of nuclear warheads.

_Lesser nuclear states can pursue deterrent strategies
effectively, Deterrence requires the ability to inflict unaccept-
—able damage on another country. ~Unacceptable damage” to |
the Soviet Union was variously defined by Robert McNamara
as requiring the ability to destroy a fifth to a fourth of its pop-
ulation and a half to two-thirds of its industrial capacity.
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American estimates of whal is required for deterrence were
absurdly high. To deter, a country need not appear to be able
1o destroy a fourth or a half of another country, although in
some cases that might be easily done. Would Libya try to
destroy Israel’s nuclear weapans at the risk of two bombs sur-
viving to fall on Tripoli and Bengazi? And what would be left
of Israel if Tel Aviv and Haifa were destroyed? i
The weak can deter one another. But can the weak deter | |
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_tive js worth risking Viadivostok, Novosibirsk, and Tomsk,
with 110 way of being sure that Moscow would not go as well?_

The Credibilit

The credibility of weaker countries’ deterrent threats has two
e first is physical. Will such countries be able to(con:

of Smuall Deterrent Forces

g the question of China’s ability to deter the | |
‘Soviet Union in the old days highlights the issue. The popula-
tion and industry of most slates are concentrated in a rela-
tively small number of centers. This was true of the Soviet
Union. A major attack on the top ten cities of the Soviet Union
would have mashed 25 percent of its industrial capacity and
25 percent of its urban population. Geoffrey Kemp in 1974
concluded that China could probably have struck on that
scale. ® And | emphasize again, China needed only to appear
to be able to do that, A low probability of carrying a highly
_destructive attack home i sufficient for deterrence. A force of_|

an imprecisely specifiable minimum capacity is nevertheless

needed.
Ina 1979 study, Justin Galen (pseud.) wondered whether
the Chinese had a force capable of deterring the Soviet Union.
He estimated that China had sixty to eighty medium-range
and sixty to eighty intermediate-range missiles of doubtful
reliability and accuracy and eighty absolete bombers. He
rightly pointed out that the missiles might miss their targets
even if fired at cities and that the bombers might not get
through the Soviet Union’s defenses. Moreover, the Soviet
Union might have been able to preempt an attack, having
almost certainly “located virtually every Chinese missile, air-
craft, weapons storage area and production facility.” 2! But
surely Soviet leaders put these things the other way around.
_Tol irtually all missiles and aircraft is not good enough.
Despite inaccuracies a few Chinese missiles might have hit
_Russian cities, and some bombers might have got througl
Not much is required to deter. What political-military obj

ictjand protect a( rable force? We have found that
theyiangui mﬁﬁfam H\fﬁ!\wnd is psychological, Will
deterfent threats that are physically feasible be psychologi--
cally plausible? Will an adversary believe that the retaliation.
“that is threa will be carried ont?

_Deterrent threats backed by second-strike nuclear forces |

_becomes unlikely, But deterrent threats may not be credible. In
a world where two or more countries can make them, the
prospect of mutual devastation may make it difficul, or irra-
tional, to execute threats should the occasion for doing so
arise. Would it not be senseless to risk suffering further
destruction once a deterrent force had failed to deter?
Believing that it would be, an adversary may altack counting
on the attacked country’s unwillingness to risk initiating a
devastating exchange by its own retaliation. Why refaliate
_ance a threat to do so has failed? If one’s policy is to rely on
forces designed to deter, then an attack that is nevertheless
made shows that one’s reliance was misplaced. The course of
wisdom may be to pose a new question: What is the best pol-
icy once deterrence h nothing by destroy-
s, Insten taliating, one may prompt

_the enemy to unleash more warheads. A ruthless aggressor
ders of the attacked country
are capable of following such a “rational” line of thought. To
carry the threat out may be “irrational” This old worry
achieved new prominence as the strategic capabilities of the

Soviet Union approached those of the United States in the
mid-1970s. The Soviet Union, some feared, might believe that _

_the United States would be self-deterred. >
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credibility. One early solution of the problem was.
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Much of the Jiterature on deterrence emphasizes the
_prablem of achieving the credibility on which deterrence|
_depends and the danger of relying on a deterrent of uncertain

_Schelling’s notion of “the threat that leaves something [n't
chance.”  No state can know for sure that another state will
refrain from retaliating even when retaliation would be irra-
tional. No state can bet heavily on another state’s common _
sense. Bernard Brodie put the thought more directly, while
avoiding the slippery notion of rationality. Rather than ask

nal or irrational for governments to do,

y asked was this: How do govern-

menis behave in the presence of awesome dangers? His _
answer was, very(Garefully
“To ask why ry should carry out its deterrent

threat if deterrence fails is to ask the wrong question. The
question suggests that an aggressor may attack believing that
the attacked country may not retaliate. This invokes the con-
ventional logic that analysts find so hard to forsake. In a con-
_ventional world, a country can sensibly attack if it believes
that success is_possible. In a nuclear world
_attacker isgle:ired if it believes that the attacked may refali-

Cate. (Uncertainty)of response, not certainty, is required for_

deterr se, if retaliation occurs, one risks losing so

_much. In a nuclear world, we should look less at the retali

_tor's conceivable inhibitions and more at the challenger’s ||
vious risks.

