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APPENDIX A

AREA STUDIES

Intruduction

' The purpose of these case studies is to obtain insights into the
factors which may induce states which do not now possess nuclear weapons
to acquire them, to project the behavior of these states in international
affairs if they did acquire nuclear weapons, and to assess the problems
which their behavior as nuclear states would pose for United States.
defense policy. Among the many countries which between now and 1980

will achieve the economic and technical capacity to support an extensive

nuclear weapons program, the following were selected for special attention:
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, The Peoples Republic of China, West '
Germany, Japan, India, Indonesia, Israel, Pakistan, South Africa, and

" the United Arab Republic.. They were chosen because the diversity of

their geographic locations allows us to examine the effects of nuclear
proliferation on a global basis, as well as because ‘the varied natures of
their internal political systems and of their natior= goals afford excellent

' representation of every type of country which coulu possibly develop nuclear

weapons by 1980,

Because of the special relevance of The People's Republic of

'China to the immediate concerns of the United States, the paper on the

Chinese case was written by Dr. Morton H. Halperin. He has examined
in great detail the cohnections between Chinese nuclear policy and the - .
problems of Chinese economic development, political attitudes, and
foreign policy goals. His analysis includes the various implications of 2
nuclear-armed China for Uniied States foreign policy.

The first drafts of the other studies were prepared for Bendix by. '
the Mershon Center for Education in National Security, of Ohio State




University, under the directorshis of Dr. T, A. Williams. The colloquium
of regional specialists contributing to the Mershon essays included:

Title. . Affiliation Countries Studied
Dz. David B. Arncld Ohio State Universi.fy‘ Igdia and Pakistan,
' . Australia and .
Indonesia
Dr. Edgar S. Furniss, Jr. Ohio State University Supervisor
Dr., Gsorge Liska. - John Hopkins University Theoretical Consid-

eratione of Nth
~ Country Status

. . . ) ) . "—_’. e e,
Dr. Bradley Richardson ‘Ohio State University @

Dr. C. Neale Ronning . . Ohio State University Argentina and Brazil

Dr. Dankwart A. Rustow Columbia University _ israel and the United
' ' S Arab Republic

Dr. T. A. Willlams Ohio State University West Germany,
South Africa

This material was modified by Bendix for the final report of the utudy.'
Consequently, the authors of the initial drafts bear no responsibility for
‘the views expressed herein. ' : '
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CHINA. *

The detonation by China of two nuclear devices raises a number of
issues related to the spread of nuclear weapons., The Chinese explosions
constituted the first detonations by a new country since the French entrance
into the nuclear club in 1960. China also became the {irst non-Western
country and the first country with substantial irredentist claims to develop
the capabili‘v to produce nuclear weapons.

The world was thus confronted not only with the question of how China
would act as a nuclear power, but also with the question of what effect
China's detonation would have on the prospects for the spread of nuclear
weapons to other countries, either in reaction to the Chinese detonation

or supported by China. This paper will explore the Chinese attitude
toward nuclear proliferation, in particular their view of the dangers and
gains of Indian and Japanése nuclear programs. Finally, it will explore
the implications for American policy of an Asia with one, two, or three
nuclear powers.

THE CHINESE POSITION ON PROLIFERATION

During the early postwar period, prior to their overt confhct thh

the Soviet Union, the Chinese view on proliferation was a simple one
reflecting their dependence on the Soviet Union and their desire ultimately
to develop a nuclear capability. The Chinese recognized, right from the
start, the danger posed to them by the American monopoly of first atomic
and then hydrogen weapons, and greeted with great relief Soviet develop-

ment of these weapons capabilities. - Thus, during this early period, '"'pro=-
liferation' meant to them initially Soviet development of nuclear weapons,

 and later their development by China and possibly other Socialist countries

in order to break the nuclear monopoly of the United States. 1 This basic

1 _ .
On the attitude of China toward nuclear weapons prior to 1954, see

William R. darris, "Chinese Nuclear Doctrine: The Decade Prior to
Weapons Development {1945-55),"  The China Quarterly, No. 2% {January-.
" March, 1965), 87-95. For their attitude since 1954, see Alice Langley
Hsieh, Communist China's Strategy in the Nuclear Age. (Englewood N.Y.:
Prentice-Hall, 1962},
* By Morton H. Halperin.
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Chinese view, implicit in many of their statements, was made explicit
at least occasionaily as, tor example, in the statement in the Peogle 8
Daily in 1951 which deciared that: ‘

Only the fact that other countries, in the first place
‘the Soviet Union, pozsess the atomic weagon zan
bring America to telieve that there is nct the slight-
est advantage in aternic militarism, thereby bringing
about the possibxhty of prohibiting the atomic weapon.

Beginning in 1956-57, the United States and the Soviet Unlon began
to be concerned with the prospect that nuclear weapons would spread
beyond three nuclear pcwers and the subject of nuclear proliferation began
to move toward the center of the stage of arms control negotiations and
debates. At tkis time, the Soviet Union appears to have begun to become

concerned with the pessibility that C—erma, iy would ultimately acquire a

nuclear capability, perhaps given to it by the United States because of

the growing sharing of nuclear weapons with NATO, From this time on, -
nuclear proliferation to the Rugsians has meart the danger of German.
development of nuclear weapons and, ir thig early period, the Chinase
accepted this med,ning of the term, However, whale the Soviety began to
talk publicly about the danger of the epread of nuc;ear weagpons, the
Chinese did 30 only very cccasionally and the only in the context of defen-
ding Soviet efforts to negotiate a test ban treaty. In turn, the test ban
itself wap defenced only as leading to complete prohibition of the manu-~
facture and use of nuclear weapong., A Pecple's Daily editorial in April,
1958, reflects thia position, which the Chinese held, apparently privately
as well as publicly, from 1956 to 1959. The editorial expressed support .
for the Soviet propoaa.ls to stop nuclear tes*xrg and declared that: '

In fact, an agreement can be reached w:.th relative ease
_on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, as at precent.
only the Soviet Union, the_ United Stzates and Britain
possess atomic weapons,'

2 People's Daily, October 7, 1951, in Survey of the Chira Mainland *ress
(Hong Kong: U.S. Censulate) No. 190, p. 2 (cited as SCMP).

3 People's Daily, April 7, 1958, translation ‘n NGNA - Enghsh {Peking)
April 7, 1958, in SCMP, Nc. 1749, pp. 43~ 44.
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The editorial described the discontinuance of nuclear testing as a first
step toward the prohibition of manufacture and use of nuclear weapons.

Beginning in 1959, the Soviet Union apparently withdrew ite aid to.
the Chinese nuclear program and at the same time began to urge China
not to become a nuclear power. In addition to indicating that Chinese
nuclear development was unnecessary because China had the protection
of the Soviet Union, the Russians apparently argued that if they shared
their nuclear technology with China, the United States would shara its.
capacity with Germany. During the period 1959-1963, the Chinese in
‘ general continued to support Soviet positions or guestions which affected
L proliferation, including the test ban, but avoided any specific references

' of their own to the desirability of preventing proliferation. At the same
time, Chinese determination to develop nuclear weapons was clearly
indicated.” Apparently the Chinese pegan to see the proliferation issue
as a reflection of Soviet and American efforts to prevent China from
obtaining nuclear weapons. The Chinege description of what happened
during this period, while poleiical in tone, appears to be a substantially

‘ accurate account both of what the Chinese believed and of what in fact
! occurred. ' ‘

It is not only at present 1963) that the Soviet leaders
have begun to collude witkl U.S. imperialiam and attempt
to manacle China.. :

As far back as June 20, 1959, when there was not yet

) the slightest sign of a treaty on stoppiug nuclear tests,

the Soviet Government unilaterally tore up the agree-

ment on new technology for national defense concluded
between China and the Sov_iet_Unibn on October 15, 1957,
and refused to provide China with a sample of an atomic
bomb and technical data concerning its manufacture. .
This was done as a presentation gift at the time the Soviet
leader went to the United States for talks with Eisenhower
in September. ' ' '

s _ | .
b On the evolution of Chinese staternents on arms control, see Morton

. H. Halperin and Dwight Perkins, Communigt China and-Arms Control,
(New York: Praeger, 1965), pp. 98-131. - '
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On August 25, 1962, two days before the United States and
Britain put forward their draft treaty on the partial halting
of nuclear tests, the Soviet Government notified China that
U.S. Secretary of State Rusk had proposed an agreement
gtipulating that, firstly, the _hucléa.r powers should under-
take to reirain from traneferring nuclear weapons and ‘
technical informatior. concerning their manufacture to
‘nonenuclear countries, and that, secondly, the countries
not in possession of nuclear weapons should undertake to
refrain from manufacturing them, from seeking them from’
the nuclear powers or from accepting technical information
concerning their manufacture. The Soviet Government gave -
an affirmative reply to this proposal of Rusk's, :

The Chmese Government sent three memoranda to the Soviet
Government on September 3 , 1962, October 20, 1962, and
June 6, 1963, stating that it was a matter for the Soviet:
Government whether it committed itself to the United States
to refrain from transferring nuclear weapons and technical
information concerning their manufacture to China; but that
tl.e Chinese Government hoped the Soviet Government would
not infringe on China's sovereign rights and act for China

in assuming an obligation to refrain from ma.nufacturing
nuclear weapons.

We solemnly stated that we would not tclerate the conclusion,
in disregard of China's opposition, of any sort of treaty
between the Soviet Government and the United States which
aimed at depriving the Chinese people of their right to take
steps to resist the nuclear threats of U.S. imperialism, and
that we would issue statements to make our position known.

We hoped after such earnest counsel from us, the
Soviet leaders would rein in before reaching the
precipice and would not render matters irrstrievable.
Unfortunately, they did not pay the slightest attention
to our counsel, They finally concluded the treaty on
the partial halting of nuclear tests with the United
States and Britain, thereby attempting to bring pres-
sure to bear on China and force her into commitments.
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The whote course of eveats amounts to this: First the
Soviet Government tried to subdue China and curry ‘
favour with U.S. imperialism by discontinuing assistance
to China. ‘Then it put forward all sorts of untenable
arguments in an attempt to induce China to abandon its
solemn stand. Failing in all this, it has brazenly

ganged up with the imperialists bandits in exerting
pressure on China. ‘

In view of all the above, China has long ceased to place
any hope in the Soviet leaders in developing its own

nuclear strength to resist the U.S. nuclear threats.

In 1963, Peking moved into open opposition to the Sovief position on .

'disarmament. particularly on the tert ban issue. At this time, the -

Chinese began to draw a sharp line cf distinction between proliferatioin
by the Soviet Union and proliferation by the United States. They pointed
out that the partial test ban treaty in fact will

. bind all the socialist countries except the Soviet Union
and all countries subjected to aggression, without
hindering the United States from proliferating its
nuclear weapons among its allies a2nd countries under
its control. ' :

The tripartite treaty can in no way prevent the United
States from carrying out nuclear proliferation, and it
tends to strengthen the aggressive forces of the imper-
ialist camp. ’ - '

Qan this treaty prevent U.S. imperialism from prolifer-
ating its nuclear weapons, and the technical data for
" their manufacture, among the West Ge rman’ revanchiste
- and other allies of the United States and countries under
ite control? ' R '

""Statement by the Spokesman of the ‘Chinese Government--A Ccmment
on The Soviet Government's.Statement of August 3, August 15, 1963,"
in William E. Griffith; The Sino-Soviet Rift {Cambridge, Mags.: MIT
Press, 1964), pp. 351-352, ' L '
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No, absoluteiy uot. The U.5. Government has constantly
streszed that it cannot, and the Sov;et Ieaders are aware
of this, too. Please look at the facts.

This same Chinese statement on the test ban trea.ty went on to call for a

“treaty which would "compel the huclear powers to undertake not to use,

or test, or proliferate nuclear weapons and undertake to respect the
nuclear weapon-free zones,'’ -

Thus, the Chinese argued that the test ban was bad because it pre-
vented Soviet aid to countries which shouid have nuclear weapons, but
did not prevent American aid to Germany. At this time, the Chinese
began to make explicit the reasons why they considered nuclear prolifer-
ation desirable. They argued that the more Soctahst countries armed w:th
nuclear wea.pons, the better,

With regard to preventing nuclear proliferation, the
Chinese Government has always maintained that the
arguments of the UJ. 8, imperialiets must not be echoed, .
but that a class analysisz must be made. Whether or not
nuclear weapons help peace depende on who possesses
thern. It is detrimental to peace if they are in the hands.
of imperialist countries; it helps peace if they are in the
hands of socialist countries. It must not be said undis-
criminatingly that the danger of nuclear war increases
along with the increase in the number of nuclear powers.
Nuclear weapons were first the monopoly of the United
States. Later, the Soviet Union also came to possess
them, Did the danger of nuclear war become greater

or lesa when the number of nuclear powers increased
from one to two? We say it became less, not greater.’

The Chinese went beyond the argurment that the spread of nuclear
weapons to other Socialist countries was good, to arguing that the develop~
ment of nuclear capability by any peace-loving state was desirable as it

6 Ibid., pp. 343, 345-346,

7 o
Ibid, , p. 350, Italics added.

8 Ibia., p. 347.

|>
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would increase the prospzcts for deterring American nuclear attack and
also would hasten the day when nuclear disarmament could take place.
These views on the desirability of proliferation, except tc countries in
the’ impe_riallist camp, were expressed Sy the Chinese on a number of
occasions from 1963, to October 1965.° They were repeated in general
form in the Chinese statement which followed their first nuclear deton-

ation.

Follov#ing their nuclear detonation, the Chinese entered a period in

_ which their polemics tended to be extremely cautious in an effort to

present a picture of China as a reasonable country which could be trusted
with nuclear weapons and whose nuclear capability should not be preempied.
During this period, the Chinese tended to de-emphasize the issue of nuciear.
proliferation and to avoid explicit statements in support of the spread of

" nuclear weapons. However, they did in general reassert their belief that

the spread of nuclear weapons was inevitable and had to occur before
nuclear weapons could be eliminated, Or, as they put ii f‘t one point, this-

was in fact the '"dialectic of the development of things."

In May 1965, the Chinese Communists detonated a second nuclear
device. The statement issued at that stated one, and implied a second,
difference beiween the circumstances of the first and second detonaticns.
T2 explic.. difference was the inclusion of the People's Liberation Army
among wne groups that had carried out the nuclear test.” The implied
difference was a suggestion that the bomb had been dropped from an
airplane. Followirg this second detonation, the Chinese became less
conc=rned with the dunger of a preemptive attack on their nuclear instal-

lations and, hence, began to revive their _dis-c’uaa-io:x of the nuclear

? Morton H. Halperin and D\x)ight H. Perkins, Communist Chiné and Arms
Control (New York: Fraeger, 1965), pp. 123-140, :

10 For an analysis _of this statement and the Chinese position at that time,
see Morton H. Halperin, '""China and the Bomb: Chinese Nuclear
Strategy,' The Chiha Quarterly, No. 21 (January-March, 1965), pp.

74-86- °

11 oi-min Jih-pao editorial, October 22, 1964, SCMP #3325, October

27, 1965, p. 25. Iam indebted to Mr. Oran Young for calling to my
attention the relative de-emphasis by the Chinese of nuclear proliferation

in the early post-detonation period. - '

2, | '
12 Text in Peking Review, No. 21 (May 21, 1965), p. 6.
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proliferation issue, the mogt dramatic statement coming from Chen Yi
P ?g E

in an interview in Peking,

In the most recent period, the Chinese have returned to the theme
of the importance of spreading nuclear weapons in crder to prevent nuclear
blackmail and obtain nuclear disarmament. The current Chinese position
on the meaning of anti-proliferation measures is revealed, for exa.mple,
in a sarcastic Chinese report of a press confaerence held: by Averell
Harriman. According to the NCNA text: -

Alter the report he U-Iarriman] told newsmen that
"My impreseions were that Kosygin was anxious to |
settle some of the world's problems, the foremost
of which ig control of nuclear weapons'... Turning
to the question of "preventing nuclear proliferation
he [Harnman] emphasized that he believes that
there is no doubt that the Soviet Union is just as
keen as the United States to settle the problem of
nuclear weapons. He said that the Urited States:
and the Soviet Union have the same objective. He
felt that the Soviet Union is "'sincere'’ in agreeing
to the resumption of the 17 Nation Geneva Disarma-

ment Conference.

The Chinese argue that nuclear weapons can be {inally eliminated
and total nuclear disarmament achieved only after a number of additional
countries obtain nuclear weapons. While the ClLinese do not expect the
United.States to give up nuclear weapons, it is possible for them to arugs
and to believe that only if the world becomes very dangerous because of
the spread of nuclear weapons to a number of countries might the United
States finally be willing to give up these weapons, which it has used to
enhance its influence in the world. Thus, the Chinese are able to square’
their opposition to control over the spread of nuclear weapons w1th their -
support for general nuclear disarmament,

—

13 _ : _ S
The Chen Yi interview is considered below in discussing the question -

of whether China is likely to actually aid in the spread of nuclear
weapons. The Chinese fear of preemption is also considered in
greater detail below.

14 NCNA, Peking, English, Intervational service, August 5, 1965. See

atso "U.S. -Soviet Collaboration: 'Preveuting' Nuclear Proliferation,"
Peking Review, Nokember 19, 1965, p. 20. :

“A-=10
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The general Chinese public position on proliferation is well expressed
in the following NCNA report of a statement made by the Indonesian Foreign
Mipister, Subandrio: : : : .

Subandrio, Indonesian First Deputy Premier and Foreign
Minister, said that he would welcome the possession of
atomic and hydrogen weapons by every progressive
nation in the world because in such a situation the imper-
ialists who already possess these weapons could no longer

" use them to blackmail and threaten other nations which 0
still do not have these weapons... Subandrio emphasized
that if more progressive countries possess nuclear weapons,
then the possibility of their being ured would bz iessuned. ‘1

_ Running consistently through Chinese public statermnents on nuclear
proliferation is the notion that attempts to prevent proliferation are part
of the Soviet-American effort to dominate the world, and that proliferation

is in fact desirable as it will deter American nuclear attack and hasten

the day when nuclear weapons can be eliminated. It is, of course, possiblé
that the Chinese would adopt a public posture of this kind and still privately -

oppose the spread of nuclear weapons either to a particular country or
in general. This kind of inconsistency between public statements and
private beliefs is conceivable, but it should be noted that it would pose

‘gerious problems even for a tightly controlled regime, such as that of

Peking. For one thing, any country interested in the Chinese view of

this subject, in order to determine whether or not it should acyuire. _
nuclear weapons, will be influenced as much by Peking's public statements
as by any private words in the opposite direction. Moreover, it would

be difficult for Peking to offer private words of caution while publicly
suggesting the value of further nuclear proliferation.. In addition, there

is not, as far as I am aware, any evidence of the Chinese having carried

out a policy of this kind on other issues; that is, publicly taking one
position on a major general issue and privately urging a quite different
one. Nevertheless, one an g2 beyond this to examine real Chinese
interests in preventing or encouraging the spread of nuclear weapons
which will lead to the conclusion that, from the Chinese standpoint,

" taking into account their professed interest and attitudes, nuclear

15 , : .
NCNA (English), Peking International Service, August 25, 1965.

P
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proliferation appears much less dangerous than it does to the West and,
in some limited ways, perhaps even desirable. In attempiing to come
to grips with the real Chinese view of nuclear proliferation, 1 will deal
first with the Chinese perception of the relationship between nuclear war
and the spread of nuclear weapons. [will then consider the relationship
bhetween proliferation and the objectives of Chinese foreign policy. Fin-
ally, the Chinese attitude toward the development of nuclear technology:
in India and Japan will be considered, : -

PROLIFERATION AND NUGLEAR WAR 16

In an effort to assess Peking's estimate of the poseible impact of
nuclear proliferation or nuclear war, Chinese doctrine on the causes
and nature of nuclear war will be examined, :

The Causes of Nuclear War ’

Contrary to a view disseminated by the Soviet Union and some public
officials in the West, the Chinese do not believe that nuclear war is inev-
itable. Where their views do differ from those of the Soviet analysts_is

. on the question of how nuclear war might occur and what might be done

to prevent it, Specifically, the Chinese are probably not nearly as pre-
occupied as are Western and Soviet analysts with the posasibility of acci-
dental nuclear war., The emphasis placed by analysts in.the two super-
powers on accidental war stems at least partly from the belief that delib-
erate nuclear attack is unlikely. As will be argued below, the Chinese
have no such belief and are, therefore, inclined to focus on the possibilities
and dangers of a deliberate attack. Moreover, the Chinese have other
reasons for rejecting a focus on accidental nuclear war or the belief

that accidents are the greatest possible cause of nuclear war.

The Chinese attack the Soviet view that a single spark could start a
prairie fire; that is, that a small war of natiohal liberation could grow
very rapidly into a nuclear war., The Chinese believe that the Russians

'present this argument mainiy as an excuse for not supporting wars of

national 11berat10n. Moreover, their own experience, first in their
own civil war with the Chinese Nationalists and then in viewing events
in Vietnam, Algeria ‘and elsewhere, leads them to believe that wars of
national liberation do not in fact grow into general nuclear wars.

16 some of the items discussed in this section have been treated previously
by the author in China and the Bomb, (New York: Praeger) 1965. The

analysis contained there will only be summarized briefly here.




A second scenario widely accepted in the West and perhaps in the
Soviet Union concerns the danger of pre-emptive nuclear war; that is,
the possibility that each side, recognizing that the other may be about
to launch an attack, may launch one first because of the great importance

 of a first strike. Hence, it is argued that interaction ﬁ! expectations of

possible surprise attack might lead to a nuclear war. Although there
have been from time to time a few references in the Chinese press to the
danger of a surprise attack, the Chinese have not been in any position to
carry out a strike of their own, nor have they had any reason to fear a

pre-emptive attack by the United States. ‘Without actually owning and

operating.strategic systems, it might be difficult for the Chinese to
appreciate the dangers and possibilities of a surprise first strike, In
any case, it may seem very unlikely to them that either of the two super-
powers would go to war for essentially technical and trivial political
reasons. '

Western -and Russian analysts have given very seriocus consideration
to the frightening possibility that uncontrolled events or actions might
lead to nuclear war. 8 The different experiences which the Soviet Union
and China have had with the United States may have influenced perception
by the two countries of the danhger of uncontrolled events. The major
confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union which threat-
ened to lead to a nuclear war was, of course, the Cuban missile crisis. '
During this crisis, both Khrushchev and the American leaders seem to
have been preoccupied with the possibility of events getting out of control.
Neither side seems to have had a clear image of how a nuclear war might
begin, but both sides apparently believed that somehow things might get
out of hand. ' : : '

. In part, this prsoccupation with uncontrolled events may stem from
the fact that both countries vperate very large military forces, which

17 £ven in the West, pre-emptive war is considered less likely because
of the stepse that the United States and, to a lesser extent, the Soviet
Union have taken to reduce the incentive to strike first. See Thomas
Schelling and Morton H. ‘Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control, {New
York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 1961), pp- 9-24. '

18 : ' : .
What has been described by Thomas Schelling as the threat that leaves

something to chance. See Schelling, The Strategy _of Conflict (Cambridge;
Harvard University Press, 1960), pp- 1-87-203.

_A-13




[}

spread out over a large part of the globe. Moreover, both countries

have allies whose actions might in some way influence the course of a
crisis. In particular, the nature of the situation in Berlin heightens ine
possibility of uncontrolled events stemming from the actions of relatively
junior officials on the autobahn., in fact, Berlin has been the main center
of crisis confrontation between the Urited States and the Soviet Union in
the post-war period. After the Cubar missile crisis, the three crises
oVer_Berlin in 1948, 1958-59, and 1961-52, stand as the three major .
instances in which nuclear war appeared to be a real possibility.

The Chinese experience has been very different. Its major confron-
tations with the West, in the ‘Taiwan Straits and Korea, have shown both
countries very much in control of their own forces and these of their
allies, while remaining relatively unconcerned with the danger of uncon-
trolled action.

F.nally, the Chinese have probably been relatively unconcerned with
the problems of catalytic war. Most of the catalytic war scenaries have
focused on the danger that China might decide to provoke a nuclear war
because she did not recognize the damage that it would do to China or
wecause she decided that this was the path to world dorination. Since
the Chinese have, in fact, no such illusions and have not themselves
contemplated trying to sta-t a nuclear war , they probably caléulate that
other states that might develop independent .uclear capabilities would be

equally cautious and, hence, that there is no real danger of catalytic
nuclear attack. ‘ ‘

. If the Chinese have had less fear of accidental nuclear war than have
some analysts in the West and the Soviet Union, they have had a much
.greater fear of a deliberate nuclear attack. One fact which was implicit
in the discussion of the possibility of accidental nuclear -war needs now
to be made explicit: the Chinese image of a nuclear war is not a large-scale
nuclear clash between the United States and the Soviet Union, but rather -
an American nucjiear attack on China which would be essentially a one
sided use of nuclear weapons. The Chinese appear to have given very
little thought, certainly in their public literztare, to what might cause a
Soviet-American nuclear war or what course it might take. However, =
there is no reason to believe that they would expect China to be exempted '
from such a war, nor in fact that that would be a particularly sensible -

calculation for them to make.




Focusing on an American nuclear attack on China, Peking has been
much more concerned with the possibility of a deliberate attack than with
the danger of accidental or inadvertent war. The Chinese have exercised
very 'ight political control over their military forces since the creation
of the People's Liberaticn Army (PLA) and, as was suggested above,
their encounters with the United States have led them to believe that the
United States is capable of exercising equally tight political control and
using military forces for limited political purposes. Thus, Peking fears

not that American forces by accident or without authority would launcha -

niclear attack on China, but that Washington would come to the conclusion

that it wanted to have a nuclear confrontation with the People's Republic

of China (PRC). The general hostility of the United States to the PRC and -
its support for the rival Government of the Republic of China (GRC}) on
Taiwan give the Peking regime reason to believe that the United States
may have political motives which would make a nuclear war with China
both desirable and feasible. Moreover, Chinese inability to retaliate,

particularly in the last several years when the credibility of the Soviet

deterrent has been substantially reduced, has created a situation in

which the United States might not only wish to attack, but in vhich it
would be able to do so without having to contemplate the kind of retaliatory
attack which weuld come from striking the Soviet homeland. There are

a number of ways in which, in Peking's view, the United States cculd
reach the decision to launch a nuclear attack on China. As will be indi-
cated, each of the triggering mechanisms to be diccussed has at least

one real historical precedent.

19 . N . e
. Particularly in this section, but more generzlly in the paper, one .

‘ has the problem of specifying what is meant by a Chinese doctrine
on a particular igsue. It is very doubtful, for example, that there is

a single paper written by or for the very top leadership which considered
these issues in very explicit and anaiytic terms.  Moreover, the amount

of published Chirese writing on miiitary strategy ie very, very small.
The captured secret Work Bulletins do provide some insight into these
problems but it must be kept in mird that insights drawn from a docu-
ment classified only ""secret" in the United States might present a very-
distorted view of American doctrine on nuclear war. For a discusaion
of Chinese doctrine which can be drawn from the sceret military
papers, see Alice Langley Hsieh, "China's Secret Military Papers:

Military Doctrine and Strategy,' China Cuarterly, No. i8 {April-June,

1964), pp. 79-99, and Ralph Powell, Politico-Military Relationships.
in Communist China, U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Intelligence
and Research, Policy Resgearch Study ( Washington, Ocrober 1963).
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The political purposes which Peking may believe could lead the United
States to launch a nuclear attack on China might include supporting a GRC
return to the mainland, destroying Chinese nuclear installations, avoiding
local defeat, pressing local victory, or practicing nuclear blackmail,

Supporting a GRC Return fo the Mainland

Since June 1950, the United States has been committed to the defense
of the GRC regime on Taiwan. However, American willingness to suppart
an attempt by that regime to return to the mainland has been much more
ambiguous. Neverthsless, at least since 1953 when the Republic admin=-
istration announced the "unleashing" of Chiang Kai shek, it is possible
that Peking has been concerned that the United States would decide to
support a return to the mainland. Such support would presumably include
the use of American nuclear weapons since without such action it is. '
extremely doubtful *hat an effort to return could succeed. '

In June 1962, the Chinese appear to have come to the conclusion
that the United States wae about to support a return to the mainland by
tne GRC. To counteract this, Peking moved a very large number of
well-trained troops to Fukien province opposite Taiwan. It tried to:
arouse public opinion by calling attention to the possibility of an American
attack. It also called for Sino-American ambassadorial talks, during '
which it queistioned the United States about its intentions and received -
assurances '%ha.t the United States would not support a Nationalist attack

- on the Chine'se mainland. Nevertheless, despite these assurances and

the degree t> which they may be taken seriously in Peking, the possibility
of a GRC ac;empt to return to the mainland supported by an American
nuclear thriat has been a constant concern ¢f Chinese military forces.

