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superpowers and their allies might well increase; and the threat posed
by clandestinely delivered nuclear weapons would be much more sig-
nificant than today.

Any serious policy for deploying defenses must address the dangers
that would result from the difficulty of maintaining low vulnerability.
Even if defenses greatly reduced U.S. vulnerability, this capability could
not be made highly robust. The lack of robustness would be particularly
dangerous because BAD would be a highly competitive world in which
superpower cooperation was extremely difficult. President Reagan and
other proponents of BMD have suggested that effective defenses would
eliminate the need for offenses.? This outcome is extremely unlikely.
Deploying defenses would probably lead to an intense offensive and de-
fensive nuclear weapons competition and to tense, strained superpower
relations. Arms control agreements to limit or reduce offensive nuclear
forces would be difficult, if not impossible, to negotiate. Thus the pros-
pects for improving security by shifting to a world of effective defenses
seem especially gloomy.

No evidence indicates that the U.S. interest in highly effective de-
fense is based on a complete analysis of a world of near-perfect defense.
Unfortunately, a world in which both superpowers deployed effective
defense would be far less attractive than its proponents suggest. Even
on the most optimistic asumptions, BAD would probably be less secure
than MAD; with more realistic assumptions, we find that deploying BMD
would reduce U.S. security. Until a convincing argument is presented
for this fundamental change in nuclear weapons policy, the United States
should give priority to living safely in a world of mutual societal vulner-
ability, pursuing with renewed determination a prudent policy of offen-
sive weapons acquisition and strategic arms control.

CHAPTER 4

Lengthening the Fuse:
No First Use and Disengagement

Daniel ]. Arbess and Andrew M. Moravcsik

U.S. foreign policy turns ultimately on the deterrent power of the
American nuclear umbrella—the rock on which the renaissance of
the West since 1945 was built and the foundation for its security.

—Eugene V. Rostow

The U.5. declaratory doctrine of deliberate escalation is a Grand
Musion or a Great Lie, a pretension that we would allow America
to be destroyed in an attempt to save Europe.

—Richard K. Betts

Few Americans realize that under specific circumstances it is official Amer-
ican policy to initiate nuclear war.! Since the creation of the NATO al-
liance in 1949, the defense of Europe has been backed by an explicit
American threat to use nuclear weapons first. If Western conventional de-
fenses in Europe threaten to crumble, the strategy of ““flexible response,”
officially adopted by NATO in 1967, reserves the option to respond with
nuclear weapons. A similar policy underlies the defense of East Asia and
the Middle East. On several dozen occasions, the United States govern-
ment has secretly contemplated or openly threatened the use of nuclear
weapons in support of diplomatic goals.2

Most American strategists favor this policy, but few do so because
they believe that the use of these weapons would bolster the battlefield
position of Western defenders.? Instead, they believe that the prospect
of sudden catastrophic losses, perhaps even the total annihilation of its
homeland, will deter a superpower from even contemplating conven-
tional aggression. Nuclear weapons, they contend, not only alter the
calculus of costs and benefits facing an aggressor; they render such a
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calculation irrelevant. Because the sheer horror of their use changes the
way nations think about war, nuclear weapons are, as one strategist de-
scribes them, “the ultimate deterrent.”*

But the policy of first use contains an internal contradiction. As long
as it succeeds in keeping the peace, first use appears perfectly rational.
But once a conventional war breaks out, a defense based on nuclear retal-
iation is a potentially catastrophic liability. When facing an opponent with
a secure nuclear retaliatory capability, first use would likely be suicidal.
American strategists no longer contemplate immediate nuclear attacks
on the Soviet homeland, as they did in the 1950s; instead, they speak
of flexible response and nuclear options. But General Bernard Rogers,
formerly supreme allied commander in Europe, has estimated that if the
Soviets attack, NATO will have only a few days to deliberate before turn-
ing to nuclear weapons.® In short, if deterrence breaks down, the policy
of first use will be exposed either as a bluff or as a doomsday machine.

In recent years, the consensus in favor of a deterrent based on first
use has been attacked by a growing number of statesmen and strate-
gists. They question even the modest reliance on nuclear weapons re-
quired by flexible response and call on the United States to take steps
to make them more difficult to use early in a conflict. Although such pro-
posals have been advanced since the 1950s, they have multiplied since the
publication in 1982 of a celebrated article in Foreign Affairs by McGeorge
Bundy, George Kennan, Robert McNamara, and Gerard Smith. These
four distinguished statesmen argue that “the one definable firebreak
against the worldwide disaster of general nuclear war is the one which
stands between other kinds of conflict and any use whatsoever of nu-
clear weapons. To keep that firebreak wide and strong is in the deepest
interest of mankind.”¢ In their view, defense against aggression should
rely more heavily on conventional forces or on the “existential” uncer-
tainty created by the mere presence of nuclear weapons, rather than stra-
tegies for actually using nuclear weapons first.

In effect, measures for making nuclear weapons less readily usable
“lengthen the nuclear fuse.” There is a range of proposals for length-
ening the fuse. At one end of the spectrum are slight modifications in
existing procedures and deployments that increase control over nuclear
weapons and strengthen conventional forces; in the middle are proposals
that remove nuclear weapons from the front, place bureaucratic obsta-
cles in the way of their use, and plan for conventional war; and at the
far end of the spectrum, the United States would sever some of the de-
fense commitments that might put the American homeland at risk, with
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corresponding reductions in both conventional and military forces. All
of these measures can be overridden in wartime. Thus, none reduces the
risk of first use by either side to zero. But by placing obstacles in the way
of first use, each proposal attempts to precommit Western nations, led
by the United States, to a more prudent nuclear policy.

While some of these proposals may appear dramatic, their imple-
mentation would largely be a matter of aligning military doctrine and
deployments with a long-term trend among political leaders against seri-
ously considering the first use of nuclear weapons.” Former secretaries
of defense and state have testified that they recommended as a princi-
ple against any plan for nuclear first use.® The Soviet Union has already
adopted a declaratory policy of no first use. While the requirements of
flexible response prevent the United States from making a similar pro-
nouncement, it is clear that some members of the U.S. government have
already informally adopted a de facto policy of no first use. There ap-
pears to be emerging, between the superpowers, a norm against first
use.’ In recent years, overt incidents of nuclear diplomacy, as well as
high-level consideration of the deliberate use of these weapons, have
declined markedly.1®

In the first two sections of this chapter, we present the criticisms of
first use and the various proposals to lengthen the fuse. In the third sec-
tion, we examine various scenarios by which war could break out. In the
final two sections, we attempt to specify the conditions under which the
various proposals to lengthen the fuse would reduce the likelihood of
nuclear war.