One may nevertheless wonder whether retaliatory
threats remain credible if the strategic forces of the attacker
are superior to those of the attacked. Will an unsuccessful
defender in a conventional war have the courage to unleash
its deterrent force, using nuclear weapons first against a coun-
try having superior strategic forces? Once more this asks the
wrong question. The would-be attacker will ask itself, not
Wwhose forces are numerically superior, but whether a grossly
provacative act might bring nuclear warheads down on itself.

_When vital interests are at stake, all of the parties involved are
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strongly constrained to be moderate because one's immoder-
ate behavior makes the nuclear threats of others credible, With |
—deterrent forces, the question is not whether one country has ||
-more than another but whether it has the capability of inflict-
ge” on another, with “unacceptable”
n second-strike capabililies, it is not the
lance of forces but the possibility that they may be used 1
counts. The balance or imbalance of strategic forces affects
neither the calculation of danger nor the question of whose |
will is the stronger, Second-strike forces have to be seen in_
absolute
Emphasizing the importance of the “balance of resolve,”
1o use Glenn Snyder’s apt phrase, raises questions about what
_adeterrent force covers and what it does not.  In answering
these questions, we can learn something from the experience
of the cold war. The United States and the Soviet Union lim-
ited their provocative acts, all the more carefully when major
values for one side or the other were at issue. This can be seen
both in what they did and in what they did not do. Whatever
support the Soviet Union gave to North Korea’s altack on the
South in June of 1950 was given after Secretary of State
Acheson, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General MacArthur, the
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and oth-
ers explicitly excluded both South Korea and Taiwan from
America’s defense perimeter. The United States, to take
another example, could fight for years on a large scale in
Southeast Asia because neither success nor failure mattered
much internationally. Victory would not have made the world
one of American hegemony. Defeat would not have made the
world one of Soviet hegemony. No vital interest of either
superpower was at stake, as both Kissinger and Brezhney
made clear at the time. * One can fight without fearing esca-
_lation only where little is at stake. That is where the de!emnl{
dete
Actions al the periphery can safely be bolder than
actions al the center. In contrast, where miuch is at stake for
side, the other side moves with care. Trying to win where_| ‘
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_winning would bring the central balance into question threal-
ens escalation and becomes too risky to contemplate. The
United States was circumspect when East European crises
loomed in the mid-1950s. Thus Secretary of State Dulles
assured the Saviet Union, when Hungarians rebelled in
October of 1956, that we would not interfere with Soviet
efforts to suppress them. And the Soviet Union’s moves in the
center of Europe were carefully controlled. Its probes in Berlin
were tentative, reversible, and ineffective. Strikingly, the long
border between Eastern and Western Europe—drawn where
borders earlier proved unstable—was free even of skirmishes
through all of the years after the Second World War.
Contemplating American and Soviet postwar behavior,
erpreting it in terms of nuclear logic, suggests that ||
extends to vital interests beyond the homeland || /=)
ily than most have thought. The United States cared ‘[
mare about Western Eurape than the Soviet Union did. The
Soviet Union cared more about Eastern Europe than the
United States did. Communicating the weight of one side’s|
_concem as compared to the other side’s was easily enough
_done when the matters at hand affected the United States and.
the Soviet Union ‘or this reason, West European anx- |
iety about the coverage it got from American strategic forces,
while understandable, was grossly exaggerated. The United
States might have retaliated if the Soviet Union had made a
major military move against a NATO country, and that alone
was enough to deter the Soviet Union. \

_Because the use of nuclear weapons could lead to catas- |
—trophe for all of the parties involved, nuclear weapons create |

~their own credibility. No one wants to risk their being used |
_against them. Much of the nuclear literature is devoted to the |
problem of credibility, a problem that is easily solved.

The Problent of Extended Deterrence

—How faz from the homeland does deterrence extend? One
answers that question by defining the conditions that must
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-obtain if deterrent threats are to be credited. First, the would.
be attacker must be made to see that the detetrer considers the
interests at stake to be vital, One cannot assume that countries
—will instantly agree on the question of whose interests are
ital. Nuclear weapons, however, strongly incline them to

grope for_de facto agreement on the answer rather than to

fight over L.