Destroying Chinese Nuclear Installations

The Chinese were concerned, at the time of their firat nuclear deton-
ation, with the possibility that the United States would launch an attack
designed to destroy their nuclear facilities in order to prevent Chinats
becoming a nuclear power. 0 rhe Chinese recognized the widespread

20 g50e Morton H. Halperin, “Chinese Nuclear-Strategy," The China
Quarterly, No. 21 (January-Marxch; 1965), pp. 76-178, 82-86. It
aiso appears possible that Peking was concerned with the possibility
:hat the Soviet Union would launch an attack-on China's nuclear instal-
lations after the first detonation. Whatever feare did ex.st were pre-
sumably lessened by the removal of Nikita Khrushchev. '
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fears in the West about the consequences of their developing a nuclear
capability, particularly fanned by the image created of them as '"crazy"
peopple who could not be irusted with nuclear weapons. Therefore, in

its propaganda Peking sought to stress its moderation and its capability
in dealing responsibly with nuclear weapons. There was undoubtedly”
some real concern that an American {or a Sovier) attack would follow the
Octuber 1965 detonation. The failure of the United States to move right
after the first detonation, and the fact that the second detoration raises
the possibility that China has at least a very limited operational capability,
probably served to reduce substantially Peking's fear that simply its
determination to become a nuclear power would trigger an American
attack, MNevertheless, Chines= leaders recognize the fact that circum-
stanr.s may -change, that new lesders who might be more determined to

.prevent China's becoming a nuclear power may come to power in the

West, and that 2 change in the relation betwéen the United States and
Peking may lead even the present leadership to decide to destroy Chinese
nuclear installations. China's gaseous diffusion plant, reactors and test
sites stand as an inviting target for a nuclear attack, and Peking has had
to face the fact that the attractiveness and vulnerability of this target
may lead to an American decisien to launch nuclear war with China.

Avoiding Local Defeat

" Tne actions of Communist China and other Communist parties have,
from time to time in the post-war period, confronted the United States
with the prospect of substantial local battlefield defeats, This'occurred
in December 1950, after the Chinese interventicon in the l.orean War, in
Indochina in 1954 and again in 1964. It might have occurred in the Taiwan
‘Straits in 1958, if Peking had launched a determined attack against Quamoy,
and finally the Chinese move into India in 1962, raised the prospects of '
Peking oncupying a substantial segment of Indian territory. In each cf
these situations, faced with possible local defeat, the United States
sappears to have at least contemplated using nuclear weapons for an
attempt to redress the unfavorable local military balance. In 1958,

-.‘ . . : .
~1 4he two clearest cases are Indochina in 1954, and Quemoy in 1958,

On Indochina, see Nathan l.yman, nAalliances and the Defense of
Southeast Asia, A study in American Policy in Southeast Asia
1950-1960,' unpublished doctoral disseration (Harvard University,
M-y 1961). On Quernoy, see Dwight ). Eisenhower, }_Vaging Peace, '
{New York: Doubleday), 1965, pp. 292-304, 60i-93.




the Chinese might well have refrained from attacking Quemoy because -
of their belief that the United States was prepared to go tc nuclear war

in order to hold the island. However, during the criszs in Indochina,
Peking had less control over the situation and was not in a position to
counsel the moderation that it may have desired, Thus, Peking continues
to be faced with the prospect of an American nuclear attsciz triggered by
the success of its own forces or by that of other Communist 1orces which
Washington might believe to be under Peking's control. '

Pressing Local V’ictory

Paradoxically, Peking may also have beheved itself threatened
with nuclear war growing out of American success on the batt;efteld.
The Chinese appear to have feared that the United States would continue
beyond the Yalu in Korea and seek o overthrow the new regu’ne on the
Chinese mainland. In such a case, the United States may well have used
a portion of its lxmxted atomic stockpile. At the present time, theé Chinese
appear to have some frar that the United States may carry the war in '
Vieinam into China. They may reason that the United States might
launch such an attack in order to avoid local defeat or that,eughoric over
its success in Indochina, the United States might decide that now is the
time to have a war with China. o '

Practicing Nuclear Blackmail

Peking may believe that a situation could arise in which the United

Etates would threaten to bcmb Peking unless China carried out a partic-
ula.r act or refrained from doing certain things and that Peking, unable
or unwilling to comply with the request, would be faced with a punishing
American attack. Such blackmail might be the cause of an American
attack in the current Vietnam -situation. . The United States, for example,
might order Peking to cease its support to the South or face nuclear re-
taliation. Either because it felt unable to comply or because it did not

. gontrol certain supplies moving into the South, Paking might find itself

face to face with American nuclear attack, Peking was confronted with
such a demand on the part of the Eisenhower administration in 1953,
that time, Peking was warned that unless it consented to a truce at
Panmunjon, the United States would reopen the Korean War and carry it
into China with. American nuclear attacks. In this situation the Chinese, :
for a variety of reasons, were ready to consent to an armistice and, hence,
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could rneet Washington's demands in a way that prevented a nuclear attack.
Nevertheless, the prospect of nuclear blackmail carried tnrough must be
high on Peking's list of possible scenarios and resultmg in the outbreak

of nuclear war. L

These appear to be the principle scenarios which some to the minds
of leaders in Peking when they consider how nuclear war might occur,
If this is so, then their attention in preventing 2 nuclear war must be not
on ways and means of avoiding accidental or unirtended behavior, but
rather on the problem of deterring the United Staies from deliberate
attack. Moreover, the range of motives which the United States might
have for such an attack and the unwillingness of eor inability of Peking to
act in ways which make it highly unlikely that such motivations would
come to the fore, suggest the importance of developing an indigenous
Chinese nuclear capability which could deter an American nuclear attack

_on China.?3 Even if Peking were willing to alter her behavior to reduce

the prospect of a nuclear attack, she might well come to believe that

‘complete withdrawal from the international scene is as dangerous as

adventurous participation. The United Stales, it has been argued, may

be prone to attack China if confronted with defeat or great success on

the battlefield. American behavior has reinforced Peking's conviction

that pushing to the limit, but not beyund, is desirable. The dangers of

both capitulation-and of adventurism might thus be avoided. For Peking,

the problem.is deterrence of American deliber ate attack, and this focus affects
their view of proliferation, which I consider below after reviewing the

Chinese image of the nature of nuclear war.

THE NATURE OF NUCLEAR WAR

Leaders in Peking share the view held by anyone who has contemplated
nuclear var, that it would bz the greatest dizaster to confront mankind and,
therefore, it so be avoided. The Chinese might well believe, as they
state from time to time, that in some sense Communism, particularly
Communism in Ch'ma, would survive a nuclear war, As will be indicated

22 See interview with Elsenhower reported in The New York Times, May -
17 4.965. ’

1 have argued elsewhere that this, in fact, is the primary Chinese
motive for developing a nuclear capability. See China and the Bomb,
pp. 44 -48.

I have presented this which could be taken br granted had not the Russ:ans
and others argued otherwise at great length, in China and the Bomb,
Pp« 27-'35. '
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below, they do not believe that a significant geographic area of China
would be affected seriously by the likely form of American nuclear attack
and they may believe that Communism, particularly as they practiced it
during the Yenan period, would clearly continue. :

it bas already been suggested that Paking believes that a nuclear war
would begin with an American nuclear attack on China. The attack might
be focused on military installations, particularly air bases, if it grew
out of a local conflict, for example, in the Taiwan Straits or in Indochina.
Alternately, an attack might be directed at Chinese nuclear installations
or, more generally, at Chinese industrial, population and communications
centers, - Until the Chinese develop their own nuclear capability, or unless
they get unexpected support {rom the Soviet Union, the Chinese recponse
will have to be largely cne involving active and passive defense measures,
The Chinese appear to have shared with the Soviet Uaion to some extent,
an emphasis on the procurement of active defense forces, including
surface-ro-air missiles and fighters, If at least part of the American _
attack ls with airplanes rather than missiles, the Chinese can be expected
to try to blunt the attack with active defense measures. Beyond that,
prior to a nuclear attack c¢r as a nuclear attack began, the Chinese would
engage in a number of passive defense measures designed to reduce the
number of expected casualties resulting from the attack and, at the same -
time, to prepare the population to resist later American action against
China. ' ‘ '

Peking believes itself to be currently in 2 situation in which there -
is at least significant probability, if not certainty, of an American
attack growing out©f events in Vietnam. The Chinese have, at least on
paper, organized a militia system encompasging almost the entire popu-.
lation. Moreover, they have apparently engaged recently, at least in .
South China, in trying to improve the training and readiness of the militia
forces, with particular emphasis on training them to act in case of an
American nuclear attack. The Chinese also appear to be planning for
largexscale civilian evacuation of population centers in South China. '
Once an attack got under way, the Chinese could be expected to attempt .
to-engage in crash evacuation measures. designed to get most -of the popu-
lation out of the range of an American attack centered on military instal-

‘lations and on urban and communication centers. Beyond that, they

might be expected to arm the militia and to put it on active status to
complement the already existing ground forces. Scme of the militia
are apparently expecteéd to play.a major role in air defense activities.
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The Chinese believe that the United States would not be satisfied
simply with the result of an initial nuclear strike., The Chinese attitude
was stated frequently in the fall of 1965, most dramatically ai a press
conference held by Chen Yi in which, according tc the official Chinese
text, he declared: ' '

, The Chinese people are ready to make all the
necessary sacrifices in the fight against imperial-
ism. It'is up to the U.S. President and the Pentagon
to decide whether the United States wants a big war
with China today. We cherish no illusions about - -
U.S. imperialism. We are fully prepared against
U.S. aggression. If the U.S. imperialists are
determined to launch a war of aggression against us,
they are welcome to come sooner, to come as early
as tomorrow. Let the Indian reactionaries, the
British imperialists and the Japanese militarists
come along with them! let the modern revisionists
act in co-ordination with them from the North! We

" will still win in the end. The great Soviet people
and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union will
not allow their leaders to make such a criminal -

_decision, Who will meet with destruction«-the
U.S. imperialists or the people of the world? It .
can be said with certainty that the U.S. imperial-
ists will perish, while the people of the whole =
world will win liberation. As a Chinese saying
goes, good will be rewarded with good, and evil
with evil; if the reward is not forthcoming, it is
because the time has not arrived: and when the time
arrives, one will get all the reward he deﬂerves..

For sixteen years we have been waitihg for
the U.S. xrnperxahsts to come in and attack ue,
My hair has turned grey in waiting.- Perhape I
will not have the luck to see the U.S. imperialist
invasion of China, but my children may see it,.
and they will resolutely carry on the fight, Let
no correspondent think that I am bellicose. It
is the U,S. imperialists who are brutal and vicious
and who bully others too much. They & re bullying

—R—
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the Chinese, the Koreans, the Vietnamese, the Khmers,
the Laotians, the Indonesians, *he Congolese and the
Dominicans. Even their ally France is being bullied by
them. Those who are bullied by them have riszen against
them and become friends of China. This is of the United
States' own mrnking.

Should the U.S. imperialists invade China's mainland,

we will take all necessary measures tc defeat them. By
_then,. the war will have no boundaries, It is the United
States, and not China, that will have broken down the
boundaries, We are willing to respect boundaries, but
the United States willfully violates boundaries and drives
in wherever it likes. With the defeat of U.S. imperialism,
the time will come when imperialism and colonialism will
be really liquidated throughout the world, The ideal ie
bound to come true with the world truly becoming 2 commu-
nity of nations with different social systems coexisting
peacefully. China iz ready tno make all the necessary
sacrifices for the noble ideal, She will never take the
modern revisionist position of betraying Marxism-
Leninisin and proletarian internationalism. 23

There is,no doubt, a certain amount of bravado in the Chen Yi state-
ment. Because the Chinese cannot retaliate effectively against an Amer-
ican nuclear attack, there would be no point in their making preparations
to counter an unexpected nuclear assault; the fact that they are making
preparations therefore indicates that they probably expect that the United
States would follow up a nuclear attack with an invasion of the Chinese
mainland. Nevertheless, Peking may really believe that the United States
could fully subjugate China simply by nuclear air attack. It may very well
be that the leadership expects that it would withdraw quickly from Peking,
thereby removing itself from a position where it could be expected to
negotiate the surrender and peaceful takeover of China. - In the absence
of any central leadership, the United States would be forced to either
continue the invasion, cease operations, or begin the attempt to destroy
every man, woman and child by dropping megaton-yield nuclear weapons.
The attitude which the Chinese leadership might adopt in such a sitnation

25 o '
Peking Review, No. 41 (October 8, 1965), p. 14.
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and its willingness to go back to the caves of Yenan, if necessary, in
order to continue the Chinese revolution are reflected by Mao's reported
reaction to the possibility of a takeover of the Peking regime by the
leaders of the PLA, In describing the Lushan plenum in 1959, an informed
observer, writing under the narme of David A. Charles, describes the

* reaction to Marshal Pleng Teh-huai's attack on Mao:

Whether because they had been genuinely taken
aback by the boldness of Peng's onslaught or because
they wished to allow his associates every opportunity .
for declaring themselves, the Party leaders allowed
a protracted debate which was by no means one-sided.
Indeed, at one stage there was an emotional scene
when Mao, in reply toa suggestion that the disgrace
of Peng might be the signal for a revolt by the armed
forces due to uis popularity with them and in the
country, declared with tears in his eyes that, if
this heppened, he would 6gg back to the villages and
recruit another army. ¢

Whern Feking cbtains an opera-tion-al'_ auclear capability, it might be
expected to try to hoid in reserve whatever nuclear forces can survive
an American first strike to wuse against an invasion force. Alternately,
these nuclear forces might be committed against expected Chinese
Nationalist staging areas, including almost certainly Taiwan, in an
effort to lestroy the Chinese Nationalist forces which would undoubtedly
land with the American troops. The Chinese expect to be confronted in
this period with a large-acale invastion of American ground troops, per-
haps with’ tactical nuclear weapons, engaged in an attempt to capture and
gsubjugate the country in the same manner as the Japanese did. - The
‘Chinese response would include attempts to arouse the population to
engage in people's war or guerrilla warfare against the enemy forces.
At the same time, they might well refuse to negotiate until Unitad States-
forces became sufficiently bogged down for the United States to become
willing to negotiate its évacuation from China. o

26 Davia_A. Charles, ""The Dismissal of Pleng Teh-huai,” The China
Quarterly, No. 8 (October -December, 1961}, p- 68.
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It should be emphasized that the Chinese do not conclude from this
picture of how a nuclear war might evolve that a nuclear war is desirable.
They do believe that the United States would be unable to actually subjugate .
all of China; however, they recognize the fact that the United States could
destroy all of the modernized.sector. In this situaticn, Mao may believe
that the Coramunist Party of China would survive and rebuild the revolution
once the American invaders had been thrown out.

What then is the relationship between Chinese nuclear doctrine and
the Chinese attitude toward proliferation? '

The two superpowers want to halt proliferation because they believe
that deliberate nuclear war is unlikely and that accidental nuclear war
is likely and may be touched off in a variety of ways, which will become _
more numerous as the numbers of countries possessing nuclear weapons
increases. However, it has been suggested that the Chinece iinage of -
the danger of nuclear war is a very different one, The Chinese focus on
the possibili‘'y of a deliberate American nuclear attack on China. Such
an attack would not be rendered any more likely by the spread of nuclear
weapons;infact, in a world in which there a number of nuclear powers,
the United States might be less willing to begin nuclear war against one.
of thern. Hence, insofar as the Chinese connect their image of war with

‘their attitude toward nuclear proliferation, they would be prone to belisve

that proliferation, rather than imposing any dangers, might in fact aid.
in deterring an American attack on Chine or on other countries ultimately
leading to an attack on China.

PROLI;.F‘ERATION AND CHINESE FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES

. In considering any specific policy question, particularly one ag "tech-
nical' ag that of a posture toward the spread of nuclear waapons, the
Chinese will align the particular decision with their general foreign policy
line and the concrete situation in the world. Thus, the question that the
Chinese will ask about proliferation is what posture will most enhance the
cause of Communist revolution and help most in compeatting Soviet-
American domination of the world without seriously jeopardizing Chinese .
security or bankrupting the Chinese economy, It has-already been sugges-
ted that the Chinese do not see any short-run security danger in prolifer-

ation of nuclear weapons, and, unless they engage in large-scale a.a_plstancé_
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progrimes, 27 preliferation will not be a major drain on the Chinese econ-
umy. Thus, the central question for the Chinese is how does a strategy
favoring proliferation support the general line of opposing Soviet-American
domination and supporting world revelution. ‘ :

This perspective is completely different {rom that of an American or
even a Soviet pelicy-maker, who tends to ask how will proliferation incréase
the danger of nuclear war or increase instability in the third world. The
two superpowers realize that the spread of nuclear weapons reduces their
influence in the world, increases the likelihood of nuclear war, and increases
the danger that they will come into active conflict with each other in their
efforts to dampen local crises. Even if the Chinese estimate of the likely
conseque:nces of nuzlear spread were the same--and it may well be the
same except for the danger of ruciear war--their own perspactive and

interests will lead thern to conclude that these are favorable rather than

unfavorable developments.

Leaders in Peking do not share the belief widely held in the West
that stability in the third world is possible or even desirable. On the
contrary, the Chinese argue that revolution can only come about by violent
means and that the object is to oppose stability and work charge, even-
tually revolutionary change, directed by a Commurist Party. Thus, if
the spread of nuclear weapons will increase instability by sharpening
internal confiicts within countries, by in¢reasing the likelihood that mili-
tary force will be used both within a country and against its reighbers,
or by sharpening the disputes between states, such spread will be seen
from Peking as desirable. :

The most threatening characteristic of the current international situa-
ticr,, from tha Chinese perspective, ig the American-Soviet attempt to

come together and dominate the werld, The Chinnase see in the efforts of

the two superpowers to emphasize their common interest, in their avoiding.
general nuclear and in their seeking to settle icsues where they have over-
lapping interests, a sellout of the revolution by the Soviet Union. Ina
blistering attack on the Soviet Union for its desire to cooperate with the
United States, the Peking regime in November of 1965, deciared that:

. .
2 A subject to be considered below.
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The reactionary nature of Khrushchev revigioniam

is expressed in concentrated form in the line of
Soviet-U.S. collaboration for the domination of the
world. The Khruchchev clique completely transpoaed
enemies and friends; it regarded U.S. imperialism,

" the arch enemy cf the people of the world, as its
closest friend, and the Marxist-Leninists of the
world, including Ehsoae of the Soviet Union, as its
principal enemy.

_ The effcrts of the two superpowers to dominate the world create a
situation in which the Chinese argue that everything must be done to oppose
this effort: :

Some people ask, why is it that the Marxist-
Leninists and the revolutionary people cannot
take united action with the new leaders of the
D.P.S.U., vet can unite with personages from the:
upper strata in the nationalist countries, and strive
for united action with them in the anti-imperialist
struggle, and cap even exploit the contradictions
among the imperialist countries in the struggle
against the United States?

The reason is that in the contemporary world
' opposition to or alliance with U.S. imperialism.
constitutes the hallmark for deciding whether or
not a political force can be inclyded in the united
front againet the United States. '

Thus, the reduction in Soviet and American influence which might
well come from. the spread of nuclear weapons would be seen as advantageous

. from the pe_rspective'of Peking. Such spread might also reduce China's
- influence, particularly if one projects ahead to the time when China will

have a substantial nuclear capability. However, ‘the Chinese would appear,
at least in the short run, to give precedence to decredsing the influence
of the two superpowers, even if at a marginal cost to their ‘'own influence.

28 "Refutation of the New Leaders of the-C.P.S.U. en 'Urited Action,*"
People's Daily and Red Flag; translation in Peking Review. Nu. 46
(November 12, 1965), 10-12 at p. 11. '

29 1nid., p. 14.
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A major therne in Chinese propaganda, particularly in relationship to the

test ban treaty, was the notion that nuclear powers would attempt to dom-
inate and control their allies by virtue of their monopoly over nuclear

‘weapons. The Chinese accuse the Seviet Union of trying to ''manacle'

China and the Chinese imply that this is a gereral problem between nuclear
powers and small countries. Peking may well believe that the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons by countries such as France and (this will be
argued below) Japan will enable these countrie: to take a stand independent
of the United States and move into the "interimediate zone'' of nations and

- groups in the capitalist world willing to oppose American imperialism.

The spread of nuclear weapons may also serve to reduce the likelihood =

that the Soviet Union and the United States could and would come together
in the defense of particular countries or areas. Both the United States

and the Soviet Union are likely to refrain from close alliance and close _
defense cooperation with countries that have their own independent nuclear
capability, eapecially if they obtained this capability in defiance of the '
superpowers and partly, at least, with the rationale that the superpowers
could not be counted on to come to their aid.

Hence, {rom the Chinese perspective, the spread of nuclear weapons,
while it does pose some long-run threat to Chinese leadership of the anti-
imperialist bloc, probably appears desirable in that it will reduce Soviet-
American influence in the world, reduce the prospects of Soviet-American
cooperaticn, and increase the likelihood of violent change in the third ‘

‘world. The Chinese are likely to oppose proiiferation or view it with’

some congsternaticn only perhaps in relationship to gpecific countries. - .
The prospect of preliferation by Germany or other European countries is
probably not viewed with great slarm by China. The acquisition of nuclear
weapons by Indorasia, Auvstralia, or Pakistan is proba.b_ly viewed by Peking
ag unlikely, aznd in any case, not particularly dangerous since ncne of

these countries pore a direct security threat to Chinz or are likely to develop

sufficient capabilities to rival China for leadership of the Alro-Asian worid.
Thus, the major issue for China is the possibility of acquiaition of nuclear
weapons by the two other major Asian states, namely Japan and India. The

See Morton H. Halperin, China and the Bomb, pp. 62-66.
31 phis argument is of greatest relevance in connection with India and
will be discussed in more detail below. '
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Chinese attitude towards these two countries and their prospects for ob-
taining nuclear weapons will be considered in turn, but the general conclu-
sion may be anticipated that Chinese fears of Indian or Japanese nuclear
programs are small, if indeed they exist at all, and that the Chinese are,
iu fact, likely to see some benefits from the development of a national
nuclear capability by Indiz or Japan.

‘A JAPANESE NUCLEAR PROGRAM

~ That Japan is now and will remain for the indefinite future the largest
industrial power in the Far East is well understood in Peking. This means,
as Peking must also recognize, that Japan would be capable of having a
larger and more sophisticated nuclear arsenal than that of China soon-
after she decided to enter a nuclear race. The Japanese space program
already puts them far ahead of where the Chinese appear to be in the .

.development of long-range migsiles, This situation could appear to pose
- a significant threat not only to Chinese leadership of the Asian world, but

also to the security of China. However, there is very little evidence to
suggest that the Chinese take this threat very seriously, They have con-
sistently overestimated the strength of the forces of pacifism, neutralism,’
and pro-Chinese sentiment in Japan, as well as that of the forces for revo-
lution. Peking, therefore, shows no sign of being concerned that Japan . .

by herself may pose a threat to Chinese security or other interests. What

does concern China is that Japan will continue to provide a base for Awner-
ican nuclear and other military forces and that the United States will be
able to harness Japanese industrial capability. Thus, China gives highest
priority to expulsion of the United States from Japan and movement of
Japan into the intermediate zone of states actively oppoesed to American
and Soviet hegemony. ' ' '

The Chinese have not commented publicly about the prospects of a
Japanese nuclear program. Their basic tactic in dealing with Japan has
been to advise Japan to kick out the Americans and adopt a neutral pro-
Chinese posture. Beyond that, particuarly since their first nuclear deto-
nation, the Chinese have made generalized nuclear blackmail threats B
against .J'azpan--the only country against which they have directed such
threats. 3 :

32

Morton H. Halperin, "Chinese Nuclear Strategy: The Barly Post-
Detonation Period," Adelphic Paper, Neo. 18, London: Institute for
Strategic Studies, May 1965, pp. 12-13.
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Privately, however, particularly in conversations with left-wing
socialists, the Chinese have taken a scmewhat diiferent line. They have
pointed cut to the Japacese that the important thing is {c expel America
from Japan and tha* once this is done Japan should proceed to develop her
cwn nuclear capabiiity to look after her own secwurity #rd to enable her to
be truly i.ndependent of the United States. Thig tine of a.gument may have
some appeal not only to the left-wing in Japan but also to right.wing nation-
alist groups who have been taken with the strategic ideas of Pierre Gallois.

Would the Chinese, -in fact, like to see the Japanese develop their -
own nuclear weaporns if that is necessary to bring about a decision to break
the alliance with the United States? Do they believe that such a tarn of
events is conceivable ?

The answer to both of these questions would appear to be yes. While,
as was indicated above, the Chinese undoubtedly recognize Japanese indus-
trial potential, they do not appear to perceive any danger from Japan either
ir the leng-run or in'the short-rurn. They perceive Japan mainly ae 2
threat to Soviet security interests and have tried to stir up Soviet-Japanese
animosity by calling for the retura to Japan of the islands taken from her
by the Soviet Urion at the end of the Sezond World War.: Moreover, in
the zchort-run a Japanese nuclear pregram would have advantages for
Chinese interests. ' :

 Given American hestility to national nuclear programas, 2 Japanese '
decision to develep an ind&pendent nuciear capability would serve %o
esacerbate relations between the countries and to stimulate any existing
trends toward a Japatese-American splits Such a split is, as was indi-
cated, of the highest priority in China's Japan policy, and anything which
might contributeé to a break-up of the Japanese-American alliance and
to the expulsion of America from Japan would be'see_n as extremely

desirable. Moreover, expulsion of the United States would pave the way

for Japanese-Chinese cooperation in general ard perhaps specifically in
the nuclear field. Such an aliiance might be viewed by both countries as

an anti-Soviet coalition rather than as an anti~-American alliance. Finally,
a Japanese decision to develop nuclear weapons would go a long way toward
removing the stigma from the Chinese nuclear program and would serve

to legitimize the _hotioh that other states, even states in aliiance with

big powers, need to develop their own nuviear capability. Japan has been
a leader of the anti-nuclear movement and hér decizion to develop nuclear
weapons would make it extremely difficult for cther states to believe or to
arguc that China was 'wrong' in déveloping a nuclear forze.
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While the Japanese reacted with considerable concern and uneasiness
to the Chinese nuclear detonations and, in particular, to the iact that
China was much further along than had previously been expected, there
appears to be littie likelihood that Japan will in fact embark on a national
nuclear program within the next ten or fifteen years, This is partly because -
the Japanese recognize that the consequences for their relations with the
United States would be along the lines hoped for by the Chinese. Moreover,
antipathy to nuclear Weapons in Japan is well known and dees not need elab-
oration here. The Japanese are currently engaged in an effort to achieve
status as a non-nuclear great power. OQOver the long run, if Japan is going
to be deterred from developing nuclear weapons, some way will have to
be found'to confer sufficient status on Japan as an advanced technological
and even conventicnal military power., It is unlikely that the Japanese
would -become the 6th or even perh‘aps the 7th or 8th country to develop
nuclear weapons. Orly if a number of countries cleariy inferior to Japan
in indus‘rial capacity and potential influence in international politics were
to develop nuclear weapons would Japan, particularly if it continues to '
develop greater interest in a vole on the international scene,. feel com-
pelled to consider seriously the development of a national nuclear force.
Thus, it would appear that measures which prevented India, Israel,
Swedenand other countries from joining the nuclear club might well be -
sufficient to prevent the issue from seriously arising on the agenda of
Japanese -politica. :

Nevertheless, the United Should go beyond that and tr} to deal specif-
ically with Japan's problems., The most useful approa.ch would appear to
“be one which emphasized the desirability and importance of Japan playing
a greater role as an industrial and economic power in the Far East. At _
the same time, {he United States should continue to offer Japan its nuclear
protection against an attack from the Soviet Union or China without neces-
sarily pressing Japan for permission to station nuclear weapons on Japan-~
ese territory. Such demands, implying as they do the need for such weapons
in Japan, canonly serve, as they have in the case of Germany, to raise
the issues of whether such weapons ought to be under Japanese control and




ultimately whether Japan does not need to develop her own nuclear
capability.