Criticism of First Use

Objections to first use fall into three categories. In the eyes of its critics,
a defense based on first use is indiscriminate, uncontrollable, and de-
stabilizing. The first criticism is that nuclear weapons cannot be used
discriminatingly; the collateral damage is certain to outweigh any rea-
sonable aim. Critics argue that since nuclear first use is such a destruc-
tive and irrational step, conventional forces provide a more credible de-
terrent. This is particularly true in the Third World, where the stakes
are relatively low. Most strategists reject the notion that first use favors
an undermanned or outgunned defender.! Indeed, if nuclear weapons
are disconnected from the overall military infrastructure, U.S. conven-
tional forces abroad could probably be used more effectively and with
less risk.12 Former Secretary of State Robert McNamara succinctly sums




72 | FATEFUL VISIONS

up the first criticism: “Nuclear weapons serve no military purpose what-
soever. They are totally useless—except only to deter one’s opponent
from using them.”13

At the same time —and this is the critics’ second objection —nuclear
weapons render warfare uncontrollable. Nuclear first use is a dangerous
bluff. If deterrence fails and a conventional war breaks out, extensive
plans for first use may become a self-fulfilling prophecy. In part, the
danger stems from the tendency of decision makers to resort to standard
operating procedures in a crisis; even if they perceive the situation cor-
rectly and maintain control over operations, they may feel that they have
no choice but to cross the nuclear firebreak. An even greater danger, ac-
cording to many critics of flexible response, is that control over the situa-
tion will be lost. The integration of thousands of nuclear weapons into
conventional defense strategies increases the likelihood of nuclear war
breaking out inadvertently through accidents, unauthorized use, miscal-
culations, and pre-emption.!*

Advocates of a longer fuse believe the danger of uncontrolled escala-
tion is real. There is an inherent tension, for example, between NATO's
political and operational requirements. Nuclear weapons are stored in
a limited number of depots throughout Europe and are thus vulnerable
to a Soviet pre-emptive strike. To reduce the risk of such a strike, NATO
leaders may feel compelled to authorize dispersal of battlefield nuclear
weapons while deliberations about their use continue. Yet once nuclear
weapons are dispersed, political control would become more difficult to
ensure. Unless command and control remains utterly reliable, authority
might be delegated to field commanders, increasing the likelihood of
unauthorized or accidental use and giving the Soviets incentive to inter-
dict those operations.

”The Western alliance is thus posed with a dilemma,” according to a
group of ten prominent statesmen and strategists, writing jointly in the
Atlantic Monthly.

If NATO, during a political crisis in Europe, felt that a conflict in Europe was im-
minent, it might move to scatter its vulnerable nuclear assets in order to protect
them. Soviet leaders, on the other hand, might very well interpret such an action
as preparation for a NATO nuclear attack. NATO’s alternative would be to allow
these weapons to remain concentrated and vulnerable to a preemptive Warsaw
Pact strike—nuclear or conventional. In either case Soviet leaders would be under
pressure to deploy the weapons quickly—and NATO field commanders would
be under pressure to use them quickly.*®

Uncontrolled first use could also be an unintentional by-product of the
current tight integration of nuclear and conventional forces. Nuclear
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alerts, naval movements, and other deployments of integrated forces
might trigger a dangerous process of “action and reaction, [creatingJ an
operational momentum towards first use.”1¢ Conventional qperatlons
might, for example, provoke first use by threatening strategic nuclear
systems on land or at sea."” .

Even if Western soldiers and statesmen initiate nuclear war in a de-
liberate and controlled manner, critics contend that they will inevitably
lose control, Once the superpowers cross the firebreak, escalation to an
all-out strategic nuclear exchange may well be inevitable. For a nuclear
war to remain limited, the two sides would have to agree on specific
limits on weapons and targets. As one group of critics observes: “This
unprecedented feat of diplomacy would have to be achieved in a stz.:lte of
crisis and uncertainty unknown to history, with each side holding in re-
serve a nuclear arsenal that could carry the conflict to virtually any level
of destruction. . . . It would be reckless to assume that escalation far be-
yond the battlefield could be averted. ...”® .

A third objection links the short fuse to destabilizing military doc-
trines and economic policies. In order for the strategy of extended nuclear
deterrence to be credible, critics assert, the United States must adopt
a counterforce posture at the strategic level. In other words, Americ?m
strategic missiles must be deployed in such a way as to threaten Soviet
missiles in their silos. According to critics, this posture undermines both
crisis stability and arms control. Earl Ravenal argues that such a pos-
ture demands that the United States maintain a first-strike capability: “A
damage-limiting attack against hard targets is a demanding requirement,
in numbers and characteristics of weapons. And, to have its intended
effect, it must be preemptive.”*® The consequences, according to Ravenal,
are grave: "It is its adherence to alliance commitments that skews the
United States strategy toward counterforce targeting and warps Amer-
ican doctrines of response toward first use of nuclear weapons, preju-
dicing crisis stability and increasing the chance of escalation to nuclear
war.”? The trend toward counterforce, some argue, has pushed Amer-
ican policy away from the objectives of arms control, and pa?rticularly
away from the norms against counterforce and damage limitatllon estab-
lished by the Anti-Ballistic Missile and Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty
of 1972. .

Some supporters of disengagement argue that the United States is
economically as well as militarily overextended. The high cost of Amer-
ican military spending in support of current alliance arrangements, sherle
Schwenninger and Jerry Sanders contend, locks the United States mt.o a
worsening economic position vis-a-vis its main competitors.?! According
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to David Calleo, the United States has resorted to a series of destabiliz-
ing international economic policies —trade deficits, sudden devaluations,
inflation, and now the accumulation of debt—in order to finance an over-
extended foreign policy. In the long run, Calleo predicts, superpower
war will be less likely and the international system more stable if we
deliberately withdraw from commitments now, rather than abandoning
them later amidst international economic turmoil brought about by the
United States’ inability to continue in its role as a hegemonic power.??
Melvyn Krauss predicts that U.S. withdrawal from Europe would reduce
the incentive of Europeans to free ride. Once this incentive is removed,
increased European defense spending would compensate for American
reductions, thereby creating a stronger and more balanced Western de-
fense.?®

Lengthening the Fuse: No Early Use, No First Use, Disengagement

To evaluate specific proposals, it is necessary to distinguish between
lengthening the fuse as a principle and as a policy.?* Declarations alone do
not reduce the probability of first use unless they redirect strategic plan-
ners “to prepare realistically for conventional defense without contem-
plating early use of nuclear weapons.”? In their 1982 article, Bundy and
his colleagues recommended that the United States issue a declaration
of no first use and consider methods of strengthening conventional de-
fense in Europe, but they declined to recommend specific changes in
military deployments, tactics, or decision-making procedures. Nor did
they draw any implications for areas outside Europe.?¢ Since then, many
more detailed proposals have been advanced. Broadly speaking, these
schemes fall into the three categories introduced above: no eatly use, no
first use, and disengagement.