Secand, political stability must prevail in the area that
the deterrent is intended to. cover. If the threat to a regime is in
good part from internal factions, then an outside power may
risk supparting one of them even in the face of deferrent
threats. The credibility of a deterrent force requires both that

terests be seen to be vital and that it is an attack from qut-
de that. m. Given these conditions, the would-

be attacker provides both the to allnll’nnd!hc@ﬁﬁgn

__for retaliation. _
The problem of stretching a deterrent, which agitated the
western alliance, is not a problem for lesser nuclear states.
—Their problem is not to protect others but to protect heniy
selves) Many fear that lesser nuclear states will be the first
To break the nucl boo and that-they will use their
weapons irresponsibly. | expect theopposite) Weak states eas-
ily establish their credibility. They are fiot trying to stretch
their deterrent forces o cover others, and their vulnerability.
to conventional attack lends credence to their nuclear threa
Because in a conventional war they can lose so much so fast
Lis easy to believe that they will unleash a deterrent force
even at the risk of receiving a nuclear blow in return, With
~deterrent forces, the party that is absolutely fhreatencd pre-_
vails. *{ Use of nuclear weapons by lesser states, or by any
state, will come only if/survival\js at stake. This should be
called not irresponsible but-responsible use.
_An opponent who attacks what is unambiguously mine |
sisks suffering great distress if I have second-strike forces.
‘This statement has important implications for both the deter-
rer and the deterred. Where territorial claims are shadowy
and disputed, deterrent writs do not run. As Steven J. Rosen
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has said, “It is difficult to imagine Isracl committing national
suicide to hold on to Abu Rudeis or Hebron or Mount
Hermon.” 7_Establishing the

rial claims on the part of the

Id-be deterre: , weapons whose ver,
_would-be deterrer. For modest states, ose very
existence works strongly against their use are just what is

of a deterrent force ||
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Hitler apparently ordered the initiation of gas warfare, but his
generals did not respond. % Second, no country will press a |

uclear nation o the point of decisive defeat. Tn the despera- |
tion of defeat, desperate measures may be taken, and the last
thing anyone wants to do is to make a nuclear nati desper-

wanted. :
In a nuclear world, conservative would-be altackers will
be prudent, but will would-be attac] n ive? A
ew Hitler is not unimaginable, Would the presence of
nuclear weapons have moderated Hitler's behavior? Hitler
did not start World War 11 in order to destroy the Third Reich.
Indeed, he was dismayed by British and French declarations
of war on Poland’s behalf. After all, the western democracies
had not come to the aid of a geographically defensible and
militarily strong Czechoslavakia. Why then should they have
declared war on behalf of an indefensible Poland and against
a Germany made stronger by the incorporation of Czechoslo-
vakia's armor? From the occupation of the Rhineland in 1936
to the invasion of Poland in 1939, Hitler’s calculations were
realistically made. In those years, Hitler would have been
deterred from acling in ways that immediately threatened
massive death and widespread destruction in Germany, And,
even if Hitler had not been deterred, would his generals have
obeyed his commands? In a nuclear world, to act in blatantly
offensive ways is madness. Under the circumstances, how.
‘many generals would obey the commands of a madman? One

To believe that nuclear deterrence would have worked
against Germany in 1939 is easy. It is also easy to believe that
in 1945, given the ability lo do so, Hitler and some few around
him would have fired nuclear warheads at the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union as their armies advanced,
whatever the consequences for Germany, Two considerations
work against this possibility: the first applies in any world; |
the second in a nuclear world. First, when defeat s seen to be
inevitable, a ruler’s authority may vanish, Early in 1945,

ate. The unconditional surrender of a nuclear cannot be

demanded, Nuclear weapons affect the deterrer as well as the
—deterred,

ARMS RACES AMONG NEW NUCLEAR StATES

One may believe that old American and Soviet military doc-
rines set the pattern that new nuclear states will follow. One
may also believe that they will suffer the fate of the United
States and the former Soviet Union, that they will compete in
—building larger and larger nuclear arsenals while continuing
to accumulate conventional weapons. These are doubtful
beliefs. One can infer the future from the past only insof
future situations may be like past ones, )"m@%min rea-
sons, new nuclear states are likely to decrease, rather than to
increase, their military spending,
First, nuclear weapons alter the dynamics of arms races.
In a competition of two or more parties, it may be hard to say
wha is pushing and who s being pushed, who is leading and
who s following, If one party seeks to increase its capabilities,
it may seem that others must too. The dynamic may be built
into the competition and may unfold despite a mutunl wish to
resist it. But need this be the case in a sirategic competition
_among nuclear countries? It need not be if the conditior
—competitio leterrent logic Deterrent logic
—dominates if the conditions of competition make it nearly |
—impossible for any of the competing parties to achieve a first- |
—strike capability. Early in the nuclear age, the implications of
deterrent strategy were clearly seen. “When dealing with the
_absolute weapon,” as William T. R. Fox put it, “arguments

| _based on relative advantage lo: "2 The United
|

|

l
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American policy since the early 19605 again teaches les-
sons that mislead. From President John F. Kennedy and
Secretary Robert 5. McNamara onward, the United States fol-

lowed a_policy of flexible response, emphasizing the impor-
tance of having a continuum of forces that would enable the