AN INDIAN NUCLEAR PROGRAM

Irdian development of nuclear weapons would pose fewer lcng-run
threats to China and would provide clearer short-run gains thart would a
Japanese program. The Indian economic situation is, of course, radically
different from that of Japan. The Chinese may be extremely confident
that the Indian economy will not grow at a rapid rate and that Indian GNP
and the available resources for a nuclear program will remain very small.
The Chinese, in the process of devoting very substantial rescurces to their
own nuclear program, are unlikely to be misled, as some Westerners appear
to have been, by the very low estimates of the cost of a nuclear program
presentéd by Dr. Bhabha, the head of the Indian Atomic Energy Agency.
The cost he presents of approximately $630, 000 for a two-megaton -
explosion refers, as Dr. Bhabha does indicate, to the cost of a single
detonation and to that of an entire nuclear program and certainly not to
the cost of the asscciated delivery system. 34 "The difference between a

" single detonation and a workable military capability, a difference loag

stressed in American propaganda directed at the Chinese, may gubstantially

33 A possible exception to this might be an American offer to deploy a bal-
listic missile defense system in Japan. If the United Statest announces
a decision to build a ballistic missile defense which it states is capable
of shooting down any Chinese missiles aimed at the United States, then
it may be that Japanese officials will raise the question of whether such
protection cannot be provided for Japan. If there are strong pressures
in this direction, it would be logical for the United States to meet them

- insofar as it proves technologically feasible. If the technology made-
it possible to offer such protection from bases outside Japan-—perhaps
on Okinawa and even Taiwan and Korea--<a way might be found to offer
Japan protection without needing to press for the stationing of American
nuclear weapons on Japanese territory, Resolution of this issue depends
upon technical and political factors beyond the scope of this paper. '

34

Bhabkga-‘s estimate is reported in th.e New York Times, October 27, 1964,
p. 5. : : ' -

A=-31




4

affect the Chinese esiimate of the danger posed by an Indian nuclear program.
The Chinese would derive many advantages, as will be indicated below, from..

" detoration of one or twa devices by India and they may believe that the Indians

would not f””h through to a substantial military capability which could threat-
en China. '

As in the case of Japan, the Chinese have said nothing publicly about
an Indian nuclear program. However, in contrast with their Japanese
tactics, they have apparently made no private statements on the subject
either. Nevertheless, they have made statements which imply the desir-
ability of an Indian nuclear program. In that statement, the Chinese de-~

clared that:

when only they [the United States] and: its assouates
have nuclear weapons and other 'do not, they can do
what they like, but when not unly they have nuclear
weapons but their opporents also possess nuclear
weapons, then they cannot remain so awe inspring

and their policies of nuclear threat and menace will -
not do. ~Also this increases the possibility of the
complete banning and complete destraction of nuclear
weapons, which can also further guarantee world peace.

The Chinese, in fact, may see very real advantages in a- Indian de-
cision to preduce nuclear weapons. As in the case of Japan, the Chinese
are likely to align their view of this problem witk their political strategy
vis~-a-vis India. Chinese tactics appear to consist of attempts to weaken
the central government and encourage centrifugal forces. They apparently
look for eventual creation of a number of separate states on the Indian sub=-
continent, at least some of which would mcve into close alliance with Peking
and perhaps come under local Communist control. Short of that, they hope
to weaken the Indian economy, disrupt its political structures, and destroy
Indian prestige as a leader of an Afro-Asian bloc. '~ All of these objectives
might be advanced by an Indian nuclear weapong program.

35 Because of the geographw asymmetry. w1th most of the Indian population
centers very close to China but all of the major Chinese population cen-
ters very far from India, the -Indians-would have to have a substannally
greater capabuxty in .order to threaten targets in -.,hma.._

36
Peking Rac_lio Broadcast to India, 2? June 1965,




The decision to precduce nuclear weapons would clearly divide Indian
political opinion, as have the debates about whether or not India needs
nuclear weapons. Such a decision, particularly when it became clear that
it would come at the expense of economic development as well as short-run
consumption, could not help but provoke a major political clash among
Indian political groups and might well split the country. Moroever, the
severe impact on Indian development--probably greater than that on
Chinese 2conomic development, since the Indian government has a much
smaller percentage of Indian resources at its disposal--would further
Chinese objectives in India. Moreover, the development of nuclear weapons
would introduce into Indian political-military relations tensions which
appea: s to have been markedly absent over the past decade or more, . In
addition, Indian development of nuclear weapons might help to cement
existing Pakistani-Chinese relations. '

As was mentioned above, China's greatest fear currently is develop -
ment of close Soviet~American relations. The cooperation between the
two ‘countriés in regard to India is »~* only looked upon by Peking as dan-
"~ gérous itself, but also ar important because of the possibility that it will
lead to a broader Soviet-American alliance agains! China in Asia. Thus,
anything that disrupts the prospects for cooperation between the two super-
powers in defense of India would be welcomed by Peking., Indian develop-
ment of an independent nuclear capability cannot help but produce pressures
driving both of the superpowers out of India and making their cooperation
more difficult. Individually, both countries would be reluctant to ¢ommit
themselves to the defense of a power which produced nuclear weapons
itself, and the question of how to treat an Indian nuclear program, what
support to give it, how to try to stop it, could not help but hurt the pros- :
pects for superpower cocperation on the Indian subcontinent. \

Moreover,_ as in the case of Japan, Indian development of nuclear
weapons would help to reduce the stigma which has been attached to the
Chinese nuclear program, since in a different way India serves as well
as Japan as a symbol of anti-nuclearism. An Indian nuclear program .
would also serve to reduce Indian influence in the third world and make
it harder for her to lead a '"moderate’ bloc in opposition to Chinese mili-
tancy.

These gains,which the Chinese would derive from an Indian nuclear

program, are underscored by the possibility that Peking dozs not take
seriously the prospect of India developing a nuclear capability which would,
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in fact, threaten Chinese security interests. The Chinese consider the
stationing of Russian or American nuclear weapons in India, as in the
cage of Japan, to be a much more threatening alternative to an Indian
nuclear program., Moreover, India lacks tae economic base and perhaps
the political will to develop a really substantial nuclear arsenal. '

The Chinese nuclear detonations have, in fact, touched off a major
debate in India regarding future policy. This debate has brought to the
fore at least three sets of arguments, one which stresses the need for

_an Indian nuclear program, another which stresses the importance of a

closer alliance with the United States, and a third which dtresses the
importance of attempting to increase Soviet-Amevrican cooperation in the
defense of India. Clearly, the Chinese would prefer the {first to the second
and third of these alternatives. It appears, however, that the Indiane will
fail to secure the kind of bilateral guarantees that they are seeking and -
as the Chinese nuclear program develops. it appears likely that the Indians
will decide to produce nuclear weaponse and to began an underground test
program. How hard and fast they will push the program toward thermo-
nuclear weapons and delivery systemns remains an open question. '

Not only because of ite general opposition to the spread of nuclear
weapons, but -also because of the real ¢oet, specifically in relation to .
India, the United States has every reason to try to convince the Indian
Government that it should not make nuclear weapons. The queation of
how to do this is beyond the scope of this paper, but three points might

. be mentioned here:

1} India, like China, would like to find a place in the sun and would
like to believe that this does not depend on developing nuclear weapons.
:The United States should encourzge the belief that such a role is posaible.
It should seek ways to increase Indian prestige and her real infiuence over
American Far Eastern policy. Moreover, the United States should con-
sider proposing that both India and Japan {(and perhaps also the Federal
Republic of Germany) should be made permanent mambers of the Security
Council as countries of great international importance, despite their _
decision not.to turn their potentxal nuclear capability into a small nuclear
force. :

2) }I-‘he Indians, unlike the Japanese, ha\}e a real security problem

and perceive a threat from China. The United States ghould explore the
prospects of at least parallel declarations by Russia and the United States
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guaranteeing Indian territory, but should be willing to make more explicit
its own guarantees, should this not prove possible. The United States might
also want to consider making available any ballistic missile defense system
which was installed in the United States and offered to Japan. '

"3} Because of their security problem, the Indians face a real conflict
hetween devoting resources to 2 nuclear weapons program and to a conven-
"tionzl military build-up. In this competition, the United States has an im-
portaat ally in the Indian Army, wh-i%h, appears to be pressing for ¢unventional
forces rather than nuclear weapons. S

The United States shoul¢ encourage this trend, pointing out to India
that her real security problems are likely to involve border incursions and
other threats for which only conventional weapons are appropriate. . At the '
same time, the United States should indicate its willingness to underwrite -
an Indian conventional build-up, provided India does not ‘waste her own
resources in a nuclear program. Makirng this choice as clear as possible
while emphasizing and increasing the advantages of choosing the’ conventional
option not only can be important in rallying forces in India serious about
security but still opposed to a nuclear prograri, but would alsco {it into an .
appropriate general American strategy which stresses the importance of
‘conventional defense against the real military threats.

NUCLEAR SHARING

If it is true, as has been argued here, that China is likely to see ad-
vantages not only from the spread of nuclear weapons in general, but in
particular from the spread to India-and Japan, it'should be asked whether
the Chinese might actually engage in nuclear sharing, in assisting other
countries to develop nuclear weapons. ' :

- ‘In the period prior to their first nuclear detonation, the Chinese
talked in a way which implied that they might well be willing to share
nuclear weapons. Since their detonation they have toned down these
statements, perhaps to forestall requests for transfer of weapons or
for other forms of nuclear weapons assistance. The current Chinese

* position was stated by Chen Yi in a press conference in Peking:

37

Washington News, October 26, 1965; Washington Post, Qétober 22,
1965, S . : _ .
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There are two aspects to the question of nuclear
cooperation. As for the peaceful use of atomic energy
-and the-buildirg of atomic reacteczz, Chinz has already
t.eern approached by several countsies, ard Chin 3
ready to render them acaistance; ag for the reqguest
for Ckina's help ir the marufacture of atom bombs,
this question is not realistic,

In my opiricn, the most important task for the
Afro-Asian countries teday is to shake off imperialist
control politicalily, economically and culturaliy and
develop tkeir own independent economy. This task
is an acute struggle and its accomplishment will
teke quite a few yearse. Any country with a fair
basis in industry and agricelture and in science and.
technology will be able to marufacture atom bomba,
with or withcut Chira'e agsictance. China hopes
that Afro-Asian countries will be able to make atom
bombs themseives, and it would be better for a -
greater number of countries to come into possessicn
of atom bombs, S

In cur view, the role of atom bombs should
nct be overstressed. The United States has been
brandighing the atom bomb for atemic blackmail
over the rast twenty years, but has fziled. The
just struggie of Atro-Asian countries against im-
perialism and cclonialism is the best atom bomb.

From their own experience with the Russians and from their own
nuclear deveiopments, the Chinese undoubtedly recognize that the line
between peaceful help and weagons help is a very thin one, In fact,
Peking's position seems to be that she is prepared io give very limited
kinds of agsistar.ce to nuclear programasa, but ia not prepared to transfer .
weapons or in other wayas commit scarce resources frem her own nuclear
program. With the United States and the Soviet Union both committed to .
resisting measures which would have the -effect of sprezding nuclear
weapons, and witk both now committed to IAEA safeguards in peaceful
programs, the Chinese are likely to find that they have zn important
comparative advantage in competition witk. Ruseia and the United States
if they are willing to share nuclear information withecut contrels of any




‘kind and perhaps include some information specifically useful for weapons
programs. Given the fact that there are very few areas in which the
Chinese have such a comparative advantage, they are likely to engage in
such activity and appear, in fact, already to have done so with Egypt and
Indonesia. ' ‘

How far the Chinese will go in actually sharing nuclear technology or
finished nm.clear weapons depeads upon how quickly their own arsenal
increases in size and also on what demands may be made on them by
countries such as the UAR. It also may depend on whether or not the
Chinese continue with their policy of seeking friendly relations with at
least some Afro-Asgian nations. If, as ! have argued elsewhere, the
Chinese largely turn in on themselves and lose interest in frxendly
relations with other Afro-Asian nations, they are much less likely to
engage in any kind of auclear sharing. Of special interest is the kind
of nuclear relations the Chinese may try to establishwith other Asian
Communist states, namely, North Korea and North Vietnam. These
gtates have recently moved back to a neutral or even pro-Soviet position,
and unless this changes again, it is unlikely that the Chinese will be -
interested in huclear sharing. However, it can not be ruled out that, at
some point, China would be willing to share nuclear weapons control thh
these countries.

U.S. POLICY IN A NUC L.EAR EAST ASIA

. The dominant nuclear power in the East Asian area in the 1980's

. will be the United States. By that time, the United States will have a
substantial fleet of submarines with Polaris missiles in the area, its
Minuterman will be capable of rearhing any point in the area from the
United States and there are likely to continue_ to be a variety of nuclear
weapons on American ships and airbases in the area. It is likely that
China, by this time, will have a MRBM force numbering perhaps in the
low hundreds and targeted pre sumably against American military instal-
lations and Asian cities. It is likely that India will have made the corif
mitment to become a nuclear power and will have exploded a few nuclear
devices, but India will probably have a very small stockpile and only
very limited delivery capability. Japan is likely to be non-nuclear but
perhaps .growing-inc-reasingly- restive in this role.

Chinese behavior in this period is likely to be determined much more
by.internal economic and political development and by the Chme se perception

A-37




B

of the nature of the world political situation than by the developm=ant of
the Chinese, the Indian, or even the American nuclear program. How-
ever, insoiar as their nuclear weapons give them a greater sense of con-
ficence that the United States will not launch a nuclear attack against
China, the Chinese leaders may be somewhat bolder in attempting to
expand Chinese .influence and even hegemony in countries around China's
borders. While pushing their own nuclear program, they are likely to
public and privately deride the importance of the Indian nuclear capability
while continuing to press Japan to kick the United States out and develop
its own nuclear weapons. However, in the main, Chinese policy wtll '
remain a ca.ut:.ous, pvobmg one,; as it has been in the paat. :

Just as theae t::hange:r~ in the nuclear scene are likely to have little
e{fect or. Chinese policy, so they need have and should have little effect
on American policy. The Uniled States will still be interested in contain-
ing China and will still have to d» so largely by building up political struc-
‘tures around China's border and by having available a substantial conven-
tional as well as nuclear capa.b;hty. American forces are likely to appear .
to be vulnerable to a Chinese preemptive attack, and the United States may
choose to take rheasures so that,some of its force, in addition to its Polaris
missiles, could survive an attempt by China to attack American military
bases in the Far East. Moreover, the United States is likely to want to
give increased attention to various kinds of nuclear attacks against China,
including a clean counterforce firsi strike or an attack directed agamst
high pnonty political and communication targets in China. ‘ :

In dealing with India, the United States will discover thai it has an
interest in the shape and form of proliferation once the decision to pro-
duce nuclear weapons is made. The United States should be concerned
with slowing down the pace of Indian nuclear development and perhaps
with convincing the Indians that they should cancel their program and
return to a concentration cn conventional forces., The American effort
to persuade countries such as Pakistan, Japan, Indonesia and Australia
not to go nuclear will depend on not according India special status because
she has exploded a few nuclear devices, and on seeking to deal with the

38 : _ ' .
On this point, as well as.on the general subject of American interest

in avoiding proliferation, see Jeremy J. Stone, "Proliferation, Where's
the Dznger ?,! Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Volume XXI, No. 9
- {November 1965), p. 15. - '
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l particular political pressures in the countries concerned. In short, an
East.Asia with three countries, rather than one, capable of delivering
nuclear weapons will appear somewhat more dangerous than the current
situation and the possibility of large scale destruction in a very short
time will have at least statistically increased in probability. However,
the real problem of containing China and developing the kinds of societies
the United States would like to see in the area may be remarkably little
affected by the limited spread of nuclear weapons.
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WEST GERMANY *

The-government of the Federal Republic of Germany must
necessarily regard all of its problems in the light of two overriding
concerns: security against the politico-military threat presented by
the Soviet Union, and reunification of the covntry. The question of

possible development of a nuclear weapons capability, maore than cthers, .

must be considered in the light of these two concerns, Consequently
this question has become a major dilemma for German foreign pelicy.
On the one hand, the reunification of Germany must rot portend the
weakening of the country vis-a-vis the Soviet Union; on the other, the
political elimate which would produce Soviet cooperation on German
reunification -could deprive Germany of adequate military means for
self defense, since the Soviets have consistently tied reunification to

~German neutrality and arms limitations. { The Soviet government's

attitude on this issue appears tc be largely determined by its fear of
a revival of German power and influence.) o CL '

; In Soviet éyes, a captive East Germany represents insurance
against the revival of German influence in Eastern Europe, limits the
German economy, and allows the integration of a substantial segment
of it intothe economy of the Communist bloc.. It provides a hostage

which can be used at any time to restrain West German political initiatives

in general, and it makes those East Europeans who want to perpetuate
Germany's division dependent upon the political initiatives of the Soviet
Union. Finally, the division of Giermany provides the Soviec Union with
a forward position which can be used both politically and militarily to
strike at-the very core of Western Europe. Upto the present time,

the Soviet price for German reunification has been German neutrality
and arms limitations, a price which has been viewed by West Germans
as inconsistent with security and hence with national-well-being..

By Angelo de’évilia. Research Associate in Political Science,

ONSS + staff.
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The acquisition of nuclear weapons by West Germany might permit
more forceful diplornatic initiatives for the reunification of the country,
The existence of a credible German nuclear capability would substantially
increase the Federal Republic's bargaining power vis-=a-vis the Soviet
Union, An adeguate nuclear deterrent in German hands--without conce.'i'ning
ourselves with the military problem of adeguacy--would, megaton for
megaton, be rnore credible to the Soviet Union than a comparable American
' guarant se of - Germany, (The sole ¢riterion of credilility here is the likeli-
hood of use upon a given provocation.) However, the Soviet Union's perceptina -
of the German threat is dependent upon the degree of United States support
for the German position, American indifference, or even hostility, toward
German pretentions would facilitate the isolation cf Germany and undermine
its initiative, Germans are fully aware of this and undoubtedly carefully
weigh the possible feelings and reactions of the United States when they
consider any program of acquisition of nuclear weapons,

~ ~ When Germany regained its sovereignty in 1954 by signing the
Western European Union agreements, it was assured by its western
allies that its security and its reunification would be the prime concerns
‘of the alliance as a whole, In return, Germany agreed to certain limita«
tions on its sovereignty among which was Pavt I, Article 1, and Annex 1
of Protoesl No, 111 of the Paris Protocols Amending the Brussels Treaty
(of 1948) establishing the Western Europsan Union, This obligates
Germanyto unilaterally renounce the manufacture of nuclear weapons,
(Germany did not renounce the posses sion or the use of such weapons,
The fact that West German units in NATO today are equ.pped to amploy
nuclear weapons, subject to United States control, in no way violates
this agreement,) ' o :

The fact that Germans ars even discussing the development of
their own nuclear weapons reflects in part the failure of the western.
allies to meet the expectations of the Germans regarding thelr basic
‘problems.. The.Unitad States and France in particilar not only have
shown a total lack of zeal on the issue of reunification, but have gone
80 far as to let it be known that they find the division of Germany agree-
able for many reasons, What littls progress towards Germarn reconcilia-~
tion has been made, wae made despite Germany's allies, not because of
them, Many Germans also feel that their alliies’ commitment to their
‘very security is doubtiul. They were deeply distressed by the United
States unilateral abar-ionm.nt of the NATQ doctrine of M"massive
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" retaliation' in favor of a strategy which actually envigions meeting a Soviet

attack on Germaun battlefields, and actually frightened by US flirtations with
the concept of a "'pause." There is widespread doubt in Bonn, as there is
in Washington, that the United States would 2xpose itself to nuclear attack
{for the sake of its European allies. Furthermore, the Germans have seen

the Western allies retreat from confrontations with the Soviets and with the

East German Communists time after time on the issue of Berlin. Thus the
Berlin wall stands unchallenged aad Soviet planes can buzz West Berlin with
trapunity. These facts were driven home by Walter Ulbricht himsei{ in a
speech on the 5th anniversary of the building of l:he'W’all.l wherein the East
German leader bade the West Germans to come to terms with the Commu-
nists since, he claimed, the BRI has been deserted by its allies while the
Soviet Union has given the DDR unstinting support. Thus, not having made

‘much progress towards reunification under the Western Nuclear Umbrzlla,

and growing more uncertain every day as to the reliability of that umbrella,

the Germans have begun to feel some pressure towards greater nuclear

independence.

It is significant, however, that German demands for nuclear snaring
have been put in terms of security against the Soviet threat rather than in
terms of reunification. To some extent this may simply reflect political
expediency and a'vireness of anxiety among other states regarding a nuclear
Germany. But it is important that the articulated German interest, at '
least for the present, stems from a concern with maintaining the security.
of West Germany rather than wita the reunification of Germany. Although
the political requirements of either policy may appear similar or interrelated,
the preservation of the status quo appears to have ‘a much higher priority with
the existing German government than any major revision of the political map
of Europe based on the increased assertiveness of 2 nucglear-armed West
Germany. : : ' '

What discussion there has been in Western Germany about the possible
acquisition of nuclear weapons has not been carried on exclusively in terms

1 The New York Times. 14 August 1966, p. 1.

2 See for example, Richard L. Merritt and Helga Voss-Eckermann, French
German Elite Responses, 1964: Code Bcook and Data, Arms Control in the
European Political Environment, (Yale University, 1965). '
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of concerns over security, reunification and foreign policy: The issu: of
nuclear weapons is also being considered on its own merits and the debate

‘cuts across party lines, as well as across religious and economic groups.

The vast majority of those who tend to favor a pro-nuc.ear policy are of

‘what is mistakenly called "Gaullist" persuasion. These German

"Gaullists' are not necessarily, or even usually, admirers of France's
President de Gaulle or of France; but, like de Gaulle, they tend to believe
that their nation is a great nation, that no 1.ation can be truly great if it

is not independent, and that independence in the late T'wentieth Century
requires the possession of nuclear weapons., Arrayed against the "Gaul-
lists' are those who believe that notonly Germany but also tae other countries
of Europe can no longer be world powers and consequent? y that the burden

of their nuclear defense shculd be borne by the United States. Sometimes
this viewpoint is modified to allow for the possibility of the advent of a

truly united Europe which could play a major role in the world. Also

. opposing the acquisition of nuclears aré most of the leftists in both

parties. Their argument is that there is no real need for them since the
Soviets do not have aggressive designs on Germany. If Germany were-
to acquire them, they argue, the efforts to achieve an understanding
be.ween East and West would be harmed. :

Over all, _Germany is not at all enthusiastic about cbtaining its own
nuclear weapons. If it does acquire them it will do so with great reluc-
tance. Germans fully realize that they are feared throughout Europe and
that acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability would not make thkem any
more popular than they already are. They are also rnot eager to take on
the manifold responsibilities of a nuclear power; they have thrived during -
the past fifteen years on ron-involvement in world affairs which did not
directly concern them, and on low defense budgets. They have been able
to exert considerable pressures hy threatening to develop nuclear weapons

_'without actually deing so. Germany, more than other nations, is reluctant

to give up its pre-nuclear optmns.

Whether or not West Germany decides to develop nuclear weapons
between now and 1980, it will make ite choice on the basis of its calculation
about the attitudes and possible responses of both the United States and
the Western allies, and of the Soviet Union and the Eastern European

‘nations. - These attitudes and responses have to be conmdered for every

a.lterna.twe method of acquisgition.

Assuming a decision is made in favor of nuclear armaments, Ge rmany
could acquire them in onc of the following ways: :




a. by cvert indigenous effort

b. by clandestine indigenous effort. S : ]

c. through transfer (either overt or clandestine} of either weapons
systems themselves or of technical information to aid an indigenous
program. : :

d. by the assumption of primary responsibility (overt or clandes- .
tine) in a shared capability such as the Multilateral Nuclear
Force (MLF).

Since the consequences for United States policy uf Germany's acqui~
sition of nuclear weapcns would depend to a significant degree on the way
in which it acquired them, let us now examine the problems which each of.
these approaches would pose for Germany and for United States policy -
towards Germany. The kind of environment which would immediately.
result from German acquisition of nuclear weapons would depend in great
part on two key factors which characterize each alternative path to acqui-
sition: the length of the interval between the time Germany's intentions
became known to the Soviet Union and the deployment' of the weapons, and

' the degree of support for the German position by its allies, especially the

United States.

In the case of clandestine development or acquisition,the interval
between disclosure of intentions and deployment of weapons may be very .

‘short, allowing very little time for anyone to try to stop Germany, On

the other hand, when faced with a fait presque accompli'. -the Soviet Union

'might be panicked into a pre-emptive strike. The key consideration for -

bath Germany and the Soviet Union in this case would be the degree of US
support for the German move, 1f the United States had helped the acquisi-

tion in any way, there would be no doubt about its intentions, otherwise it

~ would have to make up its mind very quickly and very decisively whether

to support the move, stay aloof, or join the Soviets and attempt to negate
the German move. . .

In case of a decision to proceed direct'y with indigenous 'd'evelopmgnt-. ‘

'the same basic choices would have to be made by the United States and the

Soviet Union. But in this instauce there would be time for devising and
e\mployjing diplomatic means to cope with the situation. Ultimately, how~
ever, the Soviet Union could. still opt for a pre-emptive strike and the
United States would-still-have to-decide-on its bagic attitude.
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A West German decision to develop its own nuclear weapons would
not automatically nullify US defense commitments. The position and prob-
lems of West Germany are too critical to the peace of Europe for the United
States to cease having an active interest in them, but by the same token,
the restraining hand of American influence upon West German policy would
be largely removed because the decision to develop nuclear weapons would.
reflect, at least in part, the feeling that US nuclear credibility is no longer
sufficient to assure German security. To the extent that indigenous nuclear
weapons production would relieve the NATO partners of their commitments
to West German security, the demands within Germany for even greater
self-reliance would focus public attention upon German unity. The Germatis
might well hope that the justice of their case for reunification would make
it difficult for most NATO states to actively oppose it. They might hope
that, with the tacit support of the west, a nuclear armed and independent
Germany might compel the Soviet Union to settle the reumficatson issue
in return £or Germa.n pelitical and rmhtary concessions.

If the Umted States did not choose to aid the German nuclear. pro-
gram, it would then be faced with the question of whether or not to support
1tl

West German acquisition of nuclear wearons by transfer would

‘preserve the defense commitments of its majsr ally while still increasing

its own freedom of action. In the interest of avoiding a serious confronte -
tion with the Soviet Union, it is unlikely that the United States will interpret
its interests as being enhanced by nuclear transfers to West Germany. To
whom elss could West Germany turn for nuclear transfers?

Contemporary France cert»a.mly does not envision any nuclear nha.ring
with West Germany. The French suggest irstead that Germany de-emphasize
its close association with the United States for the promise of a united '
‘Europe under the somewhat tenuous protection of the force de frappe.From
the {lavman point of view there is nothing unsound about the Gaullist con-
ception of a Franco-Cerman alliance leading and uniting continental
Europe into a ¢olossal powsar, but it is unlikely that Germany will accept

French political leadershxp or hegemorxy.

‘The I ench for their part,. could not serious consider nuclear
sharmg with Germany uniess their distrust of Germany disappeared, the
two economies became more integrated, the credibility of the United
States pledge to defend Europe was further reduced and Germany agreed
to. loosen some of the ties wh:ch bind. it to the United States.
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A West German decision to develop its cwn nuclear weapons would
not automatically nullify US defense commitments. The position and prob-
lems of West Germany are too critical to the peace of Europe for the United
States to cease having an active interest in themn, but by the same token,
the restraining hand of American influence upon West German policy would
be largely removed because the decision to develop nuclear weapons would
reflect, at least in part, the feeling that US nuclear credibility is no longer
sufficient to assure German security. To the extent that indigenous nuclear
weapons production would relieve the NATO partners of their commitments -
to West German security, the demands within Germany for even greater
seli-reliance would focus public attention upon German unity. The Germans
might well hope that the justice of their case for reunification would make
it difficult for most NATO states to actively oppose it. They might hope
that, with the tacit support of the west, a nuclear armed and independent
Germany might compel the Soviet Union to settie the reunification issue
in rasturn for German pclitical and military concessions,

If the United States did not choose to aid the German nuclear. pro-
gram, it would then be faced with the question of whether or not to support
lto : .

West German acqmmnon oi nuclear weapons by transfer would
preserve the defense cornmitments of its major ally while still increasing
its own freedom of action. In the interest of avoiding a serious confronta- .
tion with the Soviet Union, it is unlikely that the United States will interpret
‘its interests as being enhanced by nuclear transfers to West Germany. To
whom else could West Germany turn for nuclear transfers ? :

. Contemporary France certainly does not envieion any nuclear sharing
with West Germany. The French suggest irstead that Germany de-emphasize
its close association with the United States for the promise of & united .
Europe under the somewhat tenuous protection of the force de frappe.From
the German point of view there is nothing unsound about the Gaullist con-
ception of a Franco-German alliance leading and uniting continental
Europe into a colossal power, but it is unlikely that Germany will accept
French political leadership.or hegemony.