No Early Use

Advocates of no early use support measures to raise the threshold at
which nuclear weapons are used and to maintain command and con-
trol on the battlefield. Among these measures are stronger conventional
forces or a conventional arms control agreement, decreased vulnerabil-
ity of existing nuclear weapons, deployment of weapons farther from
the front, and tighter and more centralized control over the authoriza-
tion of first use.

In varied forms, no early use has gained wide support even among
those who continue to accept flexible response as the basis of Western
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defense.?” Four distinguished German critics of the Bundy group’s mani-
festo advocate both a build-up of nonnuclear forces and an arms control
treaty establishing conventional parity in Europe.?® General Rogers has
called for a conventional build-up requiring annual increases of 4 per-
cent (in real terms) in NATO defense budgets, including the enhance-
ment of capabilities for using conventionally armed missiles to disrupt
and interdict forces far behind Warsaw Pact lines.? Samuel Hunting-
ton has proposed the creation of a “conventional retaliation” option in
Europe, in which allied forces would launch a retaliatory counteroffen-
sive into East Germany and Czechoslovakia, cutting Warsaw Pact sup-
ply lines, undermining the support of Soviet satellites, and improving
NATO'’s position in negotiations to terminate the war.30

All of these proposals implicitly concede that Western defense re-
lies too heavily on nuclear first use. Yet each is conservative in spirit, for
each is entirely consistent with the general outlines of flexible response.3!
None rests on reassessment of the Soviet threat, renegotiation of politi-
cal agreements between allies, or rearrangement of bureaucracies within
national governments. Above all, none requires a definitive renuncia-
tion of nuclear first use.

No First Use

A second, far more ambitious form of lengthening the fuse is a policy
of no first use. The Atlantic Monthly group advocates “military plans,
training programs, defense budgets and arms negotiations” based on
the assumption that the United States “will not initiate the use of nu-
clear weapons.”3 As first steps in this direction, they propose an im-
mediate policy of no early use in Europe, cessation of weapons mod-
ernization programs predicated on first use, elimination of dual-capable
systems, the creation of separate command and control procedures for
nuclear weapons, a policy of no early second use, eventual no first use
outside Europe, firm rejection of strategic first use and counterforce tar-
geting, and abandoning the Strategic Defense Initiative.?® Johan Holst
has enumerated a number of additional measures that may be necessary
to transform no first use from principle into policy: withdrawal of nu-
clear artillery and air defense munitions from Europe, and controls on
the introduction of high-technology conventional weapons that could
raise the velocity of warfare beyond the current capacity to control it.%*

In a recent book, Morton Halperin elaborates a policy of no first use
based on the premise that nuclear weapons cannot be used rationally in a
military conflict.35 Accordingly, control over all nuclear weapons should
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be placed in the hands of an “entirely separate structure...totally di-
vorced from the command structure for conducting conventional combat
operations.” A small force of invulnerable nuclear weapons, numbering
several hundred at most, should replace present NATO nuclear forces.
These weapons should be used exclusively for “demonstration” shots,
never for tactical purposes. In the Third World, including the Korean
peninsula and the Persian Gulf, Halperin recommends a policy of un-
conditional no first use and the eventual withdrawal of all American nu-
clear forces, whether naval or based on land.

Halperin argues that strategic nuclear weapons should be configured
to prevent early first or second use, thereby reducing the chance of acci-
dental or ill-considered firings. First-strike weapons should be eliminated
from the arsenal, perhaps by deploying a large percentage of the force
in the form of slower, less powerful cruise missiles. The ability of weap-
ons and the centers that command and control them to survive attack
should be strengthened, while we move toward an eventual bilateral
limitation on the number of warheads. The redeployments should be
implemented by a presidential directive “indicating that strategic nu-
clear forces will not under any circumstances fire first.”

Disengagement

Some believe that no early use and no first use do not go far enough.
According to Earl Ravenal, “Americans are faced with an increasingly
demarcated choice: the salvation of Europe, or their own solvency and
safety.”36 Ravenel argues that the United States should disengage from
the defense of Europe and other allies as part of a broad alternative con-
ception of foreign policy. “Globally,” he writes, “we would draw back to
a line that has two mutually reenforcing characteristics: credibility and
feasibility; a line we must hold, as part of the definition of our sover-
eignty, and that we can hold, as a defense perimeter and a strategic force
concept that can be maintained with advantage and within constraints
over the long haul.”3? Advocates of disengagement disagree over which
security interests are truly vital, but most foresee a partial or total with-
drawal from Europe, with the forces either deployed elsewhere or de-
mobilized.

Assessing Proposals for Reform

The debate over lengthening the fuse is fundamentally a debate over
where to strike the balance between assuring that Soviet aggression is

——
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adequately deterred and avoiding crisis instability or loss of control. Ad-
vocates of a longer fuse contend that by making nuclear weapons more
difficult to use, or by giving civilian leaders more, direct control over the
decision, we can reduce the probability of inadvertent, accidental, pre-
emptive, or ill-considered first use without significantly increasing the
chances of a deliberate Soviet attack. By diminishing U.S. reliance on
nuclear weapons, lengthening the fuse may also reduce demands for
the damage-limitation capability associated with first use and counter-
force weapons, thereby opening up new opportunities for arms control.

Those who praise the nuclear option as “the rock on which the re-
naissance of the West” is built question the claim that a longer fuse will
promote stability and controllability of crises.”® Drawing an analogy to
the failure of the Munich Agreement to deter Hitler, they fear that nu-
clear war will arise as a result of a failure to deter the Soviets. A longer
fuse, they believe, increases the chance of conventional war. Since a ma-
jor conventional war is the most likely road to nuclear holocaust, they
argue, widening the firebreak increases the chance of nuclear war. As
Josef Joffe writes: “With nuclear weapons withdrawn, and the risk of
immediate escalation set aside, a conventional lunge, stopping well short
of the new nuclear perimeter in the West, will look visibly less irrational
than under current circumstances. . .if nuclear weapons are the queens
of deterrence, their removal from the board will liberate the conventional
pawns from the restraints of the game.”% Some supporters of first use
go so far as to concede the desirability in theory of greater reliance on
conventional forces, but note that Western nations are unwilling to com-
mit the resources necessary to achieve decisive conventional superiority
over the Soviet Union, while Third World allies lack the means to do so.
Thus, the threat of first use remains the most cost-effective and politi-
cally expedient form of defense.