United States to fight at any level from irregular lo strategic ||

rence by placing more emphasis on conventional forces
‘would seem to increase the chances that wars will be fought.
Americans wanted to avoid nuclear war in Europe.
Europeans wanted to avoid any war in Europe. Flexible
response weakened Europeans’ confidence in America's_
deterrent for Their worries were well expressed by a sen-
for British general: “McNamara is practically telling the
Soviets that the worst they need expect from an attack on West
Germany is a conventional counterattack.” 3 Why risk one’s
_own destruction if one is able to fight on the ground and
forego the use of strategic weapans? The policy of flexible
_response seemed to lessen reliance on deterrence and 10
_increase the chances of fighting a war, although not nearly as
much as the unnamed British general thought.
arge conventional forces neither add to nor sublract |
_from the credibility of second-strike nuclear forces, Smaller
nuclear states are likely to understand this more easily than
the United States and the Soviet Union did, if only because
few of them can afford to combine deterrent with large war-

nuclear warfare. A policy that decreases reliance on deter- \

Throughout the cold war, the United States and the

Saviet Union missed a basic point about the effects of nucl
weapons. Nuclear weapons negate the advantages of c
tional superiority because escalation in the use of conven
__tional force risi iving a nuclear strike, With nucl
weapons, not mly a small second-strike force equivalent to

rce, but small conventional forces are
conventional forces because large forces
gainst a nuclear pawer. Thus the United
States as well as the Soviet Union maintained unduly large
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forces both at home and abroad. Nuclear Weﬂp&".\*l
both nuclear and conve | advantage. =
Israel’s military policy seems to fly in the face of deter-
rent logic. Its military budget has at times exceeded 20 percent
of its GDP, % In fact Israel's policy bears deterrent logic out. So
long as Israel conlinues to hold the Golan Heights and parts
of the West Bank, it has ta be prepared to fight for them. Since
they by no means belong biguously to lsrael, detérrent
lR%h do not cover them. Because of America’s large s

~_digs, economic constraints have not driven lIsrael to the terri-
torial settlement that would shrink its borders suffi

make a deterrent policy credible, Global and regional forces,

reduce its military expenditures. If a state botd;m encom-

asg ONIyits vital interests, their protection do
g large sums a =

The success of a ent strategy depends neither on.
the conventional capabilities of states nor on the extent of ter-

ry they hold. States can safely shrink their barders because
defense in depth becomes irrelevant. The point can be put the
‘other way around: With deterrent forces, arms races in their _
ultimate form—the fighting of offensive wars designed to

nal security—become pointless.

Tig FREQUENCY AND INTENSITY OF WAR

‘The presence of nuclear weapon: likely. One
may nevertheless oppose the spi nuclear weapans on
the ground that they would make war, however unlikely, |

_unbearably intense should it occur. Nuclear weapons ha\zl‘
ot been fired in anger in a world in which more than one
country has them. We have enjoyed half a century of nuclear

_peace, but we can never have a guarantee. We may be grate-
ful for decades of nuclear peace and for the discouragement
of conventional war among those who have nuclear
sweapons. Yet the fear is widespread that if they ever go off,
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States has sometimes designed its forces according to that
logic. Donald A. Quarles, when he was President
Einhower's secretary of the Air Farce, argued that “sulfi-
cieney of air power” is determined by “the force required to
accomplish the mission assigned.” Avoidance of lotal war
then does not depend on the “relative strength of the two |
_oppased forces,” Instead, it depends on the “absolute pawer {
i Hhe hands of each, and in the substantial invulnerability of
“This power to interdiction.” ® In other words, if no state can
Tlaunch a disarming attack with high confidence, force com- 1\ =/
" parisons are irrelevant. Strategic arms races are ther poin less. ||
Deferrent strateges offer this great advantage: Within wi
“ranges neither side need respond to increases in the othe
_side’s military capabilities. |
Those who foresee nuclear arms racing among new
nuclear states fail to make the distinction between: war-fighting |
_and war-deterring, capabilities. War-fighting forces, because |
they threaten the forces of others, have to be compared:
Superior forces may bring victory to one country; inferior forces
may bring defeat to another. Force requirements vary with
strategies and not just with the characteritics of weapons. With
_war-fighting, strategies, arm hard to avoid.
“Forces designed for deterrence need [iobbe compa
Harold Brown said when he was secretary of defense, purely
deterrent forces “can be relatively modest, and their size can
perhaps be made substantially, though not completely, insensi-
ive lo changes in the posture of an apponent.”) With deterrent
strategies, arms races make sense only if a first-strike capabili
s within reach, Because thwarting a firstsirike is easy, deferren!
forces are qui i i —~
‘Second, deterrent balances are inherently{st
another reason for new nuclear states to decrease, rather than
increase, their military spending. As Secretary Brown saw,
_ within wide limils one state can be insensitive to changes in_
“another state’s forces. French leaders thought this way.
France, as President Valéry Giscard d'Estaing said, “fixes its
security at the level required to maintain, regardless of the
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o, the strategic situation develops in the world, th