The French. for their part. could not serious consider nuclea.r
sharing with Germany unless their distrust of Germany disappeared, the
two economies hecame more integrated, the credibility of the United
States pledge to defcnd Europe was further reduced and Germany agreed
to loosen some of the ties which-bind it to the United States. :
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A West German decision to develop its own nuclear weapons would
not automatically nullify US defense commitments. The position and prob-
lems of West Germany are too ¢ritical to the peace of Europe for the United
States to cease having an active interest in them, but by the same token,
the restraining hand of American influence upon West German policy would
be largely removed because the decision to develop nuclear weapons would
reflect, at least in part, the feeling that US nuclear credibilivy ir no longer
sufficient to assure German security. To the extent that indigenous nuclear
weapons production would relieve the NATO partners of their comritments -
to West German security, the demands within Germany for even greater
self-reliance would facus public attention upon German unity. The Germans -
might well hope that the juctice of their case for reunification would make
it difficult for most MATO statea to actively oppose it. They might hope
that, with the tacit support of the west, a nuclear armed and independent
Germany might compel the Soviet Unicn to settle the reumﬂcatlon issue
i return for German pohtmal and military concessionas.

If the United States did not chocse to aid the German nuclear pro-
gram, it would then be faced with the questicr. ot whether or not to support
it. : .

West German acquisition of nuclear weapons by transfor would
preserve the defense cornmitments of its major ally while still increasing
its own freedom of action. In the interest of avoiding a serious confronta-
tion with the Soviet Union, it ie unlikely that the United States will interpret -
its interests as being enhanced by nuclear transfers to West Germany. To
whom elss could West Germany turn for nuciear tranuffsrs ? : -

Conte__mpora.ry France certainly does not .envision any nuclear sharing
with West Germany, The French suggest irstead that Germany de-emphasize
its close association with the United States for the promise of a united
Europe unde> the somewhat tenuous protection of the force de frappe.!‘rcm
the Cerman point of view there is nothing unsound about the Gaullist con=
ception of 2 Franco-German alliance leading and uniting continental
Europe into a colossal power, but it is unhkely that Germany will accept
French political leadershtp or hegemony. -

Ihe..Ere.nnh., for their part, could not sericus conelder nuclear
sharing with Germany unless their distrust of Germany disappeared, the
two economies became more integrated, the credibility of the United

“States pledge to defend Europe was further reduced and Germany agreed
to loosen some o£ the ties.which bind. it.to the Un;teduta.tes.
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The impetus for Franco-German cooperation in this case would come
from a resurgent Germany's effort to avoid the isolation created by a US
attempt to reach an entente wit', the Soviet Union. As the perception of an
immediate Soviet threa to %) w.ited States diminishes and US policy be-
comes one of fostering . .- . .Zence, the poesibility of greater American
cooperation with Germeny decreases, tneieby increasing the German need
for French support. Thus, only in case of agreements between the United
States and the Soviet Union at the expense of interests which both the French

and the Gerraans consider vital is France likely to offer, and Germany likely to

accept, nu.lear weapons or help in their construction. Indeed, only ina
pohtxca.l climate which induces the French to feel that they are in the same
boat as the Germans vis~a-vis a menacing Boviet Union and an innocuocus
United States would France do anything but vigorously oppose German
acqu:s:twn of nuclear weapons. ‘

Any German assumption of the leadmg role in nuclear capabilities
it shared with the United States would not involve ¢ither the problem of
an interval between declaratmn of intentions and de,mvmeqt. or that of
uncertainty of US support for the move. It could also be effected without
any impairment on the readiness of the . weapons systems, and would not
necessarily coincide with the removal of American personnel from the
sites, This alternative would face the Soviet Union with an organically.
umted bloc of the United States and Germany. In this situation, as well
as in one in which the United States would transfer either weppons or
information to Germany, the United States ‘'would- already have madae its
choice clear and would of course by committed to the support of Germany,
over whose zctions it would of course,retain great:influence.

IMPLICATIONS FOR UNtTED STATES POLICY TOWARD GE:RMANY |

In light of these observations, what are the 1mp11cations for US
policy regarding a nuclear Germany? Basically there are two poles be-
tween which US policy towards Germany will range: a strong US-German
alliance or a US-USSR entente. We suggest the following analysis of these
two options. : '

I. United States-German Alliance

A. Political Outcoinea:
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-d.

Reduces the likelihood of;
S a.

Soviet-U35 detente

The use of any German nuclear weapons without

US consent

Voluntary Soviet cooperation on the pohtxcal reunif-
ication of Germany

Franco-German cooperation on stratagm problems
Change in the American military postiire in Germany

" Increases the lika'ihood of:
’ al

Franco-Soviet cooperation
German political iritiatives in Central Europe

' (though not necessarily independent ones)

Soviet-Communist Chine:e cooperation
The continuation of NATO on an integrated basis
with or without France :

II. United States-Soviet Union entent?

A. Political bui_:-come 8

" 1.

2.

Y]

{3
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2.

b,

Ca

d.

e.

.’

' Reduces the likelihood of:

German confidence in US prOtectiori
German acquzsxtmn of nuclear weapons by transfer

from the US

Soviet opposition to the reunification of Germanv
Main.cnance of American military presence in-
Germany at the current level

Continuation of NATO as an integrated m;litary

- alliance

Inc¢reases the likelihood of:

German sense of insecurity and hence either

‘desire for neutrality and accommodation with the

Soviet Union, or desire £or its own nuclear. capa-

bility

Franco-German coopera.tlon on atrategxc defense
and pelitical issues

Movement with regard to German reunification,
possibly as part of broader European changes
Continued Soviet-Communist Chinese discord
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11I. Changing Evaluation of Soviet Strategic Threat as an Optimizing
. - Facter of US Policy

A. Increased perception of Soviet strategic threat prodtices
preference for option I (above), US~-German Alliance

" 'B. Recuced perception of Soviet strategic threat produces
preference for option II (.bove), US-Soviet detente

IV. Optimum- American Policy-

A. Option I produces a US-influenced, possibly nuclear
Germany and an isolated and apprehensive USSR seeking
cooperation elsewhere to minimize the threat pcsed by a
tight US-German alliance. Possible allies: (a) France,
(b) Peoples Republic of China. '

‘B. OPtibn 11 produces a US-<Soviet detente, an apprehensive ,
relatively isolated and probably nuclear germany, -and
creates apprehensions in France and the USSR, '

Both basic options will result inapprehensions. Only ifithe United -
States and the Soviet Union were to agree on a plan for the reunification
of Germany which could be considered by Germans as consistent with
their liberty and security would the stimuli for Ge rman acquisition of'a
nuclear capability decrease and the disadvantages of both of these options
be avoided. However, since this is not.likely to happen, the United States

- may well he forced to choose.
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ISRAEL AND THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC *

ISRAEL

More perhaps than any other country considered in this report, lsrael
has both the technical potential and the political determination--both the

" ‘gkill and the will-~to bécome a nuclear power.

EcoﬁOmic and Social Prospects

_ Israel's per capita gross national product today is roughly that of the
average western or northern European country. At the time of inde-
pendence in 1948, it was only about one-third of what it is today. Even
though Ierael, during this period, has received massive {financial support
from the outside, this increase reflects the tenacity and ingenuity of her
population in building a2 new national society. There have been three major
sources of foreign exchange which-have financed the development effort
{and, to some extent, current consumption): exports {mainly citrus fruits
and a few specialized industrial products , such as pulished diarnonds);

" official donations (mainly German reparations during the 19508 -and United

States grants throughout the period); and privatc donations and capital
(mainly the United Jewish Appeal and sale of Scate of Israel bonds}), It _
seems likely that, in the future, imports can-be maintained at past. levels. -
and that the continuing deficits can be covered {rom such sources a8 the '
United Jewish Appeal and bond sales, both representing the support of
the American Jewish community for the new state, Furthermore, Israel
has roughly tripled her population since independence, ‘8o that total GNP
has increased.about ninefold, Unléss there is major new immigration
from Soviet Russia and Eastern Europe or the United States, neither of '

* .which seems likely, there is little danger of serious population pressure . '

which would drag down the standard of living or, as mauy Arabs fear,
force Israel into territorial expansion. ' '

"% By Dankwart A.Rustow as modified by Joseph Churba and

James McBride,
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This economic picture implies that Israel will be able to afford the
expense of nuclear armament better than many other countries--botter,
specifically, than the UAR, If present sources of income continue and
if the population by 1980 does not exceed 3.5 to 4 million, considerabla
resources could be reallocated from internal development to armaments °
without impairing the standard of living. , , _ oo

Unlike the immigrants of the early mandate ~eriod, who carme out
of strong Zioniat conviction, or those of the late forties, who, dioplaced
by Nazi persecution, came from Europe and brought with them a high

level of technical skill and social organization, the majerity of immigrants
in the last decade have been Middle Easterners~-Yeminis, Iraqis, Irauians,

North Africans; they have been artisans or small traders from highly
traditional, sconomically underdeveloped countries, The fear, often
expressed by older residents of Israel, that these recent Arabic-spesk-"
ing immigranta will drag the country down to their own social and
economic level, that Israel will become “levantinized," does not seem

to be justified, The immigrants have found employmaint in agriculture

and indusiry and their children agsimilate readily. The fear of le~
vantinization seems to have been a "seli-non-fulfilling prophecy";
because of that fear, everyone seems to be working harder and with
remarkable success to absorb the immigrants.

Israeli- science and technology are unmatched anywhere in Asia
(except for Japan) or Africa; in fact, they are as good as or better than
those of European countries with populations of similar size {Ireland,
Norway, Denmark, Finland)., Much ingenuity has bee.a applied not only
to absorbing the existing technology of advanced industrial countries
but also to inventing new technical processes suited to Israel's clxmanc.
geological and social conditiona. : :

. This high level of scientific knowledge and technical skill has, of
course, important implications for the possibility of a nuclear program
for both peaceful and warlike purposes, It means that Israel is far
less dependent than most other non-European countriea upor outside -
help. It also means (on the time-honored principie that to those who
have, shall be given) that she is morc likely to receive such help 2nd
receive it without becoming unduly dependent upon the donor-likely,
because (1} there is little point-in trying to stop the develorment of a
capability which is already incipient; (2) on the contrary, thereis
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5 . .
diplomatic advantage in helping a country develop its atomic ambitions

faster; and (3) Israel can make a contribution of her own in-any co-

operative or coordinated research and produétion program.

Israel's major economic handicap is the implacable hostility of her
Arab neighbors; yet the Arab hoycott alone (as distinct from military.
action) will never be enought weaken Is rael decisively. Petroleum,
which until 1948 flowed directly from Arab oilfields to the Haifa refinery,
must be imported over great distances, mostly from Venezuela, at an.
added cost of several million dollars a year. The most natural markets
for 1sraeli industry are closed off; Israeli industrial exports, which
generally cannot compete with European products in their home markets,
must go to more distant Asian and African countries, There are also
the secondary effects of the Aral boycott-= American or European firms
not doing business with Israel for fear of Arab retaliation--but these
effects are mino= and can be expected to diminish further as Israel
continues to outdistance her Arab neighbors’ economic development.

"All iri all, the extent to which Israel has managed to neutralize the

Arab economic boycott further testifies to the magnitude of her technical .
and economic achievement. ' ' '

Israel's rapid development reflects not only scientific and technical
skills -it reflects, above all, skills anda single~-minded consciousness
of purpose in social organization. Education is extensive and of high -
quality both for children and adults, Literacy1s high and may be
expected to become universal once the present generation of immigrante .
has been fully absorbed, Hebrew, a few decades ago used only for
religious purposes, is now fully established as the national language
with a modern technical vocabulary of its own. Although Hebrew is
spoken as the main language today by only two thirds of the population,.
that percentage may be expected to rise to about 90 percent in the next

generation.

Isvael's conscription system, except for Switzerland's, is probably
the most efficient and comprehensive in tLe world. A force ofa quarter
million can be mobilized within forty-eight hours. In peacetime,
military service performs an important function in the training and
assimilation of young immigrants. It is in the army that many recruits
learn Hebrew, learn to read and write, and acquire basic agricultural
and mechanical skills, : : ' '
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Barring any major adverse development on the internafiopal scene,
such as a destructive attack by Egypt and the like, there is every prospect

. that economic prosperity and social cohesiveness will incréase through=- -

out the period from 1966 to 1980, and thatscientific research and
technological skills will develop apace. ' '

Domestic Political Prospects

If Israel's governmental system were conside;-éd in isolation, it
would seem rather clumsy and cumbersome. The governmental system

_ is within a social and political context that allows military decisions,

including those on nuclear weapons, to be made largely by the top
political leadership in a purely technical, strategic, and scientific

. context.

There is a multiparty system composed of eight to ten national
parties. . Although there have been recurrent attempts at merger, '
these usually have confirmed old splits or produced new ones. The
largest party, Mapai, has never obtained more than 35-40 percent of the

- vote and the Knesset seats, and the trend has been slightly downward;
at the moment, Mapai is in the throes of a major crisis as a result of

the feud between David Ben Gurion and Levi Eshkoi. Cabinets are
formed as the result of lengthy and tedious bargaining between Mapai .
and various smaller parties (usually the various religious parties and
some socialist splinter groups). Politics is pervaded by partisanship. -

_ Party patronage is widespread in the administrative system. The

press is mostly party-affiliated. In the early years of the state, even
the educational system was split along lines following the division
between secular and religious parties (the latter.in two shades of
orthodoxy). ' ' '

 In fact, however, the governmental system--parties, Knesset,
cabinet, and the rest--is only one part of the total ruling establishment.
Its other parts include Histadrut, the various Zionist organizations and
the armed forces. Histadrut is not only the all-inclusive national
federation of labor but also the largest-holding corporation and the
largest employer in the country. It has its own proportionally elected
parliament, and the recent decision of the right wing Herut party to
present a slate in Histadrut-elections-testifies to-the importance of
this second parliament,. The Zionist organizations (Jewish Agency,
Natiorial Fund, etc,} exercise substantial control over private funds
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raiged aboard and have a major share in planning agricultural and
industrial development. . The defense forces, in a country technically

'at war with all her neighbors since independence, exercise an important

influence on major political and economic decisions. They have re-

sisted political control, at least by any one except the prime minister--
witness the “Lavon affair.’ To ihe four principal eléments of the ruling
establighment might be added independent institutions of lesser importance=--
the universities, the judiciary, the larger municipalities, the rabbinate,

etc. Because of the large share of pablic or semipublic ownership,
private business plays a very small role. What holds the establishment
together is a considarable overlapping and interlocking of personnel,

but above all, an intense dedication to a common task: that of creating

a viable démocratic nation-state out of 2 miscellaneous population, on

" inhospitable soil, and among intensely hostile neighbors,

The only group in Israel which is not part of this interlocking system
and which does not share in the cemmon sense of purpose is the Arab
segment (Muslem, Christian, and some Druze), which remained in
Israel after independence. They now constitute about nine percent of
the population, They have their own political parties or groups affiliated
with national parties, and it is among them that the Communist have
found mnst consistent support, It seems inevitable that this minority
will continue as a group of outsiders and, in a sense, second-class
citizens. Tet their attitude, since 1948, would appear to have changed
from one of sullen hostility to one of somewhat passive acceptance of .
the political order. Except in the event of an Israeli defeat by neighbor- .
ing Arab states, they would not seem to hold any subversive potential of
consequence. The homogeneity and closely knit quality of Israel’s
political system mean that there is little conflict or open division of
opinion on major issues of foreign and military policy. The general
consensus at the same time, of course, reflects the evident potential
danger from hostile neighbors. It is reinforced, furthermore, by new
censorship, which is far gtricter than in other democracies. For
example, the abortive gecret-agent operation in Egypt that gave rise to
the "Lavon affair' still cannot be reported from lsrael a decade after
the event, even by foreign correspondents. It is for these reasons
that decisions about nuclear development can be made by the top political
leadership on the advice of military and scientific experts with little
fear of publicity or of conflicting group pressures as the decision is
made,
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Foreign Policy Attitudes

 The key roles in the making of foreign policy--the premiership anda
the foreign and defense portfolios--have, so far, always been filled by
Mapai, the largest center 5arty, and are likely to remain in the hands of
similarly-oriented persons. Nor have there been any major disagree-
ments among the parties on foreign policy. Mapam, the most leftist
non-Communist party, started cut with pro-Soviet and pacifist tendencies.
Herut, the extreme right wing party, continued the tradition of the L
terrorist Irgun Zvai Leumi of the late mandate period and was, there-
fore, inclined toward a more activist policy, e.g., annexation of the
Jordahian parts c¢f Palestine. But the Soviet shift toward a pro-Arab
policy, in 1953-54, .ndercut Mapam's original policy while Herut, in
the 1960's, has been eager to create a moderate and responsible image
and, in any case, has never participated in the government. '

- 'There has not, in fa.ct,' been much room for maneuver in larael's
relations with foreign powers. Ruasia, since the mid-fifties, has been
cool to hostile; the United States, since about the same time, has been
eager to maintain a benevolent neutrality between Israelis and Arabs, o T e
There is little prospect of change in either of these attitudes. When -
France and Britain, in 1955-56, were receptive to joint military action
against Egypt, preparations for joint operations were eagerly pursued,
Although there must have been widespread misgivings in Israel about the
Sinai~-Suez attack, patriotic loyalties have kept these from being voiced.
Cooperation with France in the military and atomic energy fields

' continues, but there is little chance that France will wish.to repeat the

ill-starred 1956 venture. In short, although Israeli governments of
whatever complexion are likely to seize eagerly any opporturities for

‘closer relations with any major power, these opportunities are not

like'y to be much greater in the foreneeable future than they have been in

the recent past. Nor is there any prospect in the next decade or two of

peaceful relations with any of the Arab countries The possibility of

renewed hostilitien with the Arabs will be discussed in greater detail

below. All m‘ all, Israeli foreign policy will be affected far more by S o

- estimates of Arab intentions and capabilities and by changing re-

lationships among the major powers than by any changes on the
domestic political scene, .
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Civil-Military Relations

There has been some debate among specialists as to the nature of
civil-military relations in Israel. Those who argue that the military
are subordinate to civilians point to such facts as the absence of
military coups and the appointment only of civilian defense ministers.
The other school retorts that for most of the period since 1948, the

. prime minister has doubled as minister of defense, so that the military

has in effect been subject to control not by a civilian department but at
best by the cabinet as a whole; that the influence of the armed forces is
felt throughout public life; and that censorship is at timea used not for
national security but to promote the organizational inierest of the mili-
tary. The true situation is a basic identity between mzl:.tary' and.
society, Just as the comprehensive conscription and reserve system
creates an identity bétween citizenry and soldiery, so there is an
identity, or at least close sifnila.rity, between civilian and military
leadership. Since both are controlled by the same type of people and
the same impulses, the question of whxch of these controls the other
does not 10g1ca11y arise.

Potentml for A‘.‘.omic Armament

Advanced scientific rese¢arch, technical inventiveness, rapid.
economic development, purposeful social organization, and political
cohesivenegs--all the factors just surveyed--add up to a high potent1a1
for the development of atomic weaponry, If Israel should decide, or
should have decided, to develop an atomic military potential, she can
rely on her own scientists and technicians, her own laboratories and
industrial installations to do the development, And these scientists
and technicians may be expected not only to duplicate techniques
developed by other atomic powers but they would also seem to have as
good a chance as scientists in the most advanced countries of making
any new technical breakthroughs in the production of atormc weapor.s
or delivery systemas, :

" But.in addition to. her oxn resources, Israel can also count on.halp.._

-at least indirect, from abroad. She has, in the past, received
‘important military assistance from France and technical assistance

from the United States. The military cooperation with F'rance began
in the-mid~fifties when France considered Nasser a major antagonist




because of his support of the Algerian n.‘ionalists, Fighter planes
supplied by France had an impogstant part in the succeas of the attack
on Sinai in 1956, Cooperation between France and [srael hae survived
the end of the Sinai-Sucr and Algerian wars. France continues as
Israel's main supplier of advanced military aircraft, and it was France
that furnished the largest atomic reactor now in use in Iarael. Pre-
sumably, cooperat- on in atom:ic research benefits both countries by
making possible division of labor among a larger pocl of scientiats and

‘technicians. The current Franco-Israeli velationship, which was started

under Guy Mollet!s premierskip and continued by President deGaulie,
may w‘_ell continue under DeGaulle's successor. .

US assistance has been almost exclusively financial and technical;
even the purchase of American weapons by israel has generaily been
made difficult. But the pioneering aspects of Israel's agricultural and
technological development have a strong appeal to Americans far beyond
the Zionist or Jewish communities. There have been discussions about
joint research on desalination of seawater, I atomic energy is used
anywhere in the world for desalination or similar purposes, pressure on
the United States to make these techniques available to Israel may be

- expected to be strcng and probab!-; 1rreszst:b1e.

Cost, presumably, is one of the arguments against develop*nent of
atomic weapons in Israel as in any other country. But thore are few
countries where there are such obvious pesceful uses for atomic eunergy--

.mainly for industrial power and for desalination of seawater, In visw

of the scarcity of irésh water and the high cost of petroleum, such uses

“would become economical in Israel sooner than in many other countries.

To tke extent that atomic weaponry can be produced as a byproduct of

s

.

“development of nuclear energy for peaceiul uses, the mi]itary cost

preiumabiy would be greatly reduced,

Whether, when,. and in what form Israel will decide (or has
decided) to arm atomically depends ultimateiy on the prospects of the
Arab-Israeli dispute as assessed by Israeli policy-makars. ’Lhese
prospects will be discussed below.
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" industrialization and modernization generally proceed, but it is unlikely

“economic policy of the government, in effect, has been directed not at
. increasing that level but rather at keeping it from derlining.

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

Fconomic and Social Prospects

Egypt has a higher rate of industrialization than other Arab countries
and higher standards of education than any of them except L.ehanon, Ths=
High Dam at Aswan, now nearing completion, will increage agricultufal
output substantially and supply more industrial energy. Yet these and
other development efforts have keen outdistanced by population growth
(2.96 per cent per annum) which is higier than in most parts of the _
world. In recent years, American assistance, in the form of agricultural L
surpluses, has preventcd a decline in per capita income. It is eatimated :
that by the time the full economic benefits of the Aswan project are felt,.

" population will have increased proporticnately. The only development

that might improve economic prospects substantially would be some new
discovery such as quantities of groundwater in the depression that runs

parallel to the Nile valley some 200 miles to the West--or some political e v
developmerit whereby Egypt would be efféctively integrated with one of N

. the more affluent, oil-producing Arab economies. But both of these seem

somewhat remote. Birth rates are likely to decline ultimately as ' o

that the effects of this will be felt in the next decade or two. The pro-
babilities, therefore, are that per capita income will remain roughly at
the present level of $150 per annum in the foreseeable future, The

Although there has been nc dramatic economic improvements, a genuine B
social transformation has been under way in the last decade. Economic o ‘lhv,
power has been transferred from private land owners, industrialists, and T
financiers to the growing bureaucracy. Education has been expanded. .
There has been greater equality of opportunity, especially for these with .~ =
technical training. Regardless of the occasional pan-Islamic themes in - :
Nasser's foreign propaganda, there has been a genera) movement toward
secularization, And there has becn instilled in Egypt a new sense of - _
pride and self-confidence. ' . _ B
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Domestic Political Pros pects

It has aptly been said that Egypt has been ruled by soldiers for over
two thousand years, and that Mohammed Naguib (1952 ~54) and Gamal
Abdul Nasser. {since 1954) have merely been the first indigenous soldiers
to succeed a long line oi foreigners. Of the many colonels who have
seized power in the Arab states in the last generation, Nasser has been
the only one who proved able to retain it for more than five years, let-
alone a decade. This volitical longevity and his ability to assert for -
Egypt a vocal and highly visible role in international politics have
enormously enhanced his popularity and thereby further contributed to -
the stability of his regime, But the real tests of that stability have come
not at the times of his various foreign policy successes bur rather on the
occasions of his recurrent failures--in his ability to survive defeat in
Sinai in 1956, the secession of Syria in 1961, ard stalemate and with-
drawal in Yemen in 1965,

Nasser's bid for power in 1952 displaced a lecherous monarch and a
corrupt oligarchy and gave the country relief from the near-civil war
that had been going on for about four years. He consolidated power with
the ouster of Naguib in 1954, and gradually effected a change from '
military to civilian government, Except for his chief of staff, Abdul
Hakim Amer, the members of his junta lave been engaged in bureau~
cratic pursuits such as economic planning and control of the radio and
the press.. In addition to the continuing loyalty of the army, the regime
has relied upon the support of the bureaucracy and, to a leszer extent,
that of organized_ labor; the trade unions came to his aid at a crucial -
moment in the contest with Naguib, Both bureaucrats 2ad labor have
founw a widening acope of activity within the increasingly centralized
.economy. Control of the communications media and of professional -
societies has helped consolidate the regime. The secrat police help
‘keep diasidents i line and also inform the government of shifts of
sentiment among the politically relevant strata of the pepulation.

The only independently organized groups that have tried to assert

" themselves within or against the regime have been the Muslim Brother-

hood and the Communists. The Brotherhood, which after 1952 hoped
to become the semi-offocial support of the junta, was effectively

suppressed afteér an attempt on Nassetr's life in 1954. The leading

Communists have been kept in jail even at the height of Nasser's foreign
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coopération with the Kremlin. Although many of them have been raleased
in the meantime, they do not have any sgizable .organization, It seems
unlikslv that, at any early point, they will become a force beyond
Nasger's capacity to control--unlikely, therefo-e, that Egypt will go
along the Cuban path toward Communisim. S

_The failure of Nasser's repeated attempts to found some popularly-
based party or mass movement may be taken as a sign of political ’
ineptness. But above all, it indicates that the regime has sufficient
props of stability even in the absence of any such organization. There
is no indication that failure tu achieve dramatic ecoriomic improvements
in terms of per capita income has weakened the regime,  No conceivable
Egyptian government, given the facts of Egypt's physical geography and
human fertility, could achieve such improvements, and the effort to
improve economic performance within the limits of the possible is
apparent to all, Foreign policy setbacks are also not likely to shake
the regime. The expectation of Eden and others in 1956 that invasion.
would lead to an internal overthrow of Nasser's re gime was, on the
face of it, unrealistic; like any other people, the Egyptizns, in the face
of attack, rallied behind their government. In short, Nasser may or

. may not fulfill his ambition to become the effective leuder of Arabs in

other countries, but there are no present indications that he will be re-
placed as ruler of Egypt, short of his death or incapacity. It is quite
likely that he will atill b~ in power, at the age of 62. in 1980.

Even in the unlikely event that he 3hould be replaced before that
it seems probable that what would emerge would be a new mi htary-
bureaucratic combination, perhaps consoi jiidating itself after several
intermediate changes, and that the broad lines of both domestic and
foreign policy would not Iundamentally chenge. :

Prospects of Foreign Policy

'Egypt's foreign policy since Nasser's advent has been dorninated.by
two ambitions-~the assertion of an indegaadent political role for Egypt
on the international stage and the unification of Arab countries under

Egyptian leadership. In the pursuit of the first, and primary, of these

ambitions, Nasser has been eminently successiul. The last traces of
British occupation were removed by the Suez evacuation agreement of
1954, Nasser's negrtiations for foreign aid from both the United States
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and Soviet Russia in 1954-55 led to various attempts hy Secretary of
State Dulles to isolate Nasser, but some years later, when all the dust
had settled, Egypt was indeed receiving substantial sums of aid from
Russians and Americans alike. In the fali of 1956, llasser's forces were

beaten on the ground and in the air by the Israelis. But Americar. and

Soviet pressure stopped the belated and half-hearted Anglo-Frerch
landings and Nasser could ciaim, not altogether impiausibiy, to have
emerged victorious from the entire episode, The 1955 arms agreement
with Czechoslovakia and Russia supplied Nasser with planes, tanks,
submarines and other military equipment which, though obsolescent by
great power standairds, represented a lsval of military weaponry never
before contirolled by any Middle Eastern country. In the meantime, the
novelty of playing Fast againat West has somewhat worn off, .and the
tight bipolar international situation of the early and mid-fifties 108 '
changed substantially; hence, the leverage inherent in Nasser's earlier
policy is greatly diminished. Nonetheless, Nassnx has established his -
country as one of the recognized leaders of the "third world'" and one -
whose claims to assistance neither the United States nor Russia will
lightly ignore, : o

Nasser's second ambition, that of leadexship toward _pan—Arab unity,

' on the contrary, has been keset by recurrent failurés. The basic -

dilemma has been inherent in Egypt's resource endowment, Egypt
represents about one~third of the total Arab populatior and it has a
sufficently large pool of educated personnel to have supplied school
teachers over .~u years (o many nther Arab countries. But in contrast
to the oil wealth of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Iraq,. and Libya, and Libya,
and to the reserves of arable land in the Sudan and Syria, Egypt has no
lucrative minérals and no major wiused economic resources. It is an
ynderdeveloped' country only by courtesy or by thoughtless jargon; in
fact, it-is en overdeveloped country=--that is, a vastly overpopulated
one. This dieparity between Egypt's human and.economic resources
has greatly handicapped its drive for Arab leadership. 8ig.ificantly,
Syria seceded in 1961, at the very time when econoinic unification was
to implement the symbolic and political unification proclaimed thrae

years bei‘qre.