Paths to War

How are we to choose between these positions? Ideally, strategists would
calculate the probability of nuclear war under the various possible sce-
narios. But it is impossible to assign reliable quantitative values to the
variables needed to assess the probability and costs of war given a cer-
tain strategic doctrine or force posture. We simply do not know enough
about the resiliency of conventional defenses, the probability of escala-
tion, and the future intentions and perceptions of the potential antago-
nists. More importantly, such a calculation must take into account the
political context in which first use is considered. Accordingly, in this
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chapter our assessment of proposals for lengthening the fuse is largely
qualitative, relying primarily not on calculations of military might, but on
a comparison between three political scenarios by which nuclear war
might break out. In order to determine how war is most likely to break
out, we examine three scenarios: a Soviet bolt from the blue in Europe,
spill-over from Eastern European uprisings, or a catalytic conflict in the
Third World.4t

A Bolt from the Blue. Although the foundation scenario for NATO strat-
egy is a Soviet lunge in Central Europe, this is a relatively unlikely path
to war. Yalta and Helsinki have, to a certain extent, legitimized the So-
viet role in Eastern Europe, and the USSR has difficulty sustaining even
its current commitments. On balance, the Soviet Union profits economi-
cally, politically, and militarily from the status quo in Europe. Compared
to a sudden attack, the Soviet Union could gain a great deal in the way
of trade and technology transfers at less cost by opting for continued
détente in Europe. And even if Soviet leaders harbor overtly aggressive
intentions, traditional geopolitical logic dictates that they eschew the
heavily armed Central European front and expand someplace where the
risks and costs of conventional advance are lower. Accordingly, Jona-
than Dean concludes that “the main contingency for which the NATO
alliance was established —to deter or repel deliberate Soviet attack aimed
at the conquest of Western Europe —has become increasingly remote, so
remote that it has become negligible.” 2

Eastern European Uprisings. A second scenario, more likely than the first
to provoke nuclear war, begins with anti-Soviet uprisings in Eastern Eu-
rope, which might provoke the Soviet Union to take desperate measures
to avoid losing control over its satellites. But since the conventional supe-
riority of the Warsaw Pact in Europe depends largely on Eastern European
troops, the Soviet Union would be unlikely to initiate hostilities unless it
faced direct Western provocation in the form of covert intervention or
political interference. On the other hand, if the USSR found a real or
perceived justification for such fears, and if the crisis were long and vio-
lent, even a clear noninterventionist stance, as was taken in Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968, might be inadequate to assure the Kremlin.*

Third World Conflicts. The most likely path to nuclear war between the
superpowers has its roots in the Third World, where political conditions
are unstable, where both sides’ interests are ambiguously defined, and

\
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where the resulting risks of misunderstanding or misjudgment are most
acute. Most crises involving the threat of first use have taken place in the
Third World. Nuclear war might break out in situations where the West is
hopelessly outnumbered, as in some views of Soviet intervention in Iran;
through escalation involving forward-based weapons at sea; or through
accidental, unauthorized, or pre-emptive use when both sides’ integrated
forces are alerted.** Conventional conflict in the Third World may also
spill over into the European theater. If the Soviets assume that the prob-
ability of war is high, pre-emptive strikes against Western nuclear assets
in Europe may become a strategic priority. Michael MccGwire concludes
that the nuclear threshold is less likely to be crossed as the result of an
outright Soviet urge to aggression than as a by-product of “the momen-
tous decision that world war was unavoidable.” %5

A Balanced Deterrent

Several lessons can be drawn from this brief analysis. First, crisis sta-
bility and controllability, particularly once a conventional crisis is under
way, are at least as important as a strong peacetime deterrent. In most
of the scenarios by which nuclear war might plausibly break out, mis-
understandings, misperceptions, fears of pre-emption, failure to control
forces in the field, or simply lack of an alternative play a prominent role.
Second, there is in many cases a tradeoff between crisis stability and
control on the one hand and deterrence on the other. Doctrines and pos-
tures designed to enhance deterrence can undermine crisis stability and
control during wartime, or create a situation in which either side may
decide to use nuclear weapons first.

It would be unwise to rest Western defense planning solely on the
doves’ best-case scenario, in which the Soviets are assumed to be over-
deterred even without nuclear weapons. The weakness of the hawks’
argument, on the other hand, is not (as is often maintained) that it is a
worst-case assessment, but that it fails to acknowledge that there are
several worst-case assessments. By focusing on only one scenario- po-
tential Soviet aggression —hawks promote doctrines and capabilities that
make other scenarios more likely. It is an oversimplification to regard
first use and the nuclear guarantee as the most likely cause of war or as
the primary factor that prevents war. A balance must instead be struck
between the objectives of deterrence stability, crisis stability, and con-
trollability. Postures that overemphasize one objective to the detriment
of the others may be dangerous. In order to reduce the chance of nuclear
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war, the United States and NATO should pursue a strategy of balanced
deterrence: a posture designed to reduce the overall likelihood of nuclear
war by all paths.%

Our analysis suggests that the best way to achieve this goal is to adopt
measures blocking nonrational paths to war. NATO’s current short fuse
provides an imbalanced deterrent. While the United States and NATO
continue to focus strategic decisions on the danger of sudden attack in
Europe, whether a pre-emptive strike during crisis or a premeditated
bolt from the blue, the Soviet’s primary concern is with the “Sarajevo
factor,” the fear that an uncontrollable chain of events could lead to world
war. Current strategy implicitly concedes the importance of this fear:
since the threat of nuclear retaliation is in many ways incredible, its ef-
fectiveness must rely heavily on an element of uncertainty —on the pos-
sibility that nuclear weapons might be used accidentally, inadvertently,
or hastily in a conventional conflict. But in wartime, this uncertainty
might lead to catastrophe.

Managing the Tradeoff

Proponents of a longer fuse argue that NATO’s present strategy increases
the likelihood of general war while attempting to deter the lesser threats
of Soviet aggression and blackmail. But would lengthening the fuse tip
the scale in the other direction, leaving the Soviet Union inadequately
deterred? Would gains in crisis stability and controllability outweigh the
potential losses in deterrence?