(bility—in other words, the effectiveness—of its det

_“force.” % With deterrent forces securely established, no mili
lary requirement presses one side to try to surpass the other.
FHuman error and folly may lead some parties involved in
deterrent balances to spend more on armaments than is
needed, but other parties need not increase their armaments
in response, becaus fof)threaten

__them. The logic of deterre o
gic-arms racing. This should be easier for lesser nuclear states
to understand than it was for the United States and the Soviet
Union. Because_maost of them are economically hard-pressed,
they will not wa re than enough.

Allowing for their particular situations, the policies of
nuclear states confirm these statements, Britain and France are
relatively rich countries, and they have tended to overspend
Their strategic forces were nevertheless modest enough when

_one considers that they thought that deterring the Soviet
“Union would be more dif n deterring states with
capabilities comparable to their own. China, of course, faced_
the same task. These three countries, however, have showx
__inclination to engage in nuclear arms races. From 1974, when
India tested its peaceful bomb, until 1998, when it resumed
testing, India was content to have a nuclear military capabil-
ity that may or may not have produced deliverable warheads,
and Isracl long maintained its own ambiguous status. N |
_ nuclear states are likely to conform to these pattems and
for a modest sufficiency rather than vie with one another fo

__meaningless superiority.
“Third, because str

[ egic nuclear arms races among, lesser
_powers are unlikely, g question is not wh

“they will be run but whether countries having strategic |
nuclear weapons cary avoid running conventional rac
‘more than the Units

rely on executing the deterrent threat that risks all. Will not

_their vulnerability to conventional attack induce them a
heir conventional forc
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we may all be dead. People as varied as the scholar Richard
Smoke, the arms controller Paul Warnke, and the former
defense secretary Harold Brown have all believed that if any
nuclear weapons go off, many will. Although this seems the
least likely of all the unlikely possibilities, it is not impossible.

_What makes it so unlikely s that, if a few warheads are fired, |
all of the countries involved will want to get o

icNamara asked himself what fractions of the Soviet
Union's population and industry the United States should be
able to destroy to deter it, This was the wrong question. States,
are not deterred because they expect to suffer a

amount of damage but because th ot | 0
__damage they will suffer, Near the dawn of the nuclear age,
Bemard Brodie put the matter simply, “The prediction is more
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easily leap to the wrong conclusion: that deterrent strategies,
they have to be carried through, will produce a catastrophe.
That countries are abl ihi

they will necessarily do sc

_heavily armed with strategic nuclear weapors can carry war to
te intensity, the(control ‘)ul force becomes Ih%ﬁma!&‘
) deterrence fails, Teaders ve the sfrofigest -
ut rath &)

es to keep force under control ar imagge rather
_than Taunching genocidal attacks. If the Soviet Union had
attacked Western Europe, NATO's objectives would have bren
10 halt the atack and end the war. The United States had the
ability to place thousands of warheads precisely on targets in

the Soviet Unian. Surely we would have struck military targels

important than the fact.” 35 Potential attacks are deterred by
the knowledge that attacking the vital interests of a country
having nuclear weapons may bring the attacker untold losses.
As Patrick Morgan put it later, “To attempt to compute the
cost of a nuclear war is to miss the point.” %

States are deterred by the prospect of suffering severe
damage and by_their_inability to_do_much to limt it.
Deterrence works because nuclear weny

before 1g, industrial targets and industrial targels before
striking cities. The intent to hit military targets first was some-
times confused with a war-fighting strategy, but it was not one.
It we ¥ antly reduced the Soviet Union's
Whatever American_military leaders
rested on the threat tdpunish. The threat,
t by spasms of

if it failed to deter, would have been followe

_violence but by punishment administered ih-ways that con-
veyed theats

"_to punish another state s without iefeatin;
“Victory,” in Thomas Schelling’s wards; “is no longer a pi
requisite for hurting the enemy.”  Countries armed only with
conventional weapons can hope that their military forces will
be able to limit the damage an attacker can do. Among coun-
tries armed with strategic nuclear forces, the hope of avoiding
heayy damage depends mainly on the attacker’s restraint and
little on one’s own efforts. Those who compared expected
deaths through strategic exchanges of nuclear warheads with
casualties suffered by the Soviet Union in World War 1T over-
looked the fundamental difference between conventional and
nuclear worlds. L f