Inept diplomac‘y and miscalculation. of Egypt's éapabilities have been
additional handicaps.. In the mid-fifties, there had been muck talk
about Munity of the Nile valley," i.e., a drawing together of Egvpt and

" tne Sudan. Yet, plans.were made for the Aswan dam-~-which would
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involve flooding out the entire Sudanese city of Wadi Halfa-~-without even
consulting the Sudanese, The Syrian morger of 1958 stemmed most .
immediately not from Nasser's own effort but from fears on the part of
the Syrian Ba'th leaders of a Communist takeover. Three years later,
Nasser had sufficiently antagonized his erstwhile Syrian supporters that
it was many of these same Ba'th leaders who led the secession. Renewed
parleys with the Syrian and Iraqgi Ba'th in 1964, revealed that the mono-
lithic structure of Nasser's intervention in Yemen after the 1962 coup
turned out to be a major miscalculation; Egyptian soldiers proved
singularly ineffective in ‘he unaccustomed mountain terrain, and were
cons1dered foreigners b~ their Yemeni allies.

Suppo'rt from oil-r’:h rulers for Nasser's policy has been somewhat - -
opportunistic. In the n-id-fifties, relations with Saudi Arabia were
close, but by the early sixiies Egyptian and Saudi forces were supporting
opposite sides in the Yemeni war. Kuwait, which for some years had
extended major loans ‘'3 Egypt, announczd a tightening of the purse strings’
at the very moment w.. :n Nasser saw himself forced to retreat from
Yemen. It is difficult to estimate Nasser's changing popularity among
the urban masses and among the educated classes in other Arab
countries, but presumably that popularity, in the 1960's, had also been
declining from the peak reached in the 1950's.

Nonetheless, Nasser's resiliency in defeat is well established, and’
his ingenuity in making use of new opportunities to pursue his program
of Arab unity should not be underestimated. ‘The likelier opportunities,
as of now, can be foreseenin Libya and in Jordan. Libya's sudden oil
development is Likely to continue undermining the traditional structure .
of the Sanusi monarchy, and its oil revenues make it a particularly
attractive prize. Kind Idriss ie in his seventies and a succession crisis
would be an ideal setting for an attemptad Nasserite takeover. Libya,
morecver, adjoins Egypt a.nd has only one«fifteenth of Egypt's popula-
tion; once dominated by Nasser she might, therefore, be more easily
incorparated than any other area. In Jordan, the monarchy surviveda
number of attempted coups in a situation of great unrest in the mid-
fifties. For thé moment, King Hussein's regime seems as stable as
ever; but the country remains an arbitrary geographic creation and the
juxtaposition of Transjordanian Bedouins with more advanced-Palestinian
Arabs and a large number of refugees creates a basis for continuing
iniernal tension. A coup in Jordan (supported by Nasser before.or -
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after the event), therefore, remains a serious possibility. It would,
however, be almost certzin to bring serious complications with Israel,

as suggested below. ThLe possibility of a pro-Nasser unity move by some
future regime in Syria, Iraq, or Saudi Arabia cannot be ruled out. _
Unification of Egypt with Libya, or some other Arab country, might once.
again create the possibility of a snowballing movement such as seemerl

to exist in the mid-fifties. Any one of these possibilities, while enhanc-
ing Nasser's economic resources and pelitical stature, ‘is not likely to
funda.mentally affect his foreign policy toward the great powers or toward.
farael. T

Ato'mic and Missile Potential

A foreign policy aim of great emotional intensity for Nasser, and
indeed for all vocal Arab nationalists in Egypt or elsewhere, had been
the defeat of Israel. For some time now, this aim has receded from the
position of an immediate objective to that ol a long-range one, for the
simple reason that Israel has twice defeated Egypt: in 1948 along with
other Arab armies, and in 1956 in a two-way encounter, ~Nor has *
Nasser, since the 1956 defeat, resumed the earlier fedayeen raids info.
larael or the harassment of Israeli shipping in the Gulf of Elath, In _
fact, he has accepted for all these years the presence of United Nations
contingents ,which are supposed to prevent the resumption of such
measures, at the Gaza strip and at Sharm el Sheikh.

There is no reason to assume that a third miiitary encounter
between Egypt and Israel, at any time in the next few years, would give
any different result from the previous two. Egypt, like ferael, has an
army that at full mobilization numbers a quarter million men; but
whereas Israel can mobiiize her army in two days, Egypt can do so ounly
in two months, And whereas the mobilized lsraeli army congists of
highly trained soldiers fully able to uae the most modern equipment
Israel may possess, the Egyptian army is recruited from underfed,
illiterate, diséase-ridden fellaheen. The ability of the Egyptian soldier.
t6 use the World War II type equipment which Egypt has been receiving
from Rur3ia has yet to be demonstrated, His recent performance in
Yemen does not bespeak his ability to adapt to-unaccustomed-forms. of
warfare. ' - ' :

‘But Egypt's very inferiority in mobilization pdtentia.l and in the use
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of available conventional weapons has been a patent incentive for Nasser
to try to acquire nonconventional arms. [t may be asaumed that
Egyptian scientific and technical ability to produce missiles or atomic

weapons .is very limited, Yet, it should be recalled that Western

experts grossly underestimated Egyptian technical ability to run the Suez
Canal in 1956; with appropriate training at the start, it is not impossible
that a program might be operated by Egyptians in the future. Atany

rate, Nasser has for some years been able to rely on German technicians.
The first products of their labors are the short-range ballistic migsiles

el-Zafar and el-Kahar, of which there are now an estimated 250, §till,

to a much larger extent than Israel, Egypt would appear to have to rely
on foreign procurement or, at least, on foreign technicians for any
development of atomic weapons or reliable delivery systems. There is
little question, however, that Egypt under Nasser, or any similar
guccessor regime, has the will to develop or acquire nuclear weapons.
Her willingness in 1955, to barter a large proportion of her cotton crop .
for several years into the futuve in order to acquire Soviet arms shows
that she would not hesitate to make the necessary economic sacrifices.
There can be no doubt, of course, that [srael would be the logical
target for any nuclear bombs that Egypt might acquire or develop.

THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

The Nature of the Conflict

The Arab lsraeh conflict is one of far greater emotional intensity
than that between India and Pakistan, between West and East Germany,
or, for that matter, between the United States and the USSR. India
and Pakistan are quarreling over smail areas that have only a diminu~'
tive fraction of their combined populations (Jammu and Kaghmir) or no
human population at all (the Rann of Kutch). The German conflict is
one between governments, not populations, and one overshadowed by

- Soviet-Western tensions. Americans and Soviets, for all their rivalry

and periuvdic conflict, engage in cultv:d} exchange, carry on-intensive
diplomatic negotiations, and each protvst vheir owr peaceful intensions
even while questioning those of the other. Even the United States and
Communist China have engaged in diple natic contacts in Warsaw. In
contrast, the Arabs deny the legitmacy oi it rael's very existence and
proclaim Joudly their intention te ‘drive her into the sea." And for
seventesn years now, Araba.ara Israslis have aot had any diplomatic
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contact whatscever, nor have any of their nationsl visited the other's
territory--except on military missions.

All that this means is that it would be more difficult for Germans,
Eastern or Western, for Indiand and Fakistanis, and even for Americans
and Soviets to find moral justification for the resort to atomic weapons
in their disputes than it would be for Arabs and Israelis to do so. Fear
of great power reactions or fear of the imprezsion on the rest of the
world rmight still effectively réstrain the use of nuclear weapons:
regard for the opponent alone hardly would, ‘ :

Although Israel anci her Arab neighbors have.technical'_ly been at

| war since the proclamation of Israeli independence in 1948, there have

been only two actual military campaigns-~the FPalestine War of 1948-

49 and the Suez-Siani campaign of 1956. Frontier incidents and incursions
- by Egyptian fedayeen, which were frequent in 1955-56, have abated ot ‘

stopped. The Arabs may continue to vociferate against Israel but, like

‘it or not, they have coexisted with her for gseventeen years; it would .

seem that a 'temporary' situation that has endured for seventeen years
might well coatinua indefinitely. :

' So it might; yet it is important to identify the reasons for the
status quo. The Arabs, much as they might like to defeat Israel, have
not so far had the strength: the two military encounters ended in major
Arab defeats. The Israelis do not wish to destory the Arab states, and
even if they wished to do so, could not, Evena temporary militiry
occupation of, for instance, the Mile delta or of Syrian population
centers would disperse their forces among a hostile population so as to
convert military strength into utter weakness, Minor revisions of the
status guo might be desirable from an Israeli point of view, but even
after they were made, Israel still would have to live among her Arab
neighbors. Nei. ther Arabs nor Israelis, with the conventional weapons
used in the past, have been able to defeat the other decisively and -

. there ig little poiat in provoking indecisive encounters. This strategic

stalemate has most effectively supported the status quo since 1949,
and secured de facto peace for most of that period. What difference
the acquisition of missiles or nuclear weapons by either side would
make will be discussed below.
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Prospects for Development of the Conflict Aside from
Missiles and Nucleay Weapons

There is no prospect that the Arab-Israeli conflict will be formally
settled befween now and 1980, The very existence of Israel is un- _
acceptable to the Arabs; it is the only area where Western colonialism
has left significant colonization; it is a reminder to them of all the
worst humiliations and injusticea of the past; the possibility that an
industrialized Israel might do a thriving trade with Arabs is one more
strong reason against making peace; and Arab disunity {(amidst vocal
lip=gervice to unity) means that no politician in any of the countries
directly concerned will dare be the first one to propose peace.
{President Habib Bourguiba's recent statement does not contradict this
generalization, Tunisia is remote and not directly concerned with
Israel; Bourguiba has less to fear {rom pro-Nasserite mobs at home

" than any other Arab ruler, and besides, the conditions at which he

hinted for a settlement would have been totally unacceptable to Israel,
The Israelis, wisely from their point of view, kept quiet while waltmg
for other Arabs to tear down Bourguiba's proposals.)

On the other hand, there.is little prospect that the present situation
will give rise to renewed hostilities with conventional weapons.. The
past causes of friction have largely disappeared: border incidents have
greatly diminished since 1956, the fedayeen raids have stopped, Israeli
shipping passes through the Gulf of Elath, and, because it does, Israel
has no acute need to press for passage through the Suez Canal. Israel,
of course, is the only country other than Egypt that has natural access to
both the Mediterranean Sea and the Red Sea., that is, the only one not
really dependent upon the canal :

There is httle prospect that the Arab capacity for conventional
warfare will dramatically increase in the foreseeable future. The
Yemen campaign has both revealed, and presumably aggravated,

. Egyptian military weakness. A merger with Libya or Syria would 'enhance

Nasser's prestige or add to his revenue, or both; but it would not

_ improve the performance of Egyptian tanks, planes, or inrfantry

battalions. A unified command between Egypt and Syria would pose
problems of coordination that have proved extremely difficult for Arab
soldiers and statesmen when such a joint command existed on paper

“in-the-past. jSince—anothe'r--co‘nventi-ona.--l- war-in the forcseeable future
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is likelv to end in a third Arab defeat, Nasser has been careful not to
provoke it. In short, c¢ontinuing Arab weakness restrzaina the Arabs.

_Meanwhile, the opprobrium that would be attached to the launching of a

second attack like the one of 1956, and also the a.bsence of plausible
war aims, restrain Israel.

One current matter of serious friction is the headwaters of the
Jordan. Ever since the completion of 'srael's national water carrier,

‘which brings a large portion of the waters of the upper Jordan system

to the Tel Aviv region and (eventually) the Negev, the Arab countries
have threatened to divert the Syrian and Lebanese sources of the
Jordan. Significantly, the major pressure for this has come from Syria .
where intense domestic political rivalry gives free rein to demayjoguery,

‘Nasser, apparently, has tried to restrain these plans. The Lebanese
" have clearly been half~heéarted about the diversion scheme; they have,

agreed in principle but named specific conditions that cther Arab
governments would have difficulty fulfil lmg

For several reasons, it seems unhkely'_ that the Jordan waters
will lead to a major military clash--let alone a nuclear one. First,
even by totally diverting the Lebanese and Syrian sources, the Arabs

would not bring about Israel’s collapse or even decisively hamper her

economic development. About half of the Jordan waters criginate in a
source just inside Israel; this is more than the Israelis, under the
Johnson plan, intend to use, In fact, the Israelis need the waters from
Lebanon and Syria not for their own consumption but rather to keeg
down the salinity of the Sea of Galilee which they use as a natural storage
reservoir. Second, Israe. has made it perfectly clear that she would
consider diversion a hostile act; there could thus be major military
reprisals by Israel, Third, even short of such major military action,
Israel can stop any diversion at will. Preparations for diversion in -~
Syria have already been stopped by the simple expedient of machine
gun bullets across the frontier. Dive-sion in Lebanon could similarly
be stopped by a iew well-placed bombs fromthe air.

There is no early prospect of.a resumptton of Nasser's fedayeen
raids of 1955, for reasons already stated. Talk about a Palestine
Liberation Army to be formed in Syria or among Palestinian Arab

refugees has remained just that~-talk. Jordan, which has the longest

and-most open frontier with Israel as-well as the largest number of




L 1]

—

Palestinian refugees, has enough trouble maintaining her regime:
against internal pressures and against Arab critics abroa.d without
inviting more trouble with Israel. )

The conly serious danger of a renewed conflict arises from the
possibility of a collapse of the Jordanian monarchy. It is unlikely that
Israei would tolerate an Egyptian or even a pro-Syrian or Iraqi takeover
of Jordan, or an inter-Arab war for the possession of Jordan, without
intervening militarily. Israel's immediate aim would probably be the

~annexation of the Jordanian parts of Palestine, possibly of the entire

Jordan valley, i.e., arable parts of the present Jordanian kingdom.-
If much of the Arab population fled from these territories during the
fighting (as it did under comparable circumstances in 1948), their
addition would be a net gain for [srael. In the light of past military

‘encounters, moreover, such an Israeli conquest of most of Jordan

might be quite feasible; the Jordanian army, which in 1948 fought best

of all the Arab forces, would be out of action, However, it would
involve Israel in a major war with Egypt and other Arab countr.es and
presumably would cause diplomatic complications with the United States
and Russia. Still, there are enough uncertain factors in such a situation
of collapse of the Jordanian regime that there might be an madvertent
esca.lahon into a full-scale mxhta.ry conflict,

Although less likely, the danger of a renewed conﬂs.ct arises’ also
from any Arab bid to interfere wita Israel's shipping rights through the
Gulf of Agabah to East Africa and Southeast Asia. Undoubtedly, the
opening of the Gulf of Agabah by removal, during the Sinai-Suez
campaign, of the Egyptian gun positions from the straits of Tiran and
Sharm al-Shaykl 2¢ the entrance of the Gulf significantly aliered
Israel's power. Egypt lost its former monopoly on spanning the bridge
between Europe and Asia. With the exception of Egypt, Israel became
the only country in the Middle East with its own sea outlét to Europe,
America, and West Africa throngh the Mediterranean as well as its own

-outlet to East Africa and Southeast Asia through the Red Sea, Geograph=~

ically close to Israel, the East African states stand on the strategic
eastern perimeter of the Arab boycott. Ierael's new geo-political

‘position has thus permitted it to outflank the Arab blockade and provides

the necessary condition for accelerating its widely ramified and highly
successful relations with emergent Africa. ' '

There is also a definite interrelationship between ties with Africa
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and the development of the Negev {Israel's southern arid region). The
population and development of the Negev are the targets toward which

Israel's creative ensrgies will be directed during the next decade, Thus,

a cardinal principle that has come to characterize [.~aeli policy since
the post-Sinai period is the effort to keep the Straits of Tiran and the
Gulf of Agabah open to international shipping. These shipping lanes

are considered vital for Israel's economic future; the oatcome cf
lsrael's struggle for economic cooperation with Africa and Asia depends
primarily on its ability to keep this waterway open. S

Furthermore, Israel offers an alternate route to the Mediterranean
Sea through the Gulf of Aqabah and overlarnd. Should the Suez Canal be
closed in any future major disturbance, Israel and East Africa would
be able to obtain part of their needs if the Gulf of Aqabah route should
be left open. For these reasons, any UAR and/or Arab efiort to
supplant the U.N. E, F. on the Straits of Tiran and Sharm al-Shaykh
will be considered a casus belli by Israel. . '

Prospects for a Nuclear Arms Competition

‘Since Israel has twice defeated Egypt with conveéntional weapons,;

t may be argued that she has no need for atomic arms, This argument
would be sound it if vere not for the much publicized T gyptian program
of missile development, - Againist conventionally armed Egyptians,
with or without other Arab allies, Israel could presumably defend
herself effectively or even launch if.aited aggressive wars as in 1956,
without nuclear weapons. Nuc'ear bombs would not enable her to
change the strateg:c stalermnate decisively in her favor; even if Egyptian
cines were reduced o rubble, Israeli forces would still not suffice to
occupy Cairo, Alexandria, Damascus and Amman, all at once~-that is,
Israel would still have to live with Arab neighbors. There aleo is fear
of reaction by the major powers; such a reaction stopped the previous
attack by Israel and her allies in 1956. '

But Nasser's missile program is well under way. His weakness
in conventional weapons is precisely-his most potent incentive for
trying to develop unconventional ones, for converting the quantitative
arms race (which he has been losing) into a technological one. Current
Israeli estimates appear to-be-that the Egyptians have enough firepower
in their existing missiles to hit Israeli cities, but not an accurate
enough guidance system to find their targets. A missile fired into the .
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sea off Tel Aviv would do serious psychological damage to Nasser, and

missiles that hit Jordan or Lebanon would do even greater political

damage among other Arabs. The small size of Israel, which makes it

potentially very vulnerable to missiles, thus turns out to be a major N\
asset until missile-guidance system are perfected. - . TN

If and when the guidance mechanisras of Egyptian missiles are per-
fected, there would seem te be a real danger to Israel. The logical
military responses would be to acquire a countervailing offense, to
preempt, or to attempt to procure an active strategic defense. '

Nasser, at present, would appear to lack the skill rather than the
will to produce nuclear weapons, Ina situation of hostility and mutual
suspicion, howéver, the usual reaction of military and political
planners is to posit the worst. It must be assumed, therefore, that
Israel will try to keep one step ahead of what it estimates Egvptian
progress toward nuclear armament to be, The first step clearly would
be to continue to develop nuclear technology for dual (peaceful and
military) use as fast-and on as large a scale as possible. A next step .
for Israel might be to assemble nuclear bombs but to withhold testing _ !
until the first Egyptian atomic tect, or at least, until there is open . -
publicity about an Egyptian nuclear weapons program ¢omparable to

_the publicity over the last several years about Egyptian missiles.
Concurrently, Israel might launch a pre-emptive attack by conventional -

bombers, etc., against any Egyptian nuclear armament centers, _ B _;:— -

Even short of Egyptian progress toward nuclear arms, Israel -

might decide to develop atomic arms of her own if she believed that the

Hon-niuclear arms race was going against her. In sucha gituation,
lsrael would face a dilemma: is it better to publicize her possession of
nuclear weapons, e.g., tactical ones, soas to deter an Egyptian
attack; or would it be better to keep them quiet, so as to avoid any B i
hostile reaction from the great powers, but ready for use as soon as v
Egypt did attack? : _ ' : o

.
N

How soon the Arab-Israeli arms race would turn to nuclear weapons
would depend to some-extent on-developments elsewhere. If two or
three other countries, in addition to the present five, joined the '
nuclear club, the opprobrium in Egypt or Israel going nuclear pre-
sumably would lessen or vanish., Even more. directly, a nuclear arms
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race between the UAR and Israel would depend on the encouragement or
discouragement that these two countries received from outside powers.

Attitude of Qutside Powers

It is clear from the praceding analysis that Israel has the greé.ter
skills and the UAR the stronger incentive for turning their arms
competition into 2 nuclear one, What is the potentizl role of ocutside

powers in (1) adding to available skills, especially Egypt's, or even in '

suppiying nuclear arms that cannot be produced locally; and in (2)

. encouraging or discouraging the channeling by Israel or Egypt of

available skills i_nto nuclear weapons ? ,

The possibility that any present atomic power would inject nuclear
weapons into the Arab-Israeli arms race by giving them to one of the
contestants seems extremely remote indeed., Considering the bad
experience that Russia had in giving Communist China a hea.d-start‘

"on her nuclear development, it seems extremely unlikely that she

would do more for non-Communist Egypt. It seems equally unlikely
that ¥rance would give atomic bombs to Israel a.nd even more unlikely
that the Um.tcd States would do so.

But, short of procurement of nucilear weapons, cooperative re--
search and peaceful facilities for nuclear energy can te turned to
warlike uses. The factors of most immediate importance are probably
the German scientists or technicians in Egypt. It is not clear whether
they are fully occupied in designing or constructing miassiles, or .

whether there are encugh of them with adequate skills to be workin~on

nuclear bombs on the side--now or in the future, Nor is it clear how
much control the West German governrent has over them. When they
established diplomatic relations, Israel appears to have insisted that
West Germany do its best to have them withdrawn, But is West
Germany, in fact, doing its best and is its best good enough to actual.ly
get themn withdrawn? Could or would Germany effect their withdrawal
by curtailing economic aid to Egypt? It seems unlikely that the United

States could slow down the pace of the Arab-Israeli arms race, postpomng

the timne that either or both of them went nuclear, by threatening to cut
off its aid. Egypt has demonsatrated its willingnessa to ma.ke maJor
economic sacrifices for the sake of armas,

¢
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Israel, it is true, responded to similar American thr=ats in 1953-54 -
by dropping plans to tap the Jordan in the demilitarized zone, and
instead, at great additional expense and delay, developed the pumping
stations at the Sea of Galilee, Hut today, in view of her remarkable

‘economic¢ progress, [srael is far less vulnerable to such American

pressure then she was a dozen years ago; and what is at stake in

nuclear warfare is national survival, not just water, Nor is it likely

that an American guarantee of [erael's security would be sufficient to
delay any Israeli decision to go nuclear; against accurate Egyptian nuclear
missiles, even the most rapid American action, short of pre-emptive
counterforce strikes, would come too late. A threat more serious to.
Israel than cancellation of public aid wo uld be US government action to
suspend private remittances, that is, the United Jewish Appeal; yet,
unless Israel clearly appeared in the role of &n aggressor, it would be
hard to concewe any American administration taking such a step

On the other hand, provision of peaceful nuclear reactors and the

- like by the United States or other outside powers would presumably

hastén the time when the Arab-Israeli arms competition would turn
nuclear. As long ar the present Gaullist course of French policy continues,
it seems likely that Franco-Israeli cooperation will also continue~-
specifically supplies of advanced French aircraft and French co- :
operation in the development of nticlear energy for. pea.ccful purposes. If -
the major powers wished to cooperate in arresting proliferation of

nuclear weapons, one of the most ciiective steps, presumably, would

be an agreement by the United States, Russia, and France not to make .
further atomic technical skills or equipment available to countries, like

the UAR and Israel, which are engaged in a major regional arms race.

To rely on Israeli or Egyptian inhibitions (even if remforfad by signa-

ture or treaties on their part) is hkely to prove illusory.

1 The emphasis of this discuseion has been on nuclear weapons rather
' than on delivéry systems. Since the air distance between Cairo and
Tel Aviv is less than 300 miles, intercontinental ballistic missiles
‘are not required to connect the two, Arcuracy, of course, is
essential since the Egyptian population centers are surrounded by
desert, and those of Israel, by the sea and other Arabs, :

A-13
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STRATEGIC IMPLICA TIONS

The implications of a potential UAR-Israel nuclear race go far
beyond the borders of these two nations. If the UAR -vere to ~chieve
a nuclear weanons capability, one must ask how this would affect the
various Arab unity scheines and aspirations. Using both .uclear black-
‘mail and enhanced prestige, Egypt might endeavor to uee its nuclear
weapons capability as a focal point for Arab federation or confederation
¢ under Egyptian leadership. If this were to occur, the power atructure
of the 1Middle East would be vastly altered to the disadvantage of the
Weost, Egypt has long sought to eliminate Western bases from Arabic
speaking lands. With aome version of Arab political unity, backed by a
nuclear weapons capability, the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf might
become Arab lakes., Western air and naval bases at Aden, Bahrein, and
Dhahran would probably be lost. Most of the oil resources and transi.
rights in the region would then come under the contro! of one central
Arab authority, This would poze serious problems for hoth Western
Europe and the United States. IMurthermore, Turkey and Iran would be
caught between a vastly strengthened Arab Bloc to the South and the
USSR to the North. Considering long-standing Russian ambitions in the -
Persian Gulf area and unresolved disputes between Turkey and Syria and
Iren and iraq, there could be strong pressures for an alliance among
Turkey, Iran and Israel supported by the United States. If the Soviet
Union and the Arab Bloc chose to cooperate, both Turkey and [ran would
be in a precarious position and Western {afluence might be greatly di«
minished in the Middle East, The United States might once again be
brought into direct confrontation with the Soviet Union, in order to.
protect Iran and Turkey, Ewven if the enlarged Axab Bloc chose to play
the West off against the USSR, the Western position in the Middle East
would be precarious and ths dangers of great power confrontation
intensified, _ ' : ‘ :

UAR acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability wouldl be highly
destabilizing and would not only threaten the existence of [srael, hHut
also the Western presencs, {nfluence, and economic interests in the
region, If the JAR were to make definite and significant progress.
towards a nuclear capability, Israel, perhaps sgain with British and

w French support, would be tempted to launch a pre-emptive attack if
other means could not be found-to-reduce the threat., On thc other hand,
if Israel were to develop nuclear weapons before Egypt, the Egyptian
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"governmient has stated that it would initiate a pre-emptive attack upen

Israel, It seems quite likely that visible asymmetrical progress towards
a nuclear weapons capability by either party wo uld increase the likelihood
of pre-emption, The strike might or might not be cuccessful; it might

or might not escalate into full scale conventional war. It is certain,
however, that any large scale violence between Israel and the UAR would
threaten US and European interests in the Middle East, The dangers

of such a contingency arising would be ¢ffectively redn-ed if the NATO

‘alliance were to make clear that it would not tolerate aggressicon, -

nuclear or non-nuclear, on the part of either the UAR or Jsrael. Such a
‘guarantee could probably be made convincing and, at the same time,
kept off the global level through the forvard deployment of visible and
credible air and naval power. The primary problem will be to deter
rather than to defend. . ' : '
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JAPAN %

INTRODUCTION

_ Although Japan has sufficient technological and economic resources
to permit indigenous development of nuclear weapons in the early 1970's,
Japanese domestic political trends currently suggest that Japan will not
undertake a nuclear weapons program during the 1966~1980 period. The -

Japanese Conservative party, which has a tendency to deal with security

problems in terms of military arrangements, and which therefore might
be expected to consider nuclear weapons as a possible solution to them,
is gradually losing its majority at the polls. Ruatween now and 1980, it
may be replaced by the Japanese Socialist partr, which has aasumed a
neutralist posture, deemphasizing armaments and strongly opposing
acquisition of nuclear weapons.. But even if the Socialists do not come

to power by 1980, a continuation of the current shift of electoral strength
in their favor will make it increasingly difficult for the Conservatives to
act independently. Not only will the Conservatives find it difficult to over-
ride Socialist opposition to legislation, but they will alsc find themselves
forced to heed public opinion, especially in urban areas where their elec-
toral strength is decling most rapidly, and public opinion, although it is -

gradually coming to accept the necessity of maintaining conventional -

ligelf-defensé' forces, is strongly opposed to nuclear armament..

Japan's future defense policies will be influenced as much by the
actions of other nations, particularly mainland China and the United States,
as by its domestic partisan balance. ©Of course, Japan's future security
policies will also be influenced to a considerable extent by the direction
and ¢haracter of her ini~rnational economic relationships, as well as by
US defense positions and assertions of interest along with Chinese actions
and intentions. Changes in the international situation will inevitably
have domestic repercussions, and changes in partisan positions as well
as shifts in the postures of intraparty leaders may well result fror. it.
The emergence of a coherent military or bureaucratic sub-é&lite favoring
“searmament and nuclearization, although not probable in the foreseeable
future, is not impossible by 1980. o ' L

* By Bradley Richardson as modified by James M:Bride. .




Alte r_né.tive Future Courses

Japan cculd conceivable follow any one of six alternative courses
in regard to the question of development of a nuclear capability. These
courses are 'pure types,'' but mutations, combinations and transitional
stages are plausible. In each course, potentially critical variables in
both Japan's external relations and domestic politics are identified, but
in some cases all of the identified prerequisites may not necessarily be

. present before a particular policy alternative is adopted. The six alter- '

natives can be summarized as follows, in order of their probability of
occurrence during 1966-1980:

1. Cooperation with the United States in rega.rd to mutual security
and no development of 2 nuclear weapons capability (NWC). .