Most proponents of a longer fuse are sensitive to the deterrence side
of the equation, emphasizing the need for it to be coupled with measures
to strengthen conventional defense or negotiate conventional arms con-
trol. Underlying this view is a basic consensus that under current cir-
cumstances NATO’s conventional capabilities would be inadequate to
resist a sudden concerted Soviet advance (although given adequate time
to mobilize, Western conventional defenses in Europe and East Asia are
adequate).

Just how far the fuse could safely be lengthened without conven-
tional compensation depends on how the Soviets respond to marginal
changes in nuclear deployments. Here there will be critical differences of
opinion. Those who feel that Soviet behavior is shaped predominantly
by the fear of American missiles will support minimal no early use pro-
posals, but argue strenuously for more reliable conventional defenses to
compensate for any move away from first use. Others believe that the
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Soviets are highly constrained by the benefits of the status quo, the po-
litical and economic costs of aggression, the existence of small French and
British nuclear forces, and what McGeorge Bundy has termed “existen-
tial” deterrence (the fear and uncertainty induced by the mere existence
of nuclear weapons, independent of the precise mode of deployment).#’
They will be prepared to lengthen the fuse with less compensation.

The latter view is the more plausible. The credibility of a nuclear de-
fense does not rest primarily on the particular mode of deployment. There
is little reason to believe that it makes much difference to the Soviets
whether nuclear weapons used against them are launched by Americans
or Europeans, early or late in the conflict, or from cruise missiles or bat-
tlefield launchers. Moreover, if our analysis is correct, and the danger
of nonrational use outweighs the danger of deliberate use, some length-
ening of the fuse would reduce the overall probability of nuclear war,
even without any conventional compensation.

Each of the three proposals considered here—no early use, no first
use, and disengagement —can claim under certain conditions to reduce the
probability of nuclear war by moving toward a more balanced deterrent.
Let us first consider the military conditions under which each proposal
would be desirable. Then we will turn to long-term political conditions.

No Early Use. Under almost any conceivable circumstances, adoption
of measures to assure that weapons and command and control systems
would survive the early stages of an attack—the minimal no early use
proposal—would reduce the probability of nuclear war. Steps to ensure
that decisions about nuclear weapons would be made in a deliberate and
prudent manner would block nonrational paths to nuclear war without
diminishing the overall deterrent—thereby satisfying both hawks and
doves. Reasoned opposition to these measures could come from but one
group: those who believe that the threat of Soviet attack is so immediate
that it outweighs all the evident risks of nonrational use, and that the
Soviets are restrained from such an attack only by their fear that Western
missiles might go off inadvertently. In our view, this is an implausible
ground for opposing no early use.

Proposals to increase the ability of weapons to survive conventional
and nuclear attack would be one particularly important aspect of this
minimal no early use position. Current NATO plans also foresee an im-
provement in theater command and control.*® The problem of unauthor-
ized use might be addressed through further changes in command sys-
tems, for example by developing more reliable Permissive Action Linkages
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(PALs)—locks on nuclear weapons that require centralized authorization
to open. Ground and air-based weapons now require PALs, but many
have yet to be upgraded to 1980s standards. Such controls might be ex-
tended to naval weapons, many of which can currently be fired without
encountering a PAL lock. A new generation of PALs, working by secure
radio links, might allow civilian officials even greater control. Withdraw-
ing nuclear weapons farther from the front lines would reduce the risk
of early use, controlled or inadvertent. Ideally, the bulk of theater nu-
clear defense should consist of mobile missiles stationed far behind the

front lines.®

No First Use. 1f we accept the assumption that the present first use pol-
icy is dangerously imbalanced, some movement toward reduced reliance
on nuclear weapons and their replacement with nonprovocative con-
ventional forces is clearly desirable. Many Western officials agree that
NATO relies too heavily on nuclear weapons and that the prospects of
pre-emptive or inadvertent war are real. Responding to these concerns,
current NATO plans foresee reductions in the number of battlefield nu-
clear weapons from 5,895 in 1985 to 4,082 in 1992.5°

Exactly how far the trend toward no first use should go depends, as
we have seen in the preceding section, on the deterrent value ascribed to
conventional forces, the extent to which the mere existence of nuclear
weapons provides an existential deterrent to aggression, and assessments
of the Soviet threat. In the absence of mutually negotiated reductions,
however, it is safe to assume that some minimal nuclear force is required
to deter Soviet use of theater weapons in Europe. This requirement places
a lower bound on reductions in arsenals.

Paradoxically, proposals for no first use (and no early use) that in-
volve a large build-up of conventional forces tend to be more risky than
those that do not. Some such proposals, such as those for deep strikes
and conventional retaliation, might move us even further away from a
balanced deterrent. To be sure, conventional retaliation offers advan-
tages. It might deflect some of the wartime damage away from the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, lead to gains of territory that could be used to
bring the Soviets to the negotiating table, and increase the cost of war to
the Eastern Europeans, thereby diminishing their support for the Soviet
cause.! But the advantages of conventional retaliation may well be out-
weighed by its liabilities. Insofar as it poses an offensive threat, a strong
conventional force undermines the crisis stability side of the equation.

T
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Retaliation may inadvertently threaten Soviet strategic assets, thereby
opening up new paths to nuclear war, while encouraging pre-emptive
thinking in NATO.>2 Even though NATO perceives itself as the defender,
it will be under pressure to shoot first if the steadfastness of its forward
defense depends on the early destruction of enemy rear assets. More-
over, a counteroffensive capability might pose a more realistic threat of
conventional intervention in Eastern Europe. The resulting Soviet fears
of invasion could be extremely destabilizing, particularly in the case of
an Eastern European uprising.