__Deterrence rests on what countries can do to each other}//~

with strategic nuclear weapons. From this statement, one can|

A war between the United States and the Soviet Union
that got aut of control would have been catastrophic. If they
had set out to destroy each other, they would have greatly
reduced the world's store of developed resources while
killing millions outside of their own borders through fallout.
Even while destroying themselves, states with few weapons
would do less damage to athers. As ever, the biggest interna-
tional dangers come from the strongest states. Fearing the |
world's destruction, one may prefer a world of conventional |
“great powers having a higher probability of fighting less- || <)

destructive wars to a world o ¢ great powers having a ||
uctive wars. But that |
appeared with the production of atomic

ce effectivel
bombs by the United States during World War I1.
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_Does the spread of nuclear weapons threaten to make

wars more intense at regional levels, where wars of high inten-
sity have been possible for many years? If weaker countries are ||

_ " unable to defend at lesser levels of violence, might they
_destroy themselves through resorting to nuclear weapons!
Lesser nuclear states live in fear of this possibility. But this is
not different from the fear under which the United States and
the Soviet Union lived for years. Small nuclear states may
experience a keen sense of desperation because of vulnerabil-
ity to conventional as well as to nuclear attack, but, again, in
desperate situations what all parties become most desperate to
avoid is the use of strategic nuclear weapons. Still, however
improbable the event, lesser states may one day fire some of
their weapons. Ate minor nuclear states more or less likely to
do so than major ones? The answer to this question is vitally
important becatse the existence of some states would be at
stake even if the damage done were regionally confined.

For a number of reasons, deterrent strategies promise
less damage than war-fighting strategies. First, deterrent
strategies induice caution all around and thus reduce the inci-
dence of war. Second, wars fought in the face of strategic
nuclear weapons must be carefully limited because a country
having them may retaliate if its vital interests are threatened.
‘Third, prospective punishment need only be proportionate to
an adversary's expected gains in war after those gains are dis-
counted for the many uncertainties of war. Fourth, should
deterrence fail, a few judiciously delivered warheads are
likely to produce sobriety in the leaders of all of the countries
involved and thus bring rapid deescalation. Finally, war-fight-
ing strategies offer na clear place to stop short of victory for
some and defeat for others. Deterrent strategies do, and that
place is where one country threatens another’s vital interests,
Deterrent strategies lower the probability that wars will begin.
1f wars start nevertheless, deterrent strategies lower the prob-
ability that they will be carried very far.

Ina conventional world, to deter an attacker a status quo
country must threaten a lot of force. It must do so to overcome
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doubls about the credibility of conventional threats and
uncertainty about the effectiveness of conventional blows. In
a nuclear world to deter one need threaten only a little force
because so much more can easily be added. Limiting wars in
a conventional world has proved difficult. In a nuclear world,
only limited wars can be fought. In a conventional world,
states are tempted to strike first to gain an initial advantage
and set the course of the war. In a nuclear world, to strike first
is pointless because no advantage can be gained against invul-
nerable forces. In a conventional world, combatants use their
best, i.e. their most destructive, weapons. Although over-
looked, this explains our use of atomic bombs in the Second
World War. From Guadalcanal to Iwo Jima to Okinawa to the
fire-bombing, of Tokyo, America applied force on an ever-
increasing scale. In the context of a conventional war, A-
bombs looked simply like bigger and better weapons. The aim
in a conventional war is to escalate to a higher level of force
than your opponent can reach. In a nuclear world, no one can
escalate to a level of force anywhere near the top without risk-
ing its own destruction. Deterrence in World War I1 worked
only where combatants shared the ability to use a horrible
weapon, poison gas. All of the major combatants were capa-
ble of using it. None did. On all of the above counts, nuclear
weapons reverse the logic of war that operates in conven-
tional worlds.

Nuclear weapons lessen the intensity as well as the fre-
quency of war among their possessars. For fear of escalation,
nuclear states da not want to fight long and hard over impor-
fant interests—indeed, they do not want to fight at all. Minor
nuclear states have even better reasons than major ones to
accommodate one another and to avoid fighting. Worries
about the intensity of war among nuclear states have to be
viewed in this context and against a world in which conven-

tional weapons have become ever costlier and more destruc-
tive.
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Tue RECENT SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS»

When [ wrote this section in July of 1994, the American gov-
emment, the press, and much of the public were agitated by
the possibility that North Korea had, or would soon have,
nuclear weapons.

‘The United States opposes North Korea's quest for nuclear
‘military capability, yet in the past half-century, no country has
been able to prevent other countries from going nuclear if
they were determined to do so. Sametimes we have helped
them, as with Britain and France, sometimes we have looked
the other way, as with Israel, and sometimes we have tried
and failed to persuade countries to forego the capability.