II. Independence in security matters, a posture of protest against
nuclear armaments development in other countries and no Japanese NWC,
or~-of roughly equal probability«-

. - Japanﬁse dg-ve'l.opment of a NWC within a context of mutual”
security cooperation with the United States; N ‘

IV. Independence in security fnatte_:.rs and Japanese deveélopment

of a NWC;

V. Japanese coépe-ra.tion in i-egérd to security with a country other
than the United States without development of a NWGC, or--of roughly
equal probability=-= : '

V1. Japanese security arrangements with a country other than the

k United States, with Japanese development of 2 NWC.

Condition I

Cooperation with the United Etates in regard to security requirements,
including perhaps tacit-dependence on the.American nuclear shield,.

' poesibly accompanied by slow increase in conventional rearmament.

Relations with China to remain ambiguous; although trade may ircrease.
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' Should neither party be ascendént. ‘a bipartisan selution (resulting from

the Socialist party's having acquired sufficient power to exercise a veto
on policy) could result in a shift toward the position that the Socialist
party would take if it came to power.

" f. Absence of a coherent, ambitious and articulate anti-efl’ite which
could successfully veto policy decisions in favor of developing NWC. Such
an anti-&lite could be bureaucratic, military or intraparty. .A combina-~
tion of elements from these three origins may emerge in the future, depen-
ding upon the character and timing of external threats to Japanese security,
but there is no coherent grouping of this kind now.

Probability

~ The probability of such a condition's occurring {or continuing, since
in several dimensions this is the present status quo) is high during 1966~
1971, although changes in China's posture toward a more belligerent or
aggressive position could cbntribute to a change in the direction

of Conditior_l III (below).

Continuance of Condition I beyond 1971, the first year in which the
mutval security treaty between Japan and the United States may be abrogated,
will depend on the existence of the described preconditions, especially those
concerned with the internal partisan balance. It is felt that a change will '
probably not come before 1971,inasmuch 25 Japan would be unwilling to
rejeét current internatioral obligations betause of her desire to maintain
a good reputation overseas, ‘

Implications for the Unite& States

United States response during this period, assuming she wants a
non-nuclear Japanese ally, should be one of diplomatic and economic co-
operation and accommodation. In particular, alterations in existing and
future economic relationships between Japan and the United States which
are detrimental to Japan must be avoided. The Conservative Party is
especially sensitive to economic t-&nds, as the Socialist Party in power
might also be. Tolerance of Japanese trade overtures ard some increases
i trade with mainland China would also be necessary, both to respect
Japanese independence and to acknowledge the widely shared desirein
Jepan for increased mainland trade. - ‘ '

- A-80



In the area of military policy, the United States must avoid creating
incidents which embarrass the present regime, especially those which tend
to make the regime look less than independent, In recent years, for example,

_the United States has forced visits .by"nuclea.r‘poweradlsubmﬁarinqs upon the

Japanese government and used Japanese basee as emergency landing
fields for aircrair which were in some cases destined for employment in
hostile actions outside Japan. Consideration should also be given to the
long-run desirability of phasing out American military presence in Japan
proper, with emphasis on joint maintenance of naval and air facilities for
mutual defense. Current logistical facilities might remain, utilizing as,
laxge a civilian component as feasible for maniagement.

Reconsidering America's role in Okirawa may, in longrrange terms,
also prove desirable, Permitting limited Japanese efforts to develop '
Okihawa's economy might have the dual re sult of placing the onus for
Okinawan economic conditions on Japan and partly neutralizing strenger
advocates of Okinawa's return.to 'J'Apa.nese sovereignty.

'Demonstrations of United States military ﬂe:gibiiity and effectiveness,
such as were made in Europe,might-be desirable depending on how the
Japanese government received such actions.

Condition 11

Independence in security matters, limitations on the role of the Japanese
Seif Defenpe Forces, neutral diplomacy and an anti-nuclear posture of .
protest and moral superiority in international relations, possibly accom-
panied by the establishment of dipiomatic relations with mainland China.

External preconditions
a. No perception of non-negotiable threat to Japanese securit'y. ‘

b. Redirection of present trade patterns to the point where a more -

independent posture toward the United Statee is seen as_ma.intaina.ble. or
acceptance of the view that policy can he divorced from other relationships.
‘The latter course might ke more accegp:able to the Sccialist party, should

it come to power, than to the present Ccnservativa party which is closely
allied with business interests {and therefore especially sensitive to impli-
cations of trade relationships). ' '
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¢. Acceptance of the position that Japan can achieve status by peace-
ful means, such ac technological achievemants, economic development,
foreign aid, moral leadership, or by acting as a bridge between East and
West. (Japan's mediation between the United States and Chmu., for example,
is advocated vy elements within both parties at present).

d. A feeling that the United States cannot be depended upon to defend
Japan, or that American efforts cannot meet a change in power relationships
or changes in military techniques, or a concern that continued military
relationships with the United States may increase Japan s vulnerability
in East-West or other hostilities.

Internal preconditions

e. ' Bocialist party ascendency without altering its present posture of
seeking a neutral, independent Japan opposed to nuclear armaments in
general opposed to Japan's having a NWC in particular.

f, Stalemate between the present majority parties, due to shifts in
their respective electoral strengths (a trend which has already begun) in
which the position outlined in e. (above) is forced upon the Conservative
party, which would also be increasingly sensitive to especially urban .
elements of public opinion which favor such a policy.

g. Absence or relative weakness of an anti- ehte desiring mcreased
armaments and development cf NWC.

h. 'A factor which might well he present, although not neceasarily
critical to final decisions, would be continuation of the present fragmran- '
tation of control over nuclear energy and rocketry development.

Probability

Such an eventuality is less probable at present than that outlined in
Condition I.” But, Condition II is a plausible transitional or terminal
phase in terms of a fifteen year projection, depending on the nature of
the internal partisan balance, the partisan policy positions, China's future
actions and Japan's already expressed desire for greater independence.
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Implications for the United States

United States policy in such an evént should be anticipatory, alsummg
she desires maintenance of Japa.neae "friendship." Although the American

' economy is not controlled in such a way as to suggest a possibility of an

artificially created adaptability to Japanese export needs, and even though
the world market structure might encourage gradual redirection of Japan's
trade, United States government efforts--especially in the investment
field~-might minimize or delay a Japanese tendency toward option for a
completely neutral posture. Avoiding market contraction in other areas
of American influence would b_e similarly imp_car_tant. :

Military pol:cy should also anticipate such an eventuahty. which
would probably include a Japanese request to abandoncurrent United States
bases in Japan. American access to bases in Japan might be sought
through means other than a mutual security treaty.

The theoretical value of a neutral Japan also cannot be overlooked;
particularly as military technology reduces dependence on overseas bases,

C ondition III

Japan adopts a program leading to NWC along with expansion or rennova-
tion of conventional forces, with the context of a U, S. ~Japanese mutual
sccurity arrangement, accerding to which joint and /or indeperdent action
is provided. Relations with China might or might not reach formal diplo-
matic mtercourse.

External preconditions

a. Increasing recognition of the existence or possibility of a threat
to Japan § security fO.a. whtch a NWC appears desirable and/or effectwe.

b, Existence of a feeling that Japan must continue to cooperate
with the United States for either economic or security interests. American
military presence or potential pressace would have to be seen as reliabie,

and effectwe. and not as contributant ‘o J’a.pa.n s increased vnlnerabthty.

. c. '(‘ondition a. {above) might be a.ccompa.med or re;_laced by the
opinion that a NWC was desirable in accordance with Japanese status
ambitions or goals of influence or hegemony in foreign areas. '
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Internal preconditions

d. Alteration of the present policies of the two major parties, including
possibly revision of relevant portions of the Japanese Constitution, as the
result of (i) domestic reevaluation of the security problem at the time of
the "expiration" of the present Mutual Security Treaty in 1970; (ii) growmg
sense of self- confiderice or independence; (iii) the challenge of & sub- élite
(m1htary or bureaucratic) which articulates a demand for such a. posture
as reaction to foreign eveats; or (iv) a combination of two or more of
these cond1t1ons. . , .

e. Altera.tlon of attitudes amoag large sectors of the pubhc, or _
adoption of the feeling that the public mood should be cverndden for s
practical or other considerations. : S :

Alteration of domestic economic priorities, whichlat_ present allot
only 1.1 per cent of gross national product to defense, in faver of larger
allocations toc armaments and development of a NWC.

Proba‘:iiity

The probability of Japan's adopting such a course is low at present, ' .
but will rise during the projected fifteen year period. Public opinion is - ' :
gradually accepting the role of the present self-defense forces; parties
opposed to Japan's nuclearization at present are participating (although in .
a fragmentary_fashmn) in dlSCl.lSBlth of the long-range security problem. :

Irnphcatxons for the United States '_ ‘ ' ' -

Amerzcan response will depend upon the priorities she assxgns to
preventing nuclear prolife: ration and maintaining mutual security arrange-
ments with Japan. If nonprohferanon ranks highér, anticipatory guarantees
of United States intentions and ability to extend its nuclear shield to Japan

_might have some effect on Japanese decisions as cculd also {in a different

context) American support of a Japanese role as a moral poswer opposing
nuclear weapons. Continuation of inutual economic interdependence would
also be desirable; and domestic measures to encourage American invest-
ment in Japan may be pa.rtxcularly appropriate. :

The Mxhtary Balance, 1965-1966, London: The Institute for Strategxc
St[‘dles, 1965, Po’ 43. .
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However, once the Japanese desire for its own program became para-
mount, other priorities may override United States concern over prolifer-
ation, especially since Japanese desire for NWC will probably follow nuclear
proliferation in other areas. Continuation of Japanese-American cooperation
on security matters, therefore, requires United States agreement to Japan-
e:e nuclearization. S

Military cooperation with Japan, including supply of military technology
and close cooperation with the Japanese military could also preserve the
, alliance and possibly enhance the domestic role of a Japanese military
: elite friendly to the United States. Such a posture could be ;'einfo-rted by
- examples of American military preparedness, willingness and flexibilty
which would impress the Japanese government and military with the '
effectiveness and reliability of American military forces.

Ag Japan assumes an increasingly independent role in regard to defense

capability it will probably be degirable to considerably increase United
States intelligence activities ¢oncerned with Japanese military and indus-
triai developrnents. ‘ :

Condition IV
Japan opts for an independent armaments buildup and NWC, accompanied

posgibly by a Japanese bid for an independent role vig-A.vis the Eastern
and Western blocs and/or Japunese hegemony in some parts of Asia.

External preconditions

a. Perception of an external threat which is not shs@red by another
power, or in regard to which dependance upon or cooperation with an addi-
tional power is not seen as reliable or effective. :

'b. Decision to assert Japanese influence in southeast Asiz or north-
_east Asia where NWC has some symbolic value or actual applicability.

c. Existence of an opinion that NWC is desirable in its own right,
due to-a desire for status, especially after proliferation in other areas.

L : d. Redirection of foreign trade and credit relationships, or existence

of a feeling that these are not so important as, or are geparable irom,
sesurity problems or higher international status.

A-85
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Internal preconditions

e. Capability to divert resources tc development of NWC and expansion
and modernization of conventional forces. This is not éeen as feasible at
present, but will be possible particularly in the mid-1970's after present
social cipital expansion projects are well underway.

f. Changes in public opinion regarding the use of nuclear weapons,
or use ot practical explanations for overriding pubhc opinion especv.a.lly e
if there is a foretgn threat. , .

- Adaptatton of partisan policies toward a £ora;gn threat. or to the _ -

demands of a domestic intrapartisan elite or extrapartisan group which
favors development of a NWC on its own right or expansion of Japanese
overseas influence by such means.

.

Probanilit

Probability is low ia the short run, but it increases toward the end
of the projected period with probabls Japanese reactions to proliferation
elsewhere in a context of internal demands for status and totil independence.
Chinese policy may not produce a catalytic threat, however, and economic

ties with the United States could remain important enough to influence - : . i

Japanese decisions in favor of United States wishes.

Implications for the United States _ ' ' ‘ : !

United States action, assuming 2 pafamount desire to prevent prolif- S

eration and aggressive uses of NWC, shculd be anticipatory. An agree- -
ment limiting the use of nuclear arma for defense or Japanese cooperation
in multilateral control pacts, should be sought.

’ i

At the same. time, efforts should be rmade to preserve a maximum area

of mutual interest, particularly in the area of economic relationshipe. -

Militarily, the United States should also anticipate logistic and
techuical consequences of losing bases in Japan or Okinawa and should
strengthen intelligence efforts in Japan.

(‘lﬂj
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" Condition V

Japan decides against developing NWC and concludes a security treaty
with 2 country other than the United States--presumably China.

External preconditions

a. A redirection of trade and economic relations in favor of a country
other than the United States, or away from the present high degree of depen-

"dence on America. or a feeling that political and security arranements

can be made without regard to economic patterns. Thig trernd is not
probable considering the degree of Japanese dependence on the United
States, but a more balanced pattern of trade could lead to a shift in the
Japanese estimate of the critical qualitv of trade with the United States
or any other area. Moreover, a regime less oriented to businesas than

‘the present one might assign different priorities.

b. Willingnesn to accept the military superiority of a power other
than the United States, with Japanese claims to status being asserted in
the fields of economic development or tecanology. Perhaps divided spheres
of irfluence would accompany such a security arrangement.’

c. Saliency of a point of view that coope.ition with the Urited States
was not reliable or effective against a threat to Japan's security, or that
a relation with the United States increased such a threat whtle cooperatlon
elsewhere decreasec it.

d. Substantial increase of Chme se {or another power‘s) strength

vis-a-vis the United States, either through acquiring a sphere of influence

in continental and insular southeast Asia or northeast Asxa. or increasing
conventional and nuclear weapons capability.

Internal preconditions

e. Modification of present internal policy positions which see China’
principally as a potential market and possible future diplomatic partaer in
favor of one which is favorably disposed to close coopzration with China.
This could alse be accomplished by intrapartisan processes or the coming
to power of a Chinese oriented (or other country oriented) élite. Certain
sub-4lites are of a- disposition-which could eventually take-this-direction
but they are isolated and fragmented. Nor is their leadexrship particularly

PN : -
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distinguished or integrated into the main streams of succession. The
result is that such a change is not probable for most of the period under
study.

Probability

_ The overall probability of such a condition is low for the entire peried,

Although trends in external events may take the required direction, it ig

not probable that they will shift the required degree without a Japanese » -
desire for independent segurity arrangements. Moreover, the Chinese

-economy's future is yet to be determined, and may well preclude an expan-

sion of Sino-Japanese trade of significant proportions,

Implications for the United States

United States response should be anticipatory, as suggested iu the
cases of Conditions III and IV. Should Condilion V occur, diplomatic
policy should be exploratory with economic relationships and communi-
.cations being maintained at @ maximum. Demonstrations of a willingness-
‘to resumne prior arrangements or create new areas of agreement would
be appropriate. ' ' 4 '

' Military policy should stress demonstrations of Ame rican'ﬂexibility
and effectiveness and the goals of United States military policy in Asia
shcould explicitly include an interest, friendly or otherwise, in Japan,

Japan develops a NWC and conventiznal urmaments while cooperating

with another power, preswmmnably Chiha, in Asian security matters and
possibly in spheres of influence. ' :

. External preconditions

ae P_ercep_ticn of & substanti-ai decline &f United States interest,
influence, eifectiveness or dependability in.the northeast Asia area.or in
oth:r areas critical to Japan. '

b, Japanese desire for status or power accornpanying independent
conventional or nuclear armaments, poesibly related to a desire for
assertion of Japanese influence or hegemony over a non-Japanese area.
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c. Substantial redirection of economic relationships, or belief that
this will occur in the future, or existence of the opinion that other priorities
are separable or overriding. :

d. Perception of a threat to Japanese aecurity, or a potential threat,
of such dimension that some form of cuoperation is seen as the most effec-
tive defense. Or, cooperation is seen desirable in regard to existing or
posited economic trends, or in support of agreement reparding spheres
of influence of economic or other natore. ' .

Internal preconditions

e. Readjustment of present partisan positions, either through response
to external conditions or through emergence of a new intrapartisan or
extrapartisan elite disposed to such a policy.

Probability .

The probability_of such an event's occurring is very low during the
first part of the period in question, but its possibility may increase¢ near

. the end of this periocd. .

Implications for the United States

United States response should be similar to that outlined in Condition
V, with the exception that great emphasis shsuld be placed on anticipatory

intelligence collection and assigning target areas in Japan proper.
SUMMARY

While Japan has the economic and technological resources needed to
develop an independent nuclear weapons capabilily, it is not considered
likely that the Japanese will want one by 1980. In order for them to '
acquire their own nuclear force, the following preco_ndi.t'ions Seem neces-
sary! ' '

1. Revision of the relevant portions of the Japanese Consatitution;

2. Alteration of the present policies of the two major political
parties (a) as a response to an external threat or (b)-as a regult.of
Japanese desire for enhanced influence or hegemony in Asia’ alternatively

. the displacerhent of the two major parties by a new poli.tical_elite);
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3. A change in the Japanese public attitude toward the possession
and use of nuclear weapons;.

4.  An increase in the defense budget (currently only 1.1% of the

_gross national product and 8.4% of the total central government expenditure}.

Should the Japanese choose to develop a nuclear weapons 'cagability,
they would handle their security problems during the developmental period
in one of three ways: ' ' : o

l.  Through expansion or renovation of conventional forces within
a US-Japanese mutual security arrangement, which would permit either
join! or independent action;

2. Or tarough an independent armament 8 buildup, aCcompahied
possibly by a Japanese bid for an independent role vig-h-vis the Eastern
and Western blocs and/or yapanese hegemony in some parts of Asia.

3. Or through a conve-'ntional' armaments buildup while coo_p'era.ting
with another power, presumably China, in Asian security matters and
possibly in spheres of influence. :

- Should Japan decide to join the nuclear <lub, it is most likely that
she would do so while maintaining a mutual security arrangement with the
United States and least likely that she would do so while cooperating with
China, or another Asian power. The determining factors will be the status

of US-Japanese economic ties, future Japanese assessments of the credi-

bility of US guarantees against external threats (nuclear threats in partic- -

-ular}, and US flexibi.ity or inflexibility in dealing with the spread of nuclear

weapons in Japan,
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INDIA-PAKISTAN*

INDIA

The Motivation for Acquiring Nuclear Weapons

It appears likely that India will shortly become a nuclear pc_n-ver.1

Des.pito“the military threats of varying magnitude posed by Communist -

China and Pakistan, the primary motive for nuclear development appears
to be a concern for national prestige rather than military necessity. The
Indian birth rate remains unchecked and the economy languishes under a
queer mixture of over bureaucratization and under-direction. In
calendar year 1964, the Indian per capita GNP declined one percent,

In 1962, the Peoples Republic of China shattered the image of India
as the leader of the uncommitted world, The Chinese proved their military
superiority while exposing the humiliating fact that India was inilitarily
incapable of defending its own territory and then withdrew on theiv own
initiative, A great deal of the national concerisus in India was related to
its self-image as a great powar, Subsequent events, such as the death of

lMarquis Childs, Washington Post, December 15, 1965, CBS Radio news
release, March 10, 1966, in which the Indian government wag said to be
informing top nuclear scientists to begin work on the scientific development
of nuclear weapons, deferring procurement decisions until a later date,

2Incliav,n Department of Census and Statistics, "news relea se, " eited in
UPI dxspatches, New Delhi, February, 1965,

* By Arthur Sha.ntz.
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Nehru and the relatively short administration of Premier Shastri
prevented renewal of executive initiative in dynamic or distinctive
leade=ship, Loss of international prestige and the price of a viable
defensive force precipitated Indian concentration upon domestic problems
and dependence upon US economic and military aid.

The current dependence upon the United States for foodstufis and
military aid is embarrassing to the government of India. Economic,
language, and other communal problems of Indian state politics are now
buffeting a disillusionued and disorganized national government, India-
has turned inward, The government of Mrs, Indira Ghandi must reassert
a pational identity or resort to coercion to control the centrifugal forces

"within the nation. Before it can speak on behalf of the underdeveloj.ad
world, Iadia must rediscover its own voice. C

National cohesion could be strengthened either by stimulating
awareness of the threat of external enemies, by a political reassertion
of Indian views on problems of nation-building and ideology, by rapid
and dynamic economic progress, or by the acquisition of nuclear weapons,

" The Indian solution for development of the un’cbmm-itted world and

- the Indian solution for combating the threat of Pakistan were both utilized

by the Nehru government in order to stimulate national loyalty., Neither

- approach is applicable at the present tirne, nor will they be applicable as
long as the pressing need for massive arnounts-of US economic and military
aid continues; sconomic and military. dependence upon the United States
forces India to be acutely aware of the political sensitivities of the United
States and thus limits Indian freedom in dealing with the neutralist
_countries and Pakistan, Moreocver, close association with the United
States makes it difficult for India to maintain its neutralist identity and
thus tends to isolate Indiz from the uncommitied world, The reassertion
of Indian political solutions for pressing world problsms affecting the
underdeveloped world involves confronting *he interests of the United
States o3 highly inflamable and complex issi. 25, Such initiatives are _
unlikely 25 long as the imperative need for massive American aid remains.

Rapid economic development requires either private exploitation;
public coercion, or foreign aid. The vociferous public commitment of the
Indian government to parliamentary democracy and social welfare '
schemes precludes all but the-last sor-ce of capital accumulation,
barring radical political change. ' -




An Indian decigion to emphasize Chirese Communist hostility and
to simultaneously embark upon prestigecus nuclear weapons development
is reasonable within India's appazent international environment and it
carries an additional advantage in that it will stimulate national conscious~-
ness in the only way left open to the government, Moving from consideration
of the motives for acquiring nuclear weapons, which we believe to be crucial
in predicting attitudes zf{=~ting probably nuclear behavior, it is now possible
to assess the probable .polication of nuclear threat to further the established
international interests of the state, :

Nuclear Behavior and Indian International _In-_terests

Kashmir remains India's foremost international problem, A
nuclear India could continue the present division of Kashmir as long
as it could maintain the credibility of its nuclear deterrent, Of course,
maintenance of the status quo would also require the ability to clearly
establish Pakistani respons;b).lity for indirect aggression, no small feat,

‘a8 well as the ability to convince the great powers of Indian willingness

to utilize avzilable resources to maintain the status quo in Kashmir, If
this could be done, the pressure upon Pakistan to accept an Indian fait

accor.pli would be insurmountable, at least until diplomatic or technical

efforts could remove the credibility of the Indian deterrent, Relations
between India and Pakistan would remain strained but relatively more -
stable. :

In Southeast Asia and Africa, Indian interests are more intangible
than those arising out of assuring the security of the state, These lesser
interests are related to the past and to the vague future, In the distant
past, Indian cultural influences firmly established themselves throughout
peninsular Southeast Agin 2s far east as the borders of present day -
Vietnam. In the recent colonial era of the 19th century, Indian immigrants
followed the European conquerors throughout Southeast Asia and East
Africa, supplying coolie labor and engaging in mercantile enterprises,

3ror a-succinct introduction to the divergent philosophical tenets of
nationalism which Kashmir has come to exemplify in the larger contest
between India and Pakistan, see Josef Korbel, Danger in Kashmir,
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1954), pp. 32-44.
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Substantial numbers of Indian merchants, money lenders, and unskilled
laborers still remain in former British colonial possessions, These
people, like the Chinese are significant minority groups in several states,
They are economically more aggressive than the indigencus population,

" distinet in physical appearance and ambivalent in their loyalties, Since
Independence, the government of India has expressed great interest
in their welfare, ' '

India's possession of nuclear weapons would greatly enhance its
- prestige ard political influence among the countries of Southeast Asia

and East Africa but it would not produce any binding political or military
commitments within the 1980 time frame, However, if Indian influence
in Africa and Southeast Asia can be maintained until the Indian economy
becomes more fully developed, these areas would be a valuable economic
resour ce, Although having no direct influence, nuclear weapons might
aid in the preservation of Indian prestige until eécoromic influences could
exert themselves, '

Indian relations with the Peoples Republi¢c of China are openly
hostile. The possession of nuclear weapons by the government of India
would not reduce Chinese hostile intentions but might stabilize the
relationship through mutual deterrence, Chinese expansion into South-
east Asia will not be directly affected by Indian nuclear weapons. However,
to the extent that these weapons raise Indian national prestige, they will
have an indirect impact upon the ability of China to assume soie leadership
of the underdeveloped world. An India-Japanese alliance has been mentioned
as a possible long range aim of US policy, but such speculation is too long
range and contingent to be discussed here,

Soviet-Indian relations would be lurgely unaffected by the latter's
possession of nuclear weapons, The Soviet Union might anticipate that -
a nuclear India WO\jlcll be less dependent upon the United States for military
aid and security vis-a-vis the Peoples Republic of China, To the Soviet
Union, a nuclear India might alsc appear to be a more desirable counter~
‘weight to expanding Chinese influence than the United States,  Possession
of nuclear arms would, of course, make India even more desirable.as a
partner in a long range alliance. The chaotic nature of Indian irternal
politics might reinforce Soviet proclivities along lines suggested above .

-~ because of the possibilities for Communist solutions, a la the Soviet

Union, in the not too distant future. There are no outstanding strategic
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contests between the two countries. It is doubtful, therefore, that Indian
possession of nuclear weapons would be perceived as affecting the strategic
security of the Soviet Union.

Imnlications frr the United States Strategic Position '

The most obvious and immediate implication of an Indian nuclear
capability is that United States influence in the areas of national development
and defense among nations of the underdeveloped and uncommitted world

" would decline, This would not be a resuit of any. increased capacity on the
part of the Indian government to assume such responsibilities, Rather, it
woull reflect a resurgence of Indian self-confidence and a revitalized
diplomatic offensive for "Asian" or tmeutralist' solutions to political
probiems. It would represent a conscious Indian effort to maximize their
own influence internationally (both within and without the underdevelioped
‘world) by attempting to iorm and to speak for a coalition of sovereignty-

. conscious, small developing economies faced with similar problems and
fears, '

The displacement of a considerable part of United States influence
in the underdeveloped world through increased Indian influence is not
necessarily to the disadvantage of the United States, -If Indlan-American
relations remain friendly, the ability of India to more efficiently harness
indigenous traditional values and anxieties among the less developed world -
to programs of nation-building world produce stability in these regions and
decrease their receptivity to Communist irfluences, Both of these outcomes

are in the long range interests of the Uuited States, The central issue in
this approach is whether a conflict of interests between the United States
and India can be peacefully resolved in a manner which preserves over-all
cooperation and American identification with Indian success,

Indian-American cooperation is fostered primarily by the strategic
problem of containing Chinese influence, economic and military. In Indian
terms this means the création and maintenance of a defense establishment

_ and/or alliance commitments capable of defending India against the Peoples
Republic of China. The government of India, if unopposed by the United
States ir its.compaign for a position of leadership in the underdeveloped
world, will not be inclined to sever its American ties in the strategic
security context, '
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Assuming that Ind:.a. 3 economy and nuclear technology will not
permzt her nuclear arsenal and strike capability to surpass those of China
by 1980, Indian severing of United States strategic security ties would
indicate self-delusion that international influence among nations mutually
isolated by underdeveloped economies represents genuine international
power. The Chinese might not be as lenient will a-slow learner the second
t1me around,

A second factor which would tend to promote over-all cooperation
between the United States and India is American sympathy for the tremendous
problem faced by the latter in furthering its national development while
maintaining democratic values and institutions so ardently advocated by the
United States, At least part of the United Statea concern for and commitment
to Indian development siems from India's spparent devotion to parliamentary
democracy, Tke luxury of individual freedom, in spite of the strain produced
by programs for economic development, is permitted largely by economic
aid and assistance from the United States. As long as the United States
remains convineced of the value of this aid, the relationship of mutual
dependence will not be altered; even by Indian possession of nuclear
weapons and a relatively more powerful international role, -

Pakxstan represents a special problem in the Indian~-American
relanonship. Arrierican policy to avoid pressing India into agreeing to
the plebiscite in Kashmir, which Pakistan is demanding, fosters Indian
favor and consequently tends to increase American influence in India,

On the other hand, Armerican military aid and security commmitments to
Pakistar;, which enable Pakistan to maintain the status quo in the Kashmir
hostilities, do not foster Indian favor and cons equently tend to decrease
American influence in Indla..

Yet, Pakistan does have a recognizable s'.ect.zrity problem with India.