Nonprovocative defense or conventional arms control would permit
us to lengthen the fuse without these disadvantages. Such a defense also
promises to be less costly than conventional alternatives.5? A clearly non-
provocative defense posture could give NATO a more nearly sufficient
capacity for defense, while minimizing crisis instability. Because NATO
would not possess the structural capacity for strikes deep within East-
ern Europe, the Soviet incentive to strike westward would be reduced,
as would the likelihood of rapid escalation or spillover from a crisis in
Eastern Europe or the Third World. The most desirable way to create
anonprovocative conventional defense would be to include it within the
framework of ongoing conventional arms control negotiations, such as
the successor to the Mutual Balanced Force Reduction talks. An arms
control package combining reductions in shorter range nuclear weapons
with negotiated limitations on conventional forces could raise the nuclear
threshold while redressing perceived imbalances in the conventional con-
stellation of forces. Even quite conservative analysts support this alter-
native, although doubts remain about its feasibility.5¢

To a greater extent than no early use, the desirability of no first use de-
pends on assessments of the overall East-West military balance, as well
as the current state of military technology. Massive increases in Soviet or
regional power vis-a-vis the West or developments in weapons technology
radically favoring conventional attackers might upset the conventional
balance and require a different balance of policies —one more concerned
with deterring deliberate aggression.> With these exceptions, however,
proposals for no early use and no first use maintain their desirability
across a wide range of situations. Whatever assumptions are made about
the structure of the international system —for example, an increase in the
number of major actors and the relative decline of the superpowers—a
longer fuse remains desirable. Indeed, a long fuse would be most ad-
vantageous in a world where nuclear weapons have proliferated.
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Similarly, a longer fuse is consistent with many assumptions about
the state of military technology. One immediate technological threat,
however, should be noted. The recent trend toward the miniaturization
of nuclear weapons, if projected into the future, threatens to narrow the
firebreak between conventional and nuclear war. New technologies tend
to breed new strategies and bureaucratic support. Once introduced, min-
iaturized weapons may prove difficult to remove.

Disengagement. Disengagement risks significantly weakening the cred-
ibility of Western defenses. Thus, advocates of disengagement must rely
on a number of highly uncertain assumptions about the underlying mil-
itary reality. The first of these assumptions is that the Soviet threat of
attack is negligible; the second is that allies will compensate for Amer-
ican withdrawal by increasing their own defense efforts; and the third is
that American strategic deterrent forces, along with European ground
troops, are enough to deter aggression. None of these is utterly implaus-
ible, but they introduce a higher level of uncertainty into the analysis
than the more conservative no early use and no first use proposals.

Disengagement, for example, runs a higher risk than more moderate
proposals of upsetting the military balance. American withdrawal would
be aimed at reducing the risk of nuclear war to the United States, but it
does not necessarily reduce the chance of nuclear war in Europe or else-
where. It is unclear how realistic such a policy of isolation is, given the
global reach of modern conventional weapons. The security of Europe
and Japan—and, through them, Korea and the Middle East—would re-
main vital interests. Should war break out in any of these areas, an iso-
lationist America would probably be dragged into the conflict under less
advantageous circumstances than it would have faced had it remained
engaged.

Lengthening the Fuse: The Long Run

The preceding analysis suggests that by lengthening the fuse, American
defense policy can move closer to a balanced deterrent and thereby re-
duce the chance of nuclear war, at least in the short term. But how stable
would these proposals be in the long term? Here we consider four long-
term factors that constrain policies of lengthening the fuse: domestic
politics here and abroad, political relations between the United States
and its allies, international economic stability, and the political climate
between the superpowers.

1T
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Domestic Politics

On both sides of the Atlantic, there is solid public support for the princi-
ples behind policies of lengthening the fuse. Since the 1950s, public opin-
jon in both Europe and America has consistently rejected the first use of
nuclear weapons.®® As Halperin argues: “No one who could be elected
president. . .needs to be told that the American people would accept a
policy that involved reduced reliance on nuclear weapons. . .. Most Amer-
icans believe that their government has been working all along for [their]
elimination. .. .”% Strong public support for arms control should also
extend to support for a longer fuse, if the two proposals are linked rhe-
torically. Reductions in U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons and increases
in civilian control, however, may encounter opposition in some branches
of the American military.>®

In comparison with the bold declarations favored by early advocates
of no first use, many concrete measures to lengthen the fuse—reforms
in command and control procedures, changes in the deployment of con-
ventional forces, moderate reductions or redeployments of nuclear weap-
ons, and altered strategies for their use—have the advantage of being
highly technical and outside public scrutiny, and therefore potentially
less controversial. Only a few of the specific policies considered in this
chapter would be sure to encounter significant opposition abroad. Eu-
ropean publics reject increased spending, for example, although they
support stronger conventional defense as a concept. Observers of Euro-
pean politics seem to agree that there is little political support for the 4
percent annual increases in military spending needed to fund General
Rogers’s proposed conventional build-up.>® A number of less expensive
nonprovocative defense options involve fortifying the intra-German bor-
der, which in turn would symbolically underscore the division of Ger-
many, prompting stiff German opposition.®® The United States must take
care when altering the terms of its nuclear commitment not to create the
perception, either in the East or the West, that its broader commitment
to its allies has eroded. Thus, although both European and American
public opinion may favor a longer fuse, little would be gained by broad
public declarations.

Alliance Relations

Allied governments constitute the most serious constraint on the effec-
tiveness of policies to lengthen the fuse. Although there is strong elite
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support for conventional arms control, the current policy of flexible re-
sponse reflects a delicate compromise between the desire of European
elites for a firm nuclear guarantee and American fears of escalation. But
the prospect that its revision could create deep disharmony within the
alliance is often exaggerated. Open disagreements and a lack of coordi-
nation between allies are common within NATO and other American
security alliances and do not constitute a case against reform. European
politicians, for reasons that have more to do with electoral politics than
military strategy, routinely oppose changes in the status quo.

Two other threats must be considered as well. First, some contend
that without the current U.S. commitment, Europe will be vulnerable to
Soviet intimidation. The resulting “’Finlandization” of Europe would in
the long run weaken the West, encourage further Soviet aggression, and
increase the chance of nuclear war—under circumstances highly unfav-
orable to the West.®! Fortunately, this commonly heard scenario is prob-
ably not very realistic, at least in Europe. The Soviets have attempted to
coerce Western European states in the past, but without success. With
its superior economic strength and continuing political vitality, Western
Europe is unlikely to permit itself to be Finlandized. It is far more likely
that in the event of a U.S. withdrawal from Europe, French and German
policy would approximate that of Sweden, a hardy neutral that spends a
greater percentage of its resources on defense than do most NATO na-
tions. As Jonathan Dean argues, “The concerns of U.S. leaders about
the steadfastness of others in the face of Soviet pressures often reflect a
supercilious assessment of the superior toughness of Americans and the
lesser fiber of foreigners, as well as some exaggeration of Soviet capa-
bilities.”’¢2 The Finlandization scenario, however, may be somewhat more
appropriate to the Third World.