In all previous cases, the United States was constrained
by other interests from slowing the spread of nuclear
weapons. During the cold war we did not want to drive India
‘more deeply into the arms of the Soviet Union, and we valued
the cooperation of Pakistan. Even though China, South Korea,
and Japan oppose sanctions against North Korea, America
sees itself as being less constrained this time around, We have
maneuvered and threatened to get North Korea to observe the
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty’s inspection provisions. But
even if it does, what will we learn?

David T. French, spokeman for the CIA, described North
Korea as being “impossible to penetrate.” 9 Andrew Hanami
thinks that North Korea may have dug 11,000 tunnels, good
places for hiding warheads. 4 Guesses about the number of
nuclear sites in North Korea vary. We know that North Korea
will never allow inspectors to roam the land freely, and even
if they could, they would never be able to say that they had
found all of the places where bombs may be hidden. Any
country that wants to build warheads, and not be caught
doing it, will disguise its efforts and hide its bombs. After all,
even with numerous United Nations inspectors romping
around Iraq, we still do not know for sure what facilities and

weapons it does and does not have.

Like earlier nuclear states, North Korea wants the mili-
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tary capability that nuclear weapons afford because it feels
weak, lated, and threatened. The ratio of South Korea's
GDP to North Karea's in 1998 was 33:1; of their populations,
more than 2:1; of their defense budgets, 5:1. # North Korea
does have one and a half times as large an army and three and
a half times as many main battle tanks, but their qualily is
low, spare parts and fuel scarce, training limited, and commuy-
nications and logistics dated. In addition, South Korea has the
backing of the United States and the presence of American
troops.

Despite North Korea’s weakness, some people,
Americans especially, worry that the North might invade the
South, even using nuclear weapons in doing so. How con-
cerned should we be? No one has figured out how to use
nuclear weapons except for deterrence. Is a small and weak
state likely o be the first to do so? Countries that use nuclear
weapons have to fear retalition. Why would the North now
invade the South? It did in 1950, but only after prominent
American congressmen, military leaders, and other officials
said thal we would not fight in Korea, Any war on the penin-
sula would put North Korea at severe risk. Perhaps because
South Koreans appreciate this fact more keenly than
Americans do, few of them seem to believe that North Korea
will invade.

Kim [l Sung threatened war, but anyone who thinks that
when a dictator threatens war we should believe him is lost
wandering around somewhere in a bygone conventional
world. # Kim Il Sung was sometimes compared with Hitler
and Stalin. 4 Despite similarities, it is foolish to forget that
North Korea’s capabilities in no way compare with the
Germany of Hitler or the Soviet Union of Stalin. Nuclear
weapons make states more cautious, as the history of the
nuclear age shows. “Rogue states,” as the Soviet Union and

China were once thought to be, have fallowed the pattern.
The weaker and the more endangered a stat the less likely
it is to engage in reckless behavior. North Korea's behavior
has sometimes been ugly, but certainly not reckless. Its regime
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has shown no inclination to risk suicide. This is one good rea-
san why surrounding states counsel patience,

Senator John McCain, a former naval officer, neverthe-
less believed that North Korea would be able to attack with-
out fear of failure because a South Korean and American
counterattack would have to stop at the present border for
fear of North Korean nuclear retaliation. # Our vast nuclear
farces would not deter an attack on the South, yet the dinky
force that the North may have would deter us!

A land-war game played by the American military in
1994 showed another side of American military thinking. The
game pitted the United States against a Third World country

similar to North Korea. Losing conventionally, it struck our
forces with nuclear weapons. For unmentioned reasons, our
superior military forces had no deterrent effect. Results were
said to be devastating. With such possibilities in mind, Air
Force General George Lee Butler and his fellow planners
called for a new strategy of deterrence, with “generic target-
ting” s0 we would be able to strike wherever “terorist states
or rogue leaders . ., threaten to use their own nuclear, chemi-
cal or biological weapons.” The strategy would supposedly
deter states or terrorists from brandishing or using their
weapons. Yet General Butler himself believes, as I do, that
Saddam Hussein was deterred from using chemicals and bio-
logicals in the Gulf War. %

During the 1993 American-South Korean “Team Spirit”
military exercises, North Korea denied access to International
Atomic Energy Agency inspectors and threatened to with-
draw from the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The North's
reaction suggests, as one would expect, that the more vulner-
able North Korea feels, the more strenuously it will pursue a
nuclear program. The pattern has been universal ever since
the United States led the way into the nuclear age. Noticing
this, we should be careful about conveying military threats to
weak states.