. A close relationship with India would probably prevent the Unitéd States
" ffom supplying anything but the most formal commmitents and rudimentary

assistance to Pakistan, Such insecurity would attract Chinese inroads
which would net be in the interests of the United States. To avoid a pattern
of action-reaction in the formation of international commitments and
alliance, the United States could propose a Locarno-type solution to

Pakistan's legitimate security problems,
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Thus, the acquisition of nuclear weapona will initiate a new series of
Indian relationships with the rest of the world, greatly enhancing Indian
prestige and domestic stability, Whether or not Indian prestige and
stability in.prove its relationship with the United Stutes depends almost
entirely upon the latter's ability to accommodate. enlarged Indian interesis
and not upun any significant strateglc threat to this country from the
Indizn nuclear arsenal,

PAKISTAN

The Motivation for Acquiring Nuclear Weapons

Pakistan has been largely dependent utpon American aid for economic
devcelopment and military security; however, the American intention of
making India an Asian bastion of democracy has brought about 2 necticable
cooling in American-Pakistani relations and increased ties between
Pakistan and the Peoples Republic of China, Pakistan has sought ties
with China in a search for support of Pakistan's position on Kashmir,

Pakistan has an extremely serious security problem with the countries
around it, The most populous portion of this bifurcated state is militarily
indefensible and over 1,000 miles by air from the national capital in West
Pakistan, Between East and West Pakistan lies India with which Pakistan.
has been engaged in hostilities over Kashmir. Pakistan also shares
borders with Communist China, Sandhurst-educated President Ayub
Khan of Pakistan hae no illusions abour Communist China, but the.
sequence of events beginning with the Chinese invasion of India in 1962
and concluding with the superpower~imposed Tashkent Agreements in
early 1966 has convinced his government of the importance of Chinese
ties for maximizing pressure against acceptance of tke status guo in

Kashmir,

Pakistan was allied with the United Statés howwer, its membersl-ﬁ*p
in CENTO und SEATO was designea primarily to maximize US ties as
secunty a.gan‘et India. The unwillingness of the United States to
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support the Pakistani gosition against india was clsarly shown in the
1965 Kaghmir crises, Because of this, both CENTQ and SEATO are
largely dead letters from tiie standpoint of Pakistan,

It is doubtfulwheher Pzkistan has any great power- pretentions,
However, a distinctly defensive motive for developing nuclear weapons
is suggested by the following comparative data,

. : 5
Pakistan-India Mititary Postures 1965

Pakistan - _ India

. Population " 100 million 480 million |
Army 230, 000 men in 8 divisors 825000 men in 20 divisions
Navy : 7,700 men with 26 fighting 16,000 men with 40 fighting

: ships ships
Adr Force 17,000 men with 200 planes 28,000 men with 5C0 planes

Defense Budget $269 million per year . $2,000 million per year

Nuclear Behavior and' Pakistani. International In‘c’erc-sts'

As the previous material indicates, the strongest motive for Pakistani
acquisition of nuclear weapons i8 national security aga’nst India and the
maintenance of the Kashmir claims, A nuclear Pakistan and a non-nuclear

4on September 15, 1965, President Ayub Khan, in a press conference in
Rawalpindi, called upon the Urited States to exercise its "enormous
influence' in settling the Kashmir crises, On Septémbes 27, Secretary
of State Rusk met with Pakistani Foreign Minister Zalfikar Ali Bhutto

at the UN in New York, "A fresh Pakistani attempt to secure specific
‘United States support for a plebiscite in Kashmir has been rejected

by. . +Rusk," The United States not only refused to suppon. a with-
drawal of both armies and a UN=-sponsored plebiscite, it alsc was
reported to have made it clear to Pakistan that it would no* resume
economic or military aid until thers was compl iance with the cease~-
fire, and a return to the August 5 lines, as required by the September 20 .
Security Council resolution. Manchester Guardian, September 28, 1965,
The United States also announced the shipment of 5C0, 000 tons of wheat
to Tndia on Septembex 27, 1965. :

5U. 5. News and World Report, September 20, 1965,
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India would add substantial weight to Pakistan's demand for a plebiscite .

to determine the fate of Kashmir, A nuclear india and a nuclear Pakistan
would merely keep Pakistun's claims alive while heightening the impetus

for a negotiated settlement, A tadical shift in the present leadership of
Pakistan and a creatly increased sense of isolation from the Western powers

‘would be necessary before Pakistan would actually aftempt to harness

nuclear weapons to a military program for retaking Kashmir from India,
As long as substantial Amexrican aid continues to Pakistan, the incentives
for such a militant posture will remain disproportionate t> its obvious
losses, ‘

Nuclear weapons would make Pakiatan less dependent upon the
diplomatic support of the Peoples Republic of China. The primary value
of PRC support is avoidance of international isolation during thr. acquisition
pericd, China cannot offer Pakistan either sophisticated military armaments

. or substantial economic aid, Pakistan supports China today because China

supports Fakistan's position on Kashmir, A nuclear-armed Pakistan-
would be inclined to strengthen econcmic ties with the United States assuming
that it has succeeded in remairing free of substantial communist internal.
influerce and providing that Awnerican opposition to nuclear proliferation
bas not blinded us to Pakistan's real security problems and alienated its -
government to American appeals. An obvious means of obtaining such -
an outcome would be to continue economic aid to Pakistan during the
nuclear acquisition period, In the absence of American economic aid

and influence, Pakistan might be forced to adjust its governmental system
along lines dictated by the Chinese and made necessary by the cost of
nuclear development imposed on top of the cost of national development.

Possessing nuclear weapons Pakistan weuld no longer find membership
in CENTO and SEATO necessary although-the form er's connections with Islamic
nations would provide some justification for its preservation, especially as -

. a means of avoiding international isolation as a result of "unpopular" nucleayr

decisicns,

Soviet relations with a nuclear Pakistan would remain “correct™ and
basically unchanged, largely dueto the latter's continued concentration
upon India, In the long run, Soviet relations with Pakistan will be
determined by the outcome of Soviet efforts to align with India. An
Indian reaction to Soviet subversive potential might force the Soviet
Union to turn to Pakistan. For this reason, tne Pakistani "option'"

.
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will be preserved by the Soviet Union regardless of Pakistan's nuclear
policy, just as India will diplomatically preserve both Soviet and
American options to prevent excessive reliance upon either state,

Implications for the United States Stra.fegic Position

Because of the American commitment to developing India, American
influence in Pakistan during the period of India's nuclear-weapon develop-
ment. will decline in comparision with that of the fifties, As American.
influence wanes during this period, Pakistan will increase Communist
Chinese ties in order to strengthen her position in dealing with nuclear~
armed India regarding the Kashmir dispute. However, once Pakistan
acquires a nuclear capability, PRC influence would wane providing '
Pakistan has succeeded in remaining free of substantial communist

internal Influence. If this should be the case, American influence in

nuclear-armed Pakistan may revive, not for security reasons, but
rather because of the benefits to be derived from American economic
aid for internal development. Of course, the emphasis of United States~-
Pakistani relations in the post.=nuclear environment will depend upon

the success of the United States in cultivating Indian ties. Like the
Soviet Union, the United States will attempt to preserve future relations
with Pakictan as an optioa in South Asia should it faxl in angmng ite
interests with those of Ind:.a.

It is obvious that Amer:.can nuclear security commitments in South
Asia will noticeably contract in the wake of nuclear weapons acq.usxtion
by toth India and Pakistan.
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" weapons is, therefore,

‘inant economic and military influence of t

ARGENTINA AND BRAZIL*®

Of all the countries on the threshold of nuclear proliferation,
Argentina and Brazil seem least likely to develop nuclear weapons within
the 1980 time frame. This is largely because of three factors: lheir am-
biguous impact upon dome stic politics, the domestic political emphasis
upon development, ‘and the dominant economic and political influences
represented in Latin America's pax Americana. The next two decades will
produce the greatest change in these three factors in Argentina and Brazil
because the size of each economy is large enough to permit the two states
areater freedom of action in domestic politics vig-A-vis the United States.
The question of how each of these countries would behave with nuclear.
really a function of the kinds of forces, both internal
and external, which could produce sufficient political demands for their

acquisition.

Perhaps the first observation which one can make about the ambiguous
impact of nuclear weapons in Brazilian and Argentinian domestic politics,
the domestic political emphasis upon economic development, and the dom-
he United States, is that the three’
factors are interrelated and imprecise indicators of the same phenomenon;
namely, national development. An evolutionary changé in one factor over
‘the next two decades would indicate similar changes in the other two con-
comitant with the direction of change in the first.. Finally, the deliberate
policies of statesmen are willful expressions of the changing nature of
fundamental socl ¢-political demands being made upon them. Bringing
these stands toge cher<-the three interrelated phenomena'of national devel-
opmert, evolutionary change, and fundamentally different political actions
in response to this change--suggests a means of analyzing the kinds of
evoiving conditions necessary for nuclear proliferation, as weill as the
resultant foreign politics, of Argentina and Brazil. :

The economic relationship of Brazil and Arge ntina to the United
States in one factor indicative of national developmunt relevant to probable
nuclear policies of the two cotntries. Nuclear weapons development could
not take place in Brazil today because of that count:y's economic dependence

* By Arthur Shantz.
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upon the United States. 1 Similarly, American direct investment in
Argentina tctalled 828 million dollars in 1963. % As long as this vulnerab-
ility to US. economic pressure confinues, the United States will have a
meaningful lever to constrain nuclear acquisition policies, Thus, nuclear
weapons acquisition cannot take place in Argentina or Brazil until both
countries become sufficiently developed eccnomically to enable them to
reduce US ‘luence upon policy decisions. '

The problem is to indicate the types of conditions under which a
nuclear weapons capability could be developed, and, therefore, the probable
« asequences of such a policy. First, both countries ‘would have to undergo
a considerable period of self-sustained economic growth in order to dimin-
ish the impact of curtailed US economic assistance should their policies
provoke the displeasure of the United States. Moreover, at the present.
time the desire for such a nuclear capab;lxty is too diffuse for either gov-
ernment to pursue such a course of action; {.e., indigenous nuclea.r weapons
development. ‘

D_OM ESTIC POLITICAL CHANGE

Other than economic growth, a factor which would create.a reduction
in US economic and political influence would be a radical change in the
Aigentine or Brazilian governments' political posiure toward the United

" States, such as that created by a revolution or ¢-up d'dtat. Without com-

menting as to the probabilities of e1ther event, one need note only that.

the interests of a revolutionary government or one creatzd by a coup d’état
could be radically different from those currently expressed in the existing
government coalitions of Argentma and Braml.

1 .SOME ECONOMIC INDICATORS OF US INFLUENCE
July 1, 1945 - June 30, 1962
{b)
_ T o _ _ CAm,

Grants & | Total Mititary [ (a)  Direct-
% of US aid |Credits Grants [Grants- Credits | Invest ~
to L.A. (millions) {millions) {millions} | {millions) | (millions)

Brazil 25.19% $2, 08} $357 $264 $1, 624 $1,128

Statistical Abstract of Latin America_1964, Latin Amencan Center {University

of California: Los: Angeles,1365), pp. 114-115 and p. 116.

2 1hid.
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A revolutionary movement in the process of acquiring political power

- would polarize both the domestic and international climates of opinion and,

therefore, would be largely unresponsive to external economic pressures,
which it could characterize as anti-nationalistic expressions of imperialism.
By so doing, it would probably become the recipient of economic aid.from
one or more of the Communist countries. Two such radical anti-status

quo raovemnents already exist in the Communist-led agrarian revolt in’
Northeast Brazil and among former Peronist labor organizations in

‘Argentina. The probability of either group being able to seize power

presently is low, but it will increase if their demands cannot be incorpor-
ated into the existing political system.

If such a grodp came into power ia either country, its political iso-
jation and fear of the United States migzht produce strong demands for an
independent nuclear deterrent. Such weapons could not be successiully
introduced from abroad--if Cuba is any guide to the tolerance levels of
the United States in regard to foreign nuclear armaments in Latin America.
They would, therefore, have to be developed indigenously. Failure of '
the United States to militarily intervene in such a situation would probably
be a result of the magnitude of such an operation in terms of resources.
required to successfully carry out the military destruction of the existing
regime, not that required to destroy its nuclear deterrent. Such weapons -
would be ineffective against guerrilla or indigenous anti-government forces.
The stability of the regime would depend upon its success in gaining popular
support for its programs and in containing counter-revolutionary forces.

One other possibility exists in such a situation. Asgide from arming
those states surroundirg a nuclear Argentina or Brazil in order to counter
the expansion of its influence, i.e., create vested political interests in
neighboring countries to oppose such gxpansiori_. the United States might

‘choose to supply and sponsor.a Latin American military effort by the

major political rival of the state (Argentina in the case of Brazil or Brazil
in the case of Argentina) in conjunction with, or distinct from, the OAS
and/or insurgent support, The use of an indigenous nuclear deterrent,
in such a case, would presumably have some significance, but the signifi-

cance would be dependent upon the perceived US willingness to retaliate

with nuclear weapons in-support of the-sponsored force,; rather than upon
the magnitude or possible success of the interveation, '
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In short, the acquisition of nuclear weapons by a revolutionary
regime in either Argentina or Brazil would not have decisive significance
as long as the United States chose to perceive the gituation as Communist
penetration into this hemisphere. It is here contended that it would be
very difficult for the United States to view.a revolutionary regime in
Argentina or Brazil in any other manner, and as a result, the willingness
of the United States to support anti-government operations and the threat
of US nuclear retaliation in response to the use of indigenously developed
Latin American nuclear weapons would be greatly increased. Under such
circumstances, only an extremely irrational government would dare com-
mit its limited nuclear resources against US«backed forces. :

A coup d'état offers far greater chance of successful nuclear weapons’

development in support of an anti-American posture: This is because cold
war implications, which largely determine US willingness to intervene,
could be more easily minimized. Although the United States would prob-
ably still not ‘olerate nuclear transfers from a Communist governmerit,
nuclear transfers from a government like France would be far more
difficult to oppose effectively.  The momentous implications of such a
transfer, in terms of weakening US influence in Latin America, and the
American hostility which this would produce minimize the likelihood of
such an effort, at least in the foreseeable future.

The active po'litical role of the military in Brazil and Argentina, 3

-combined with growing nationa.ism and thwarted political development,

makes a coup c'etat appear far more likely. The resultant demand for
nuclear weapons is weakened, however, less by perception of threat

than by nationalistic aspirations for a great power role in Latin America.
As a result, the priority attached to such weapons would be considerably
less, such weapons being ierely one of a mélange of indicators of national
well boing and international assertiveness. An exawnination of previous
military involvement in the politics of these two countries indicates that
they are motivated more by domestic socio=-political interests concerned
with dividing the state's economic resources (reform-reactionary align-
ments) than vy a desire to pursue international influence or expansion per
se. These two factors would further mitigate US desires to intervene by
placmg Latin nuclear weapons development in a perspective of evolving
national growth and diminishing American influence rather than in one of
stark choices of being "in" or ‘'out" of influence.

For a succinct summary of military influence in the domestic politics

of Brazil and Argentina, ses Edwin Lieuwen, Arms and Polities in Latin
‘America (Praeger: New York, 1961), pp. 66-78; and John J. Johnson,
The Military and Society in Latin America {Stanford University Press:
Stanford, 1964}, pp. 93-134,
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The military of both Argentina and Brazil are acutely sensitive to
foreign aid. They are also divided by both intra- and inter-service rival~
ries. Younger officers are more attuned to demands for social reiorm,
partly as a function of broader recruitment policies and partly as a result
of their own perception of the polltxcal groups in which they would wield ihe
most influence and prestige. Recruitment practices have created an ideo~
logical spectrum for inter-service rwalrzes as well, lending additional -
significance to appropriations squabbles. ™ Selective military aid programs
in concert with these ideological implications surrounding military appro-
priation struggles would greatly reduce a military junta's frcedom of action -
in assigning the creation or deployment of nuclear weapons to any one
service. For these reasons, political compromises would be built into
the nuclear weaponsg program with the result that several triggers--not
all of them equally reliable--would have to be pulled to create or employ
nuclear weapons at any given time. -

INTERNATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF DOMESTIC POLITICAL CHA’\GE
AND NUCLEAR ACQUISITION :

On a purely mter-sta_te level of interaction, the acquisition of nuclear
weapons by Argentina or Brazil would not automatically trigger a reciprocal
demand for such weapons on behalf of the other. This is largely due to the
more than 100 years of relatively peaceful coexistence of Argentina and
Brazil under the pax Americana. Thus, there iz no existing pattern of
hostility between Argentina and Brazil which justifies the acquisition of
nuclear weapons. Hence, the only rationale for the acquisition of nuclear
weapons would be national prestige, or the protection of a regime hostile:
to the United States. Such a regime might be allied with C:mraunist gov-
ernments outside of Latin America and might, therefore, be desirous of
a limited nuclear threat to the United States in order to be free to condact
subversive activities in neighboring countries. The United States would
want to prevent the acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability by such a
government, and if it failed in this, it would probably want to remove the
government which sponsored it. '

4,F,o,r,ex'a.mple,' in Argentina, naval officers are primarily sons of the
landed or industrial elite and tend to be more conservative than the more
broadly recruited army officers. In Brazil, the Navy is inore represen-
tative of the urban population and hence mnore progressive than the Army.
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In the case of a nationalist regime which came to power by a coup
d'état, procurement of a nuclear capability would be extremely difficalt"
to justify in order to acquire international support. The non-nuclear
neighbors would first turn to the United States for additional military aid,
perhaps including a nuclear guarantee of some sort, Bolstered by additional
American commitr ents and in the absence of overt political interference

- by its new nuclear neighbor, or the ideologically sensitive United States,

the non-nuclear state would perceive no great breakdown of security and
would probably launch a nuclear weapons development program of ite

-own for purely prestigious and long range security interests. The likeli-

hood of a nuclear clash before 1980, under these circumstances, seems
m.nimal, : .

A revolutionary government would not be allowed the same latitude.
The polarization of political attitudes created by the revolution in'the
particular country, and throughout Latin America as well, would create
a solid base for counter-revolutionary activity, The existence of a nuclear.
wéapons program would provide additional incentive. This activity might
take the form of an indigenous movement, aided and abetted by the United
States, in concert with economic sanctions sponsored by the Organization
of American States. The collapsing economy and growing civil unrest
would probably be sufficient, in most cases, to bring down the government.’
In the case of a regime which became increasingly dependent upon foreign
assistance to counter these pressures, such as Castro's Cuba before the
missile crisis, stronger measures would appear justified to its Opponents.
National armies might be raised among exile groups in sympathetic '
neighboring states, armed and equipped by the United States, and covertly
returned to their homeland to seize territory. Once insurgent groups held
territory, they could be rapidly recognized by sympathetic states as the

‘legitimate government and openly axded in their strugole.

“The crucial primary phases of these developments would be sufficiently
covert to avoid nuclear proveocation. In the later phases of overt American .
support, :an indigenous nuclear force would be next to meaningless before
the overwhelming American nuclear preponderance. Its use would be
suicidal. Thus, a nuclear clash with a government in Latin America
before 1980 is also highly unlikely.
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AUSTRALIA-INDONESIA #

AUSTRALIA

Political System

Australia has been governed by a Liberal-Country Party coalition
since 1949. Defense policies have been closely link:d to those of Great
Britain znd the United States. Neither independent nuclecr development
nor the acceptance of an American and/or British extended deterrence,
if offered, has been openly discussed by the government,

The Labor Party camu close to upsetting the Liberal-Country coal-
ition in the 1961 naticonal elections on policies based almost completely
upon differing approaches to national economic development. In 1964,
the Labor Party challenged the government on defense policy, citing
nationalistic ex_pressions of self interest as justifying a lesser need for
reliance upon defensive alignments with the United States and the United
Kingdem, This campaign was waged against 4 background of increa<:d
governmental concern for and commitment. to Malayna agamst the Indo-~
nesian policy of "'confrontation.' : 2

Prime Minister Menzies, assured 'by rrivate polls of popular support
for his Indonesian policies, called a national election earlier than was con-
stitutionally required. As part of the campaign he unveiled a ""new defense

- plan" in which the military capacity for a more independent foreign policy

wasg substantially en}.aau,rgecl.1 Overall defense spending between 1965-68

- was to increase twenty per cent, military conscr:ptwn was to be reintroduced,

! Australian defense expenditure increased from@ A 200,000,000 in 1962-63
($450, 000, 000) to & A 300, 000, 000 in 1964~65, For the present fiscal
year, beginniug July 1965, & A 382,000,000 has been allocated, with
allocations over & A 420, 000, 000 (approx. $1 billion) projected for
fiscal 1966. Shane Partridge, "Australia and the Defense of Southeast
Asgia.'" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 44, No. 1. {October 1965), Pe 57,

* By Arthur Sha.ntz.
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and military bases in northern Australia and Ezst New Guinea were recpened
and strengthened.® The new defense plan was tied significantly to existing
commitments regarding Malaysia and was overwhelmingly endorsed by the
Australian voters.

The buildup of an indigenous military capability is a politically ambig-
uous act. Although alliance commitments and commonwealth involvement
produced greater military requirernents, the long range nature of the ; Pt
military buildup facilitates the evolution of a more independent defense ‘
pelicy as well. There is a latent isolationist sentiment in Australia as

" a result of two World Wars in which heavy Australian losses were suffered

in successive Middle East campaigns. This sentiment produces political
receptivity to the claim that "'it's somebody else's war' and to advocacy of
contraction of Australian foreign commxtments.

The lure of fewer international commitme.its has a persuasive

_appeéal to the strong isolationist seatiment in Australia. In this era of

'"'peaceful coexistence,' the sophisticated diplomatic positions of the
Menzies government are not popularly appreciated as directly serving

2 ' : - . ,
The construction of airfieids has been most noticeable in East New ' o =

Guinea at Wewak on the northern coast, where a new installation with
12, 000 foot runways will be able to handle the largest of US bombers.
The former naval station on Manus (Great Admiralty Island) in the
Bismarck Archipelago, some 200 miles from Wewak, has also been
reactivated. On Australia proper, large air bases are located at
Darwin, on the Timor sea, and 200 miles south at Tindal. On the S -
western side of Australia at North Cape, the US Navy is completing a
rnajor communications center. Anthony Harrigan, Strategy Staff,
Washington Report, Washington, D.C., August 30, 1965,

There appears to be a major effort on the part of Great Butam
and the United States to shift their long range strategic bases of
operation currently in Southeast Asia (Singapore and Manila
respectively) to more secure Australia,
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Australian interests.. Whiie Australian troops resist Indonesian expansion

w“w in Irian and Sarawak and fizht
' Australian aid programs to In

alongside the Americans in far-off Vietnam,
donesia and wheat sales to China continue.

The two-~sided effort to earn
to simultaneously engage in &

US goodwill for Australia's own defense and

hort range eiforts at im

proving its international

position is characterized by tie opposition party as inconsistent or vmuddle -
(29 .
: headed." o -

The "'new defense plan' a-knowledged the potency of these isolationist
forces without changing the gove rnment’s policies. It laid the groundwork
for possible optimization of futu.-e policies along thege lines. It increased
only conventional military power. No mention has been made, by either
political party, of possible nuclez ¥ development to pe mit greater self-
reliance in security matters. Yet, thiswould appear to be the logical
outgrowth of ''self reliance' and a strict pursuit of one's own national

security without becoming bound by credibility or commitments to foreign
ernment opiion for nuclear weupons could be considered

powers. A gov
o in 1968.> A pr

o-nucleur decislon in

1268 could produce atomic weapons

. by 1972. Whether or not such a de

cision will be ma

de will depend upon

the political cha..ges and interactions ©

f domestic and international forces

upon the Australian attitude.

L

Political Changes

_ Direct internatio
next fifteen years can ¢
Chinese should develop

nal threats to Australian
ome only from or throug

national security for the
h Indonesia unless the

intercontinental delivery systems. An invasion

could be mounted only by su

betantial maritime and air power. The

Peoples Republic of China, even with Japanese assistance, could not
develop a navy or air force capable of challenging those of the United

3 Defense, ‘Supply, the AEC, and the armed services have planned and
proteeded on the view that by 1968 "nuclear independence'’ could become
. _ a government policy. Arthur Lee Burns, Nuclear Forces in _A_ustralia, "
- - - Proceedings of the Seminar on Nuclear Dispersal in Asia and the Indo-
Pacific Region, Austrzlian Institute of Internationai Affairs, Australian
National University, Canberra, September, 1964, p. 39. '

T. B. Millar, Australia's Deiense, (Victoria, Australia: Melbourne
University. Press), 1965, p. 31. . -
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States for control of the sea lanes to Australia. Soviet and Chinese interests
in reducing western influence in Southeast Asia would be centered upon
supporting existing anti-American goveraments, which are, luncidentally,
hostile to Australia., Any other course of action by thece powers would

be confronted by ANZUS treaty ties and overwhelining US logistic and
strategic nuclear capabilities based upon contro) of the seas. Australia
coafronts Indonesian expansion on two widely separated fronts, Fast New
Guinea and Gerawak. In the former, guerrilla warfare--utilizing saboteurs
and indigenoun elemants--~is already guietly practiced in both Australian
and Indonesian portions of the irland, Regular Indonesian and Australian
forces are committed in Sarawak, the major locus of the “crush Mzloysia"
campaign. -

- Most speculative, and also most importact, of the international
changes are the probable responsas of Australia's two major allies ro a
decision for an indigenous nuclear capability. If sympathetic, they might
facilitate transfer of technological information and material conducive to
the development of a nuclear capadity as well as a delivery svstem. A
political prerequisite for such facilitation, however, would be a general

contraction of US-UK presence and commitments in Southeast Asia. Theorists 3

construe such a contraction as resulting from the faiiure of nuclear deter-
~rence as a result.of proliferation and increased capability among hostile
expansive powers. ' '

Recent events in Vietnam and Malaysiz have demonstrated that, at
least for the foreseceable future, no such contraction is anticipated by
either the Labor government in Britain or the Democratic Party in the
United States. Steadily rising costs for both the Malaysian and Vietnamese
operations, however, may sufficiently disillusion public opinion in Great
Britain and the United States suv as to make such a contraction a politically
attractive package to both opposition parties. If this occurred, Australia
would assume a new significance in strategic planning, with possible con«
sequent changes in the nuclear policies of both Britain and the United States.

In the event of such a contraction of western presence in Southeast

" Asia, the price for utilizing Australia as a nsw strategic base (see infra,

footnote 3) would be a larger Australian voice in the utilization of atomic
weapons; either through their transfer or, more likely, +heir staticning
on Australian soil, The latter type of agreement would bz unacceptable

to Australia without a substantial role in the decision process to commit
such weapons systems., In this respect the US position would have to
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undergo a significant but not insurmeountable change. If such an agreement
could not be worksd out to the satisfactior of both parties, only then would
Australia embark upon a truly indigenous "stzrt to finish' program of
nuclear development. In short, until such a contraction takes place or is’
deemed likely in the near future, an Australian decision to opt for indigencus
nuclear developmeant is extremely cnlikely. '

Domestic political changes ir  1stralia are firmly, centered upon
what V.O. Key calls '"dialism in a n >ving concensus.' "The political '
viability of issueg--their popularity--once demonstrated, wil! be adopted
into the positions of both major party coalitions. In short, domestic
political changes in Australia affecting indigenous niclear development
may be deteriained by the future popularity of "going-it-alone,' and sever-
ing dependence upon US or British nuclear guarant'e‘es.

Possible Responses

Under present international cenditions, if Australia were confronted
with a serious Indonesian threat, there are three political responses in
accord with her domestic politics: (1) the present policies of limited con-

5 ventional capabilities and straiegic treaty ties; (2) a greatly increased con-
ventional military capability program without substantial international

commitments or assurances; and {3) a contraction of foreign involvements
and strict reliance upon ANZUS for self defense. Only the first of these
policics is presently feasible for adequate defense. Australian rescurces
are far too limited to engage Indonesia in anything greater than small

sca.e land operations without external support. As long as Australia is
assured of this support, it is unlikely that she will divert scarce resources
for indigenous nuclear development. ANZUS provides a {irm US commit-
ment to such support, ' '

A Labor Party victory might be determined by purely economic
factors, unislated to defense pesture, or a resurgence of an isolationist
philosophiy and subsequent acceptance ol economic deprivations necessary
for urilateral defense., At this time, such sentiment has not been articu-
lated.uy either major party and, barring radical and unforeseen changes
ir the international complexion of Scutheast Asia {e.g., a US wiihdrawal
from the area}, probably will not be before 1980. A return to power of

5

V. O, Key, Politics Parties, and Pressure GrOups. {(N-w York:
Crowell, 1964}, pp. 222-227. - '
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the Labor Party on purely domestic economic issues might change the
tenor Hut would not affect the direction of Australian defense policy.