The response of our allies poses a second, more plausible threat of
war.%® Rather than capitulating, the allies may well overcompensate for
a decreased American commitment with forward deployments of their
own nuclear (or chemical and biological) weapons. With greater num-
bers of front-line states deploying weapons, the chance of catastrophe
might increase. The existence of a reliable American nuclear guarantee
has helped to restrain a number of U.S. allies, including Korea, Taiwan,
and perhaps even Japan and West Germany, from joining the nuclear
club. This consideration weighs particularly heavily against proposals for
disengagement, but even smaller steps toward lengthening the fuse may
trigger an allied reaction. When the United States and the Soviet Union
recently began serious negotiations to limit theater nuclear weapons,

T
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for example, the French almost immediately pushed forward with a five-
year plan to develop new chemical weapons.* Pakistani and Korean at-
tempts to acquire nuclear technology in the late 1970s were also widely
interpreted as a reflection of doubts about the American commitment to
its defense.s5 The nuclearization of such U.S. allies might also be per-
ceived by the Soviet Union or China as a direct threat, thereby triggering
a downward spiral in political relations and increasing the danger of
war. The constraints imposed by alliance relations suggest that the tran-
sition to a world with a longer fuse will have to be managed carefully.
The transatlantic and transpacific security bargains are complex, based
on a delicate balance of risks, and any attempt to alter the bargain must
take into account the response of allies.

International Economic Stability

Those who doubt that the United States can sustain its alliance commit-
ments over the long run without courting international economic disaster
deserve more serious attention than they get. The recent accumulation
of domestic and international debt by the United States is an epochal
event, one that calls into question the enormous cost to the United States
of its postwar military deployments. High investments in defense may
sap the dynamism of the American economy. In coming years, some
U.S. conventional forces will likely be shifted from Europe to the Third
World. If an East-West conflict is likely to start in the Third World, as we
have argued, this may in fact be optimal for both the United States and
its allies. Moreover, there is little doubt that U.S. defense spending will
be cut substantially in the next decade. Some moderate withdrawals are
inevitable.

Nevertheless, it remains unclear whether, as critics contend, U.S.
military spending must lead to international economic instability. Nor is
it obvious that disengagement is the only solution. We simply do not
know enough about the linkages between defense spending and eco-
nomic growth to judge. Recent studies demonstrate persuasively that
(at least until the Reagan military build-up) the major NATO nations
have shouldered roughly equivalent burdens within NATO.¢ Moreover,
the balance of payments effects of U.S. participation are offset by pay-
ments from host countries. Any effort by the United States to adjust
the burden may simply weigh down other nations, with no net improve-
ment in the world economy. Given the lack of conclusive evidence and
the obvious disadvantages of disengagement, it seems most prudent to
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wait and see, rather than adopt an extreme policy in expectation of the
worst.

Superpower Relations

The success of proposals for lengthening the fuse depends most directly
on the state of political relations between the superpowers. Since the
primary mission of U.S. nuclear weapons (and most of the world’s stand-
ing conventional forces) is to deter big-power conventional war, long-
term prospects for more ambitious measures reducing reliance on nuclear
weapons are directly linked to the stability of the conventional peace
between the superpowers. In Europe, where superpower confrontation
has been most intense, the trend is favorable. As Jonathan Dean ob-
serves, the European confrontation has reached a watershed. Over the
next twenty years, there is a possibility of “gradual decline or attrition of
the confrontation under the combined impact of arms control, political
measures and budgetary shortages.” ¢

More radical proposals for lengthening the fuse —including steps to-
ward a partial withdrawal of U.S. troops from foreign commitments —
should be seen as a possible benefit of more cordial relations and greater
cooperation between the superpowers. The prospect of Soviet military
action against Western Europe is likely to arise, as we have seen, only as
a result of the escalation of some lesser conflict in Eastern Europe or the
Third World, and even then, only if the Soviets are convinced that world
war has become inevitable. The key to reducing long-term reliance on
nuclear weapons both in Europe and elsewhere may thus lie in limiting
political and military confrontation in the Third World. Here the pros-
pects are less favorable. Although superpower intervention in the Third
World seems to be becoming more expensive and less effective, there
has not yet been any enduring decline in the actual use of force. If con-
ventional intervention becomes less attractive over the long run, the need
for nuclear deterrence should diminish accordingly. Then more radical
reductions in the role and size of nuclear arsenals may become possible.

Conclusion

Hawks, concerned that nuclear war might result from deliberate Soviet
aggression invited by Western weakness, resist proposals to lengthen
the fuse unless they are coupled with much stronger conventional forces.
Doves, concerned that nuclear war is most likely to come about inad-
vertently, pre-emptively, or simply for lack of an alternative, call for a
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longer fuse even without compensation. Proposals to lengthen the fuse
offer ways of striking a balance between these two concerns. Precisely
where the balance should be struck, however, depends on the military
and political ramifications of the proposal and on the political and psy-
chological assumptions made about Soviet intentions. Table 1 summa-
rizes the conditions under which the three proposals discussed in the
chapter are desirable.

As we move from no early use to disengagement, the desirability of
the proposals rests on increasingly uncertain assumptions. No early use
proposals promise to reduce the likelihood of nonrational paths to war
without significantly degrading the deterrent against deliberate attack.
No first use aims to fashion a more balanced deterrent. To the extent that
our current posture overemphasizes the threat of a deliberate all-out at-
tack, while neglecting the threats of pre-emptive and inadvertent nu-
clear use, the substitution of conventional forces for nuclear forces is in
principle desirable—even if the reductions in nuclear weapons are not
offset by increases in conventional forces. Conventional forces must be
deployed in a manner unambiguously nonprovocative. Because of the
threat of proliferation and the cost of conventionalization, a conventional
arms control agreement offers the optimal precondition (although not a
necessary one) for the introduction of a longer fuse. Because their ef-
fects are felt indirectly, it is easy to overlook bureaucratic reforms, such
as those proposed by Halperin. But doctrinal statements and bureau-
cratic procedures that reinforce separate procedures and controls for
nuclear weapons would be indispensable parts of any policy of length-
ening the fuse.

Disengagement is the most radical of the proposals considered here,
and the least predictable. It compounds the problems raised by more mod-
erate proposals and is nearly certain to lead to major political and diplo-
matic upheavals. Proponents of disengagement assume that the Soviet
Union is overdeterred, that existential deterrence is strong, and that an
American withdrawal from these areas will lead to increased allied de-
fense efforts, a more equitable distribution of burdens, and thus a more
stable deterrent. But other, less desirable political alternatives are also pos-

_sible, including nuclear proliferation and the erosion of political will and

military strength in the West. Although the threat of Finlandization has
been wildly exaggerated, American disengagement might lead to higher
overall levels of military spending in the West, nuclear proliferation,
and, nevertheless, weaker defense. Advocates of disengagement are
correct to point out that budget constraints will prevent the United States

;
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there is elite support as well.
he continued avoidance

and perhaps for a limited disen-

es. Increasingly,
fuse offer a realistic way of building on the

There is long-term political support among Western publics for many

no early use and no first use proposals,

gagement of American forc

from maintaining its current commitments to NATO, but it is doubtful
Proposals to lengthen the

that complete withdrawal is the preferred response.
progress of the past four decades and ensuring t

of nuclear war.
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31.