One worry remains: A nuclear North Korea would put
pressure on South Korea and Japan to develop comparable
‘weapons. Their doing so would hardly be surprising. Nuclear
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states have tended to come in hastile pairs. American capabil-
ity led to the Soviet Union's, the Soviet Union's to China’s,
China's to India’s, India’s to Pakistan’s, and Israel’s spurred
Iraq's efforts to acquire bombs of its own. Countries are vul-
nerable to capabilities that they lack and others have. Sooner
or later, they try to gain comparable capabilities o seek the
protection of states that have them. Do we think we can
change age-old patterns of international behavior? A nuclear
North Korea is but one reason for other countries in the region
to go nuclear, especially when confidence in America’s
extended deterrent waned as the bipolar world disappeared,
Tormer CIA director James Woolsey has said that he “can
think of no example where the introduction of nuclear
weapons into a region has enhanced that region’s securily or
benefitted the security interests of the United States.” # But
surely nuclear weapons helped to maintain stability during
the cold war and to preserve peace throughout the instability
that came in its wake. Except for interventions by major pow-
ers in conflicts that for them were minor, peace has become
the privilege of states having nuclear weapons, while wars
have been fought mainly by those who lack them, Weak states
cannot help noticing this. That is why states feeling threat-
ened want to have their own nuclear weapons and why states
that have them find it s hard to halt their spread.

Concrusion

‘The conclusion is in two parts. The first part applies the above
analysis to the present. The secnd part uses it to peer into the
future,

What Follows from My Analysis?

[have argued that the gradual spread of nuclear weapons is
belter than either na spread or rapid spread. We do not face
happy choices. We may prefer that countries have conven-
tional weapons only, do not run arms races, and do not fight
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Yet the alternative to nuclear weapons may be ruinous arms
races for some countries with a high risk of their becoming
engaged in devastating conventional wars.

Countries have to take care of their own security. If coun-
tries feel insecure and believe that nuclear weapons would
make them more secure, America’s policy of opposing the
spread of nuclear weapons will not prevail. Any slight chance
of bringing the spread of nuclear weapons to a halt exists only
if the United States strenuously tries to achieve that end. To do
50 carries costs measured in terms of other interests. The
strongest way for the United States to persuade other countries
to forego nuclear weapons is to guarantee their security, How
many states’ security do we want to guarantee? Wisely, we are
reluctant to make promises, but then we should not expect lo
decide how other countries provide for their security.

Some have feared that weakening opposition to the
spread of nuclear weapons will lead numerous states to obtain
them because it may seem that “everyone is doing it % Why
should we think that if we relax, numerous states will begin to
make nuclear weapons? Both the United States and the Soviet
Union were relaxed in the past, and those effects did not fol-
low. The Soviet Union initially supported China’s nuclear pro-
gram. The United States helped both Britain and France to
produce nuclear weapons. By 1968 the CIA had informed
President Johnson of the existence of Israeli nuclear weapans,
and in July of 1970, Richard Helms, director of the CIA, gave
this information to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
These and later disclosures were not followed by censure of
Israel or by reductions of economic assistance. ¥ And in
September of 1980, the executive branch, against the will of the
House of Representatives but with the approval of the Senate,
continued to do nuclear business with India despite its explo-

sion of a nuclear device and despite its unwillingness to sign
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Many more countries can make nuclear weapans than
do. One can believe that American opposition to nuclear arm-
ing stays the deluge only by overlooking the complications of
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international life. Any state has to examine many conditions
before deciding whether or not to develop nuclear weapons,
Our opposition is only ane factor and is not likely to be the
decisive one. Many states feel fairly secure living with their
neighbors. Why should they want nuclear weapons? Some
countries, feeling threatened, have found security through
their own strenuous efforts and through arrangements made
with others. South Korea is an outstanding example. Many
officials believe thal South Korea would lose more in terms of
American support if it acquired nuclear weapons than it
would gain by having them.  Further, on occasion we might
slow the spread of nuclear weapons by not opposing the
nuclear weapons programs of some countries. When we

opposed Pakistan's nuclear program, we were saying that we
disapprove of countries developing nuclear weapans no mat-
ter what their neighbors do.

‘The gradual spread of nuclear weapons has not opened
the nuclear floodgates. Nations attend to their security in the
ways they think best. The fact that so many more countries
can make nuclear weapons than do says more about the hesi-
tation of countries to enter the nuclear military business than
about the effectiveness of American nonproliferation policy.
We should suit our policy to individual cases, sometimes
bringing pressure against a country moving toward nuclear
weapons capability and sometimes quietly acquiescing. No
one policy is right in all cases. We should ask what the inter-
ests of ather countries require before putting pressure on
them. Some countries are likely to suffer more in cost and pain
if they remain conventional states than if they become nuclear
ones. The measured spread of nuclear weapons does not run
against our interests and can increase the security of some
states at a price they can afford o pay.

Wihat Does the Nuclear Future Hold?

What will a world populated by a few more nuclear states
ook like? | have drawn a picture of such a world that accords