32.

33.

35.

36.

can occur in highly robust nuclear situations, as has happene{d in our current
world of highly redundant and diversified a}s‘surec'i destruction capab111t1e.5.
Second, the use of the term arms race stability might seem to 1rpply'a belief
that arms races increase the probability of war. There is substantial dls‘a.gree-
ment on this question. Nevertheless, one can assert that the pr(')k.)a}blht}{ of
war depends on the robustness of the superpowers’ nuclear capa?ﬂltles with-
out believing that, in general, arms races cause war. Robustness{ isa ‘measure
of how sensitive a country’s security would be to the adversary’s buﬂd-up of
forces. It does not imply that the process of competitive armament itself leads
to war. Rather, assuming the superpowers continue to build up forces, a war
is more likely when the initial nuclear capabilities are less .robust.
This is not to argue that the United States would necessarily be less secure
when it is less vulnerable, for if war occurs, it would be less costly. I examine
this tradeoff in more detail in the following ‘se‘ction. .
On this point see Carter, Directed Energy Missile Defense in Space, pp- 45-46
(I\I/II?);ZOS\)I&, when a country’s defenses are not diversiﬁed,'its low vulnerability
is susceptible to catastrophic failure, because one offensive breakthrough by
the adversary could render the country vulnerable to large attacks.

. For a discussion of the factors that affect the probability that countries will be

able to cooperate, see Jervis, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma,”
- ote 13).
%I:r)l gisgl?)cfirrl\ts see? Glaser, “"Do We Want the Missilfz Defenses We. Can
Build,” pp. 37-40 (note 12); and Albert Carnesale, “Special Supplemerllt. 'ghe
Strategic Defense Initiative,” in George E. Hudson and Ioseph Kruze ,1e8;.,
American Defense Annual: 1985-1986 (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1985),
gnzfl(i)éarmament, see Chapter 1. Some argue that the effects of defer‘tses are
quite different when the superpowers have agreed to total nuclear disarma-
ment than when they have agreed to very deep cuts, say of 500 weapons. Ac-
cording to this argument, in the former case defens?s create fewer problems
and complications; because the superpowers have disarmed, defenses do not
reduce their ability to inflict damage. In the latter case, however, defenses
create incentives to build offenses by reducing the ability to inflict damage.
Whether this reaction would occur depends on how the superpowers manage
the deployment of defenses. Because deferTses might enhance roblllstnes.sl,
the superpowers might prefer to achieve a given le.zvel of reduced vu ;eratlhle -
ity by deploying defenses instead of further reducing qffenses. On the other
hand, in the case of total disarmament defenses could increase uncertainties
about the outcome of a rearmament race. Net assessments In each case re-
quire considering the risks stemming from a variety of static and c‘l}'lnamlc
uncertainties, and the related effect of defenses on superpower pohtlcs.'
There does not appear to be a general answer as to whethg the United
States would be more secure in the cooperative or the competitive w?rld. Al-
though we tend to focus on the stability of military arrangements,.lt see?s
likely that U.S. security in the cooperative world would depen‘d heavily on't 1:1
continuation of the dramatically improved superpower relat10n§ that wou
probably be necessary for near-disarmament. Thus, this comparison requires

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.
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knowledge of the superpower relationship that made extensive cooperation
possible in the first place. Certain military comparisons are possible, how-
ever. For example, for defenses of a given effectiveness, cooperation could
increase robustness, since decreasing the size of offenses would reduce the
impact of a breakthrough in the ability of the offense to penetrate defenses.
On the other hand, a general conclusion is not possible when comparing
worlds that depend on defenses of unequal effectiveness.
By definition the costs of countervalue retaliation following pre-emptive at-
tack would be lower in BAD than in MAD. In certain cases, however, the col-
lateral damage from a pre-emptive attack would be higher in BAD than MAD.
How the total costs in these wars compare depends on how the superpowers
fight following the pre-emptive attack.
This analysis also leads to another controversial conclusion: the transition
from MAD to low vulnerability might be less dangerous than the endpoint.
For a more detailed discussion see Charles L. Glaser, “Managing the Transi-
tion,” in Samuel F. Wells and Robert S. Litwak, eds., Strategic Defenses and
Soviet-American Relations (Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 1987). Glenn A. Kent
and Randall J. DeValk have also analyzed the transition in Strategic Defense
and the Transition to Assured Survival, R-3369-AF (Santa Monica, CA: Rand
Corporation, October 1986).
For discussions of likely alliance reactions to extensive U.S. homeland de-
fense, see Ivo H. Daalder and Lynn Page Whittaker, “SDI's Implications for
Europe: Strategy, Politics, and Technology,” in Stephen J. Flanagan and Fen
Osler Hampson, eds., Securing Europe’s Future (London: Croom Helm, 1986),
and David S. Yost, Ballistic Missile Defense and the Atlantic Alliance,” Inter-
national Security 7, no. 2 (Fall 1982): 154-58.
Dyson, Weapons and Hope, p. 284, makes a similar observation (note 22).
Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley, 1979), p. 168. See also Waltz, “The Stability of a Bipolar World,”
Daedalus 93, no. 3 (Summer 1964): 881-909.

. New York Times, March 30, 1983, p. 14.

Chapter 4: Lengthening the Fuse

1.

In 1984, 81 percent of American citizens believed that it was U.S. policy to
use nuclear weapons “if and only if” our adversaries used them against us
first. Daniel Yankelovitch and John Doble, “The Public Mood,” Foreign Affairs
(Fall 1984): 45.

. Morton H. Halperin, Nuclear Fallacy: Dispelling the Myth of Nuclear Strategy

(Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 1987), pp. 23-60; McGeorge Bundy, “The Unim-
pressive Record of Atomic Diplomacy,” in Gwyn Pins, ed., The Nuclear Crisis
Reader (New York: Vintage Books, 1984); Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S.
Kaplan, Force without War: U.S. Armed Forces as a Military Instrument (Wash-
ington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1978).

. William R. Kaufman, “Nuclear Deterrence in Central Europe,” in John Stein-

brunner and Leo Sigal, eds., Alliance Security: NATO and the No-First-Use
Question (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1978).
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