Should Indonesia develop nuclear weapons, the Australian response
{short of ary unforeseen catastrophe) would be to first rely upondeterrence
extended by its aliins and then to facilitate transfer agreements. Only if
such agreemaeants could not be arranged and if the alliance protection was
net sufficiently credible, would the Australians utilize their superior
fechnology and develop their own nuclear weapons. The position of the

US government on proliferation would seem to sensitize it to the adequacy
of its alliance commitments. : '

The United States should refrain from any policy which, in Australian
eyes, jeopardizes the reiiability of its commitments and crystalizes the
isolationist issue in terms of self reliance. 1f the U_nited States desires
that Australia become 2 viable national entity, it must recognize the
necessity of maintaining its commitment to Australian security, given
its policy of limiting nuclear proliferation.' in short, tendencies toward
proliferation can easily be curbed by Australian confidence in S strate-
gic commitments for defense, nuclear and conventional. “Anything which
reduces the Australian dependence upon US forces, such as their credi-
bility or local capability or the Australian longing for non-involvement,
would also facilitate the impetus toward indigenous development of nuclear
weapons. Such factors do not appear likely to reach significaat proportions
before 1980. But much depends upon the outcome of the Vietnam war and
US success in containing China as opposed to China's success in discredit-
ing the US commitment to Southeast Asia. '

INDONESIA

Introduction

Indonesian rotivation toward a nuclear weapons capability is quite
strong. The leaders of Indonesia are candid in their identification of
nuclear weapons as the key to higher international status in Southeast
Asia and the world at large. They have rmade the attainment of such
status an integral part of their nationalist program. Many Indenesian
leaders, of all political persuasiéns,. believe that the acquisition of such

weapons would substantially reduce the effective Anglo-American''preseuce, "

with whatever constraints such.presence may imply, in Southeast Asia.
The implicit assumption is that it would be replaced by & growth in
Indonesian influence. ' T '




This desire for great power status is a constant throughout the
Indonesian political spectrum. The primary reason for thin is the domestic
political impact of such pretentions upon the tennous structures of national
unity. For this reason, the regimes may change their political coloring
and the degree of stability may vary slightly between the present and 1980,
“ut the great power aspirations have tecome an integral outgrowtn of
Indonesia's resources and nationalism.

The political structure of Indonesia is fragmented a.long geographlcal

- ethnic, religious, and pohtxcal lines. The latter divisions are both doctrinal

and bureaucratic. Foreign policy aspirations are simultaneously created
and exaggerated by domestic political rivalries. As the general economic
livelihood declines, national unity may become increasingly tenous and
the articulation of {oreign threats more prevalent in describing the exter-
nal environment of the atate. These statements worsen the international
climate for ‘he productive development of Indonesia's resources and fur-
ther reduce the general livelihood.

Unlike western models, the nationalism of which has been defined

.after generations of socio-economic development, i.e., from within,

Indonesian leadership is trying 16 define nationalism by external pressures.
The crudest social cohesion is generated by differentiating what is beyond
the confines of the "state" from what is within it. Thus, .the priorities

of Indonesian politics are fundamentally different from those which obtaired
in the west..

Proliferation and Indonesia's National Interest

There are two basic interrelated objectives in Indonesian acquisition
of nuclear weapons: the reduction of western influence in Southeast Asia,"
and the increase of state security. ‘ '

The reduction of ''neocolonial't influences in Indonesia's area of
interest has long been a prerequisite if this state is to play a larger role
in Southeast Asia. Based upon Indonesia's population and resources,
mest Indonesian nationalists feel that it is their interests, and not Wash-
ington's, which should be consulted before shaping events in Southeast
Asia. Tc L.donesian eyes, external powers (the West) are perpetuating -
a vicious cycle of extending the influence of inherently weak states and '
thereby maintaining their own interests. It is "neocolonialism' which
prevents the establishment of ''natural” influence patterns among the
states in accordance with their own resources. :
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From this perspective, nuclear capability appears to be very advane«
tageous. Nuclear weapons provide a short cut to great power and would
permit Indonesia to challenge the influence of the United States in Southeast
Asia. Thus, Sukarno and his Foreign Minister, Subandrio,; have often
stated that.they welcome the possession of atomic and hydrogen weapons
by "'nefos'' (newly emerging forces) because the imperialist nations, who
already have such weapons, could no longer blackmail and intimidate therm.
Implicit in such statements is the belief that in the abzence of western.
influences in Southeast Asia, Indonesia would be the arbiter of events.

Indonesia interprets American attempts to prevent proliferation as
primarily a means of {reezing the status guo. In Southeast Asia, they
consider such efforts totally unacceptable. If the United States supported
Indonesian aspirations, as it did regarding West Irian in 1962, one might

" argue tnat there would be no need for nuclear weapons. However, the

expansive forces of Indonesian nationalism conflict with established US

" interests in maintaining the viability of states in Southeast Asia.

Similarly, one might add that the lessons which the Indonesians
laarned from the West Irian crisis proved to be the wrong ones, from
the standpoint of the United States.  After eleven years of Indonesian
pressure on the United States for an endorsement of their cause, the
West Irian situation remained in 1961 just about where it had been in 1949,
In August cf 1960, Indonesia began using armed commandos., By early
1961, the Soviet Union announced that it was granting $450 million ir
military equipment to Indonesia for the liberation of West Irian.” The
Netherlands was incensed when the United States, alone amorg the mem-
bers of the South Pacific Commission, declined to be represented at the
opening of the first partially-elected Legislature Council of Netherlands
New Guinea on April 1, 1961.' Both the Netherlands and Indonesia contin-
ued military activities. For nine months following President Sukarno's
open military threat against the Dutch on November 10, 1961, the Indonesian. .

A\

Herbert Feith, "Indonesia,'" Government and Politics of Southeast Asia,
ed. George McTurnan Kahin {2nd Edition, Ithica, New York: Cornell
University Press, 1964), p. 2(8. '

7 Russell H. 'Fifiéld, Southeast Asia in United States Policy, {publisted
for The Council on Foreign Relations by Frederick A. Fraeger: New
York, 1963), p. 354.
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government and press characterized the situation in the language of crisis.
Troop movements, air raid drills, public rallies, and demonstrations of =
“ivolunteers' were highly publicized. In the same time period, the Indonecian
economy was permitted to lapse into uncontrolled inflation. As unrest and
Communist influenceé grew in Indonesia, the Kennedy adminisr.ratibn was
forced to seek a settlement.

Unfortunately, fcllowing the West Irian "victory,' public agitation
and economic decline acquired a momentum of their own. Great dislocations

‘demanded that the government concentrate upon the economy, but political

strife dictated other priorities. In December 1962, the Brunei revolt broke
out and Indoaesia, charged by the Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tengku
Abdul Rahman, with complicity, began its ''crush Malaysia' campaign;

a new cycle had begun. ' '

The increase in state security achieved by the acquisition of nuclear
weapons must be analyzed in terms of three factors: the likelihood of war, .
the threat of pre-emptive attack and the avoidance of local defeat. '

One of the primary assumptions of the adherents of nonprohfera.tion
is that the likelihood of nuclear war arising from miscalculation or chance
is thereby kep: from increasing. Indonasian leadership believes that the
United States has a vested interest in the accidental war theory in that
this theory justifies the status quo for at least as long as it takes non-
nuclear factors to assert'a new power relationship. In contrast with thLe
stated US nuclear policy, Sukarno apparently believes that nuclear weapons
will be used only by the desperate ''neoimperalists' trying to snatch a
collapsing empire from non-ruclear defeat. A nuclear deterrent is seen
as the necessary defense against this calculated act of desperation. Thus,
for Indonesia there can be no "accidental nuclear war.

The danger of a pre-emptive nuclear attack may be viewed in a
similar light. A non-nuclear state cannot attack or provoke a auclear
state without risking a pré-nmptwe (counter{orce) strike or, at worst,
wide-spread value destruction. But éven an inferior nuclear force would
give Indonesia enough persuasive power to deter preempticn, if the force
were not vulnerable to efficient counterforce strikes. Under such condi-
tions, the attacker would be far more conservative in assessing its interests
and in resorting to pre-emptive nuclear attack. Thus, it is only when ore
of the adversaries has no nuclear weapons that there is a danger of the

‘nuclear power striking first, last, or at any time. This will be_i-ecognize’d
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as essentially the policy cf stable mutual deterrence based upon a strategy
of credibie, limited, but "'sufficient' countervalue capability.

Finally, Indonesian possession of nuciear weapons would prevent
Western powers or their allies from avoiding tactical defeats by threatening
nuclear reprisals, (such as former President Eisenhower claimed the United
States was able to do in Korea -~ 1953, and Quemoy - 1958).8 ‘This would
appear to be a compelling argument for an expansive, non-nuclear power
such as Indonesia. The application of this rationale may not be as com-
pelling as it appears, however, Since the value of an inferior nuclear
force lies in its deterrent potential, the weaker power cannot iitiate
the use of nuclear weapons. Thus, should the United States or the UK
be willing to match conventional forces with Indonesia in a local war for
Sarawak, for example, the Indonesian nucléar deterreat would have no
effect on the military conclusion. The only value of Indonesian nuclear

"weapons in such a case would lie in their forcing the western powers to

re-evaluate the strategic importance of Sarawak in view of the more

costly conventional campaign. In short, there would no longer be any
"cheap' deterrence, and Indcnesian aggressioa would have to be stopped
either by superior conventional forces or by efficient counterforce attacks.

Proliferation and Indenesia's Environment

Indoneaia's relevant international environment is madeé up of the
United States, the Soviet Union, the Peoples Republic of China, lapan,
Australia and India. :

Any nuclear power contemplating transfer of nuclear weapons to
Indonesia would be influenced by its estimate of US success in containing
China.  If the United States appears to be successful in containing Chinese
influence, one could postilate two contradictory Indonesian responses.
First, the influence of the United States would be enhanced in the domestic

" political struggles among the various elites, and these pro-western elements

would become more influential in decision making. Alternatively, it could
become increasingly apparent to the Indoaesian leadership that their
nationalist ambitions are thwarted solely by the dominant position of the
United States in Southeast Asia and thus they might become receptwe to
nuclear transfers or foreign ties to reduce this US influence.

8 New York Times, May 17, 1965.
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The first alternative implies that, before an overwhelming display
of US power, Indonesia will sacrifice, at least temporarily, its natioralistic '
ambitions because of domestic and internalional pressures. Assuming this

- should occur, an offer of nuclear transfers by a power other than the United

States--either technological or hardware--would stimulate nationalistic -
aspirations and encourage greater demands upon the United States for con-
cessions to Indonesian nationalism. If the offer were refused, it ceculd
provide a vallying cry for nationalist sentiment, Nationalist attacks upon
the US-supported government might not be successful, but they would
increase the political problems of the government. If an offer of nuclear
transfers from a Communist country were accepted by a regime then in

" good standing with the United States, one would expect at least a substantial

deterioration of relations with the United States.

The second possibility would mterpret past flirtaticns with the Soviet
Uniou or Communist China as the Indonesian desire to enhance their demands

" vis-3-vis the United States. These d=mands were generated in the very frag-

mented nature of Indonesian society and its lack of national xdennty, in
short, fr-m the need for nationalism to reduce the centrifugal forces of
ethnic .cait:es or insular provincialism. At the samsa time, these demands
sacrifi.:, .. the immediate future, any economic development upon which
nationaiisra becomes viable, Thus, both the Soviet attempts at a "‘united
front from above' strategy and the Chinese efforts at a "united front from
below" were helpful in Indonesxan eyes because they were responsive.to
the need for achieving unity. : -

This second approach assumes that even an authoritarian army
regime aided by the United States, such as the one recently created, could
not promote sufficient economic development to overcome these centrifugal
forces. As the society began to fragment, the ' leadership would have to
become increasingly nationalistic, thereby jeopardizing economic develop-
ment. {Unfortunately, nationalist. movements tend to frighten away poten-
tial foreign investment, which is, of course, vitalina developing economy.)
Indonesian leadership, upon successful US containment of China, would be
most receptive toany leverage which nuclear transfers mtght offer against
order esta.bhshed by the United States.

To those who- say that all that is desired by this.nationalism is the .
scate of tension which produces unity, one may argue that in the Indonesian
case, such tension cannot be indefinitely prolonged without capitulation of
the opposing force or viclent conflict. In thm case, capttulatmn defimtely
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does produce further demands as shown by the experience with West I:ian,
at least, until some b_a.sis for unity is established. In the same manner, '
‘conflict canrot be limited. Any refusal to escalate by acceptance of stale-
mate or tactical defeat produccs vocial turmoil and collapse of the regime.
One might wonder whether the long range scvcurity interests of any power
are really facilitated by nuclear transfer in such an environment.

The preceding has assumed US success in containing Comrmunist
China. If the United States were unsuccessful, presumably the desire
for an independent nuclear power as a counierweight to China would increase.
A nuclear-armed Indonesia might serve as such a counterweight.

It is raak speculation to attempt prophecy regarding the international
al:.gnments and conflicts among the states of Southeast Asia which would
produce a nuclear Indonesia. In an effort to avoid this pitfall, we propose
a brief statement of the possible relations of Indonesia with the states pre-
viously mentioned as constituting its international environment on the basis
of its historical experience and interests, assuming Indonecia has nuclear

weapons.

Australian-Indonesian relations are correct, but there is no afiinity
between the two peoples. Indeed, the two states might be characterized '
as inherent contradictions of one another. - The Austraiians are deeply
concerned about Indonesian expansion and are currentiy fightiag it en two ' ) .
widely separated fronts. If Indonesia had nuclear weapons, Australia o '
would undoubtedly demand a comprehensive, iron-clad guarant 2e {rom the
United States against an Indonesian attack, including possible staticning
of nuclear weaponsg in Australia. This would probably suffice through
1980; but, in the long run, Australia would initiate its own nuclear devel—

‘opment program. Australian nuclear weapons development will not com-

mence, however, until Indonesia acquires nuclear weapons., The focal
pomt of future crises will be Irian, consxdered v:tal by both countne ie

The Peoples Republic of China became mcreasmgly lmportant to
Indonesia's revisionist interests following the US-Soviet Test Ban Treaty
{1963). Chinese influence was projected through a popular nationalist
party (PKI), the ideology of which is akin to the Communist revolutionary
doctrine of China. The Chinese community ir. Indenesia is quite large.

As a minority, they are hard working and deepiy. resented. Focr relations .
between China and Indonesia (1960-1961) were caused by the latter’'s oppres-
sive treatment of this minority in regard to citizenship. The first pclttu:a.l
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movement in Indonesia (Sarikat Islam) wae formed at the turn of the century
as 2 Moslem trade o~ganization to compete with the Chinese. To a large
ex*ent, the individual's national identity is rocied in and dependent upon

his reaction to the Chinese, It is in this light that the heralded ''Peking--
Jakarta Axis'' appeared to be a marriage of convenience necessitated by
mutual benefit ficm reducing American influencé. A nuclear Indonesia
would have no affinity with China. '

India has a pronounced cultural influence upon Indonesia. As in the
case of China, however, this influence is subject to selective mterpretatlon _
depending upon how. Indonesxa. '8 international interests are perceived at a

‘particular time. Throughout the Fifties, India and Indonesia maintained

very close relations as neutralist powers.  The Bandung Conference was

a natural outgrowth of this approach to international influence. A nuclear
Indonesia would rediscover an affinity for India and for supporting Indlan
cultural influence in peninsular Southeast Asia. If both had nuclear weapons,
they could enjoy a return to the "Bandung spirit, " each bemg dominant in

its ared while forming a bulwark. thougn their strategic coo;:erauon, against
Chinese and American encroacnunente.

: Japan figures _quite p:_-ominen'tiy in the twentieth century development
of Indonesia. It was the Japanese model of Western s_c-ience—Eastgrn.value's
which the pre-war nationalists idealized. The Secend World War, itself,

‘destroyed the stranglehold of the Dutch on the nationilist movernent. While

they occupied Indonesia, the Japanese developed mass parties and for the.
first time placed nationalist leadership in 4 governmental forum, where it
could communicate its ideas directly to the masses. Toward the end of the
war, the Japanesc also placed in motion the machinery for independence
{declared two days after Japan surrenderad and two weeks before the allies
arrived to recejve the surrender of the Japanere force stationed there)., A
nuclear Indonesia woluld have no quarrel with Japan in the 1980 time frame.
In fact, Japan could play a major role in the industrialization of Indonesia
in terms of supplying hca.vy equipment and technical sktlls. It might also
form the eastern wing of a nuclear Delhi-Djakarta~ 'Iokyo a.xxs opposing

Ctinese southward expangion. Thts would be avery long range development," '

however,

The ch:et Union's primary interest in a nuclear Indonesm. would be
to diminish US influence in Southeast Asia without risking the unhindered
expansion of Communist Chma. Soviet relations with Indonasia, under
these conditions, would probably be quite. cordial but -theiif. potitical impact -
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would be of a diminishing magnitude. Ewven national Commutism in Indonesia
) would become more cordial to capitalist Japan and bocxahst Irdia t'xa.n to
< L . European Russia. : :

by

, The United States is the primary obstacie to Indonesian expansion,

_ i whether nuclear or non-nuclear. Because of th:.s, the United States will .
oo ~ .continue to incur Indonesian hostxhty. Short of economm aid, US commit~"
ments to its allies in Southeast Asia prevent its making any. significant
concessions to Indonesian nationalism. The acquisition of nuclear weapons
by Indonesia would probably not cause a major re~ evaluation of America's
Indonesian policies but would merely compel us to reaffirm our commit-
ment to our allies to do whatever is necessary to protect their national
integrity, If Indonesia developed nuclear weapoas in conjunction with an-
Indian-Japanese alliance, as suggested above, the United States could
reevaluate its commitments throughout Southeast Asia. Within the 1980

" time frame, however, both the United States and Indonesia will still per-
ceive the other's na,tmr'al interests to be basxcally host:le to its own.

1

Poss.ible Avoidanc_e Me.asurea.

In terms of thé expected us response before 1980, there will be no
great difference in the type of problems which the United States can expect
from a nuclear rather than a non-nuclear’ Indonesia. Ar Indonesian nuclear
arsenal would make containment of Indonesia more costly. Instead of the.
increased cost.of US commitmeénts in Southeast Asia being called prohibitively
expensive, they would probably be justified in terms of the increased serious-
ness of au Indonesian nuclear threat. In light of this, what measures could =
be taken by the Unit—ed'-,Sta.te's to lessen the probable .expendi_tur-e ?

One option rmght be to. grant Indonesm a "“place in ‘the sun, "hbefore. .

_ bemg faced with Indonesian nuclear weapons. Such measures as compro-
-mising Malaysia,- obtaining a. permanent seat on the Security Council, for-
“Indonesia, encouraging an’ Australiaa-Indonesian acecord,-or grantmg a
large aid program to Indonesia could be considered by the United State s.

Unfortunateiy, an observer would probably be forced to conclude that,

even if these were real political pOSSibllltlBS. there would be some questlon

as to whether any of them approached the root of the prohlem--that is, the .

s . . inherently unwtable nature of Indonesian gociety. Still, thay would represent
o o useful attempt.s to develop an Indonesian national conscitcusness and price
e " as a great power and would, the reby, Iessen their need to create repea.ted
LY
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" crises with which to inspire national unity. These measures scem feasible

‘
S,

in regard to the Indonesian political context,but not in regard to that of the
United States. e

Another, more co_nventi‘qn'a-l. possibility would be to approach-the - -

..problem in terms of recognizing an Indonesian security problem., However,

‘the only security problem Indonesia has is that which it creates, and an

Indonesian-US agreement to reduce tension would be contrary to Indonesian

interesis, since tension has sucha functional role in creating national unity.

Security treaties might make sense in conjunction with one or mere’of the

above measures, however. ) . ‘ _ A v _
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REPUBLIC OF SCUTH AFRICA AND SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

NUCLEAR WEAPONS: PERCEPTIONS AND PRECONDITIONS

Nuclear Perspectives

Given the Republic of South Af.riéa'sl domestic control and political
isolation, her nuclear resources appear nearly to justify an arms program
for the sake of sheer unspecified power gain. However, significant disin-
centives emerge fromweighing South Africa's nontechnical constraints
against her national objectives and against nuclear arms' untested value
for fulfilling specific objectivas. ‘ :

For an indefinite future, South Africa's controlling white _miribrity

-is committed to its political status guo and to subverting, if possible, or

repelling, if necessary, cohesive black African movements against her-
self or against hesx Portuguese buffer from Angela to iozambique, The
same rigid oligarchy that makes her a racial tinderbox also gives South
Africa the domestic control she needs to allocate resources for a limited

‘nuclear weapons capability. Grievances that account for schisms among -

her white minority do not extend to military programs that protect that

- minority. Moderate reformist groups that seek a new image for South -
. Africa do not agree that social upheaval is the quickest or even the more -
"effective way to radical change. Short of contingencies as serious as

major power intervention or more serious than rew Sharpevilles, there is
little prospect of fundarnental governmiental change in South Africa’s next
decade. From the standpoint of internal stability and nuclear weapons
capabjlity allocations, there is comparatively little reason for South
Africa to wait for more favorable c¢onditions. ' '

Nuclear "Status"

"Status''--of whatever height or origin--is an uncertain currency '
in African diplomacy. Effective '""status'’ depends on national identities

and res\ponsible adversaries. If central-southern African diplomacy is

adopting European procedures, then the continent's Europeanized maverick

Hereafter referred to as South Africa.
% By T. Alden Williams..
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' and its non-—negot1ab111ty at least unproven.

would seem prudent to achieve nuclear '"status'' while its costs are iower

’

But "status' also depends on defmed -goals a.nd an es..abhshed relation-
ship between status and achieving those geals. South Africa's regional
military objectives irnply a clearer regional ofiense /defense role than,
for example, West Germany, India and Japan enjoy. In this context,
there are considerably fewer independent variables in South africa's chances
of military success against her more probable targets. As the dominant
conventional military power in her region, South Africa has not yet found .
nuclea,r “sta.hus" to be a critical m111tary variable. :

Compared with West Germany, India and Ja.pan, South Afnca already
enjoys more relative regional ''status'; she is a militant, fiercely defensive,
economicallvy and administratively viable country which has clarified her
objectives and acknowledged consequences of drawing sharp lines around
her self-interest. Unlike some other Nth countries, South Africa does
not nead actually to step into nuclear weapons capability in order to test’
hypothetical advantages. Whereas only some of tk- reasons why West
Germany, India or Japan would acquire nuclear weapons have been made
clear, almost all of South Africa's nuclear incentives are patent. There
are no nuclear reservations among her stated requirements for ‘national
security. She has framed her security issues in such a way as to put the
burden of persuading her to absta.in upon her cultural cohorts.

"'Status'' generally refers to the variety of options the status symbol
gives its possessor. South Africa has a finite range of military options: -
(1) she can defend her home territory (including South West Africa) against
land, air, and naval attack or blockade; (2) she can contribute heavily to
defending the Angola-Rhodesia~Mozambique buffer; (3} she can intervene,
overtly. or covertly, in hostilities that serve her interests of neutralization

‘or disunity elsewhere in Africa; (4) she can expand her northern buffer by

an outright offensive. In absolute military terms, the nuclear weapons
she could reasonably build would improve her ability to exercise these
options, but wouid not open significant new optisns. '

Politically Relevaﬁt .Objeétives, 19 66-—80

A nuclear arms programwould-not take South Africa dramatically
closer or faster to her primary internal objectives in the next decade.

Internally, South Africa seeks {1} to continue institutionalizing apertheid
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and di.persing its opposition; (2) to diversify and balance her industrial
output without altering labor sources for secondary industry; (3) to encourage
cohesive Afrikaan partisan unity; and {4) to contain and subvert non-white
opposition pockets, Containing and neutralizing the High Commission
territories, which is not a strictly internal objective, also would not be
substantially affected by South African nuclear capability, ‘

Externally, South Africa's relevant objectives are as clear and more
nihilist: (1) limiting nuclear proliferation both north and south of the
Sahara; (2) maintaining conventional arms superiority to any reasonable com-
bination of continental opponents; (3) generally subverting black African
unity; (4) generally discouraging conditions for East-West commitment to
Sub*Saharan national units; (5) reducing clear incentives for East, West,
or broader international rni»asures and sanctions against South Africa;
(6) building alliance potentizlities with Portugal and the European market;
{7) maintaining and strengthening residual Commonwealth ties.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND REGIONAL, GLOBAL OBJECTIVES

‘Since the major nuclear and middle powers are likely to continue to
see South Africa in a context of larger African consequences, South Africa
must return to the basic question: would South African nuclear weispons
capzhility be a threat that would quicken, block, or significantly delay
nuclear arms programs in Sub-Saharan Africa? How would it relate to
various forms of aC'quisition--transfer, indigenous development--in Negro
states ? What more general correlation is there between South African
capability and S'ub-Saha_'ran social, national movemeuts ? a

South Africa must conclude that her own nuclear arms program would:
not block.or delay arms spread to her north--except in the remote case of
superpower interdiction at an early stage of South African weapons devel-.

' oprent. For some of the same reasons that South Africa enjoys conventional
~''status" in her region almost on a par with nuclear "'status' elsewhere,

South Africa's overall economic -ad:rni'nistrative-technical lead time so
dominates the southern continent that the South Africa-Sub-Sahara disparity

‘would alone be enocughincentive for Negro states to continue development.

Moreover, ‘while a nuclear South Africa would not necessarily cause
Comrnunist or Western transfer of weapons, her program might encourage
other kinds of transfer~--technical or economic--which would in efiect speed -
up Sub-Saharan nuc’lea.-r-"we'a.pon's acquisition. Zambia, Tanzania or the
Congo states can beo expected to opt for cruder, less expensive arms and
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delivery systr-ms. geared imprecisely for both defense and offense. BSub-
Saharan states can also be expected to be less confident than Europe and
the Soviet Union, for examnle, tha* the United States would not exterw
South Africa's defenses to nuclear weapons.

Treaty-based detentes between South Africa and Sub-Saharan Afrtcan
states during 1966-80 are not inconceivable if the Negro states need to play
for time. Such detentes might or might not come through outside power '
mediation. In either case, South Africa's chances in such a bargain would
not be notably better if she negotiated from nuclear status. Again, she is
conventionally strong enough to back up her demands. '

On the continent itself, South African land, air, and naval forces
both outnumber and outdistance almost any reasonable combination of
indigenous African forces that could be launched against the Republic.
South African superiority remmains even though conventional war betweern
South Africa and Sub-Saharan state{s) would involve unugually heavy
casualties, diversion of South African troops to control the Bantu population,
and costly perimeter defenses for South Africa in the northern buffer. Opera-
ting from strongly fortified command logistics centers, South Africa could

* make optiraal use of advance reconnaissance and aerial cbaervation; her

piston-dominated air forces are more fitted to the kind of war she would

“have to fight than to nuclear warfare.

On the other hand, South Africa is almost totally valnerable to nuclear
attack; her urban tonuentrattons invite catastrophlc casualties and her
administrative rigidity rules out effective pust-attack control of her 80
per cent non-white "hostage™ population.

In view of ber conventional superiority, 2 and the reduced need this
1mphes for nuciear arms in the near future, South Africa has a prime -
stake in not provoking Eastern or Western mterventwn in African affairs.
She recégmzes the Sub-Saharan states' market attractions for producers
on both sides of the iron curtain; she recogmzes and even concedes military

strategic advantages of East- West entrees in Sub-Saharan Africa. At the
same time, she operates with the knowledge of a growing Brltish economic

2 Including, in this case, chemical and bacteriological weapons ehe is
known to-have explored and kept in development.
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stake in South Africa, and her lion's share of US investment in Afri-ca..'

South Africa enjoys an active and not dangerously balanced pattern
of trade relationships, largely with Western-allied powers, but also with
some uncommitted nations and with East Germany. Free of nuclear con~’
siderations, economic prospects in these 2xchanges are good: South
Africa has resources and capitdl to expand them, her industry has already
begun to diversify and the hope for legitimagcy through these relationships
is a basic premise of her policy toward the world community.

Should she decide to pursue nuclear arms, she would not become

a more attractive trade partner, All of the nations with which she trades
"have vital present or future interests northward in Africa., Should she be
the first nation south of the Sahara to acquire nuclear weapons, the threats
perceived by Sub-Saharan black states would cause them to try to raise
the ante by rejecting trade and investment pending traders' pressure on
South Africa to neutralize her nuclear weapons capability. Long range
odds would faver Communist major and middle powers, which are less
committed to South African exchange and freer to grant guarantor con-
cessions to black African governments. Moreover, Communist guarantors
have some edge in minimizing the consequences of concurrent aid to
feuding Sub-Saharan states. ' '

NUCLEAR WEAPONS CAPABILITY: CONSEQUENCES

South Africa has clearly stated hér'obje,ctives., and can be expected
to recognize many of the constraints they imply. But her behavior also
indicates that she considers survival through concession and compromise | : -
with her present political system intolerable. R : -

If she were to pursue a nuclear capability despite consiraints, her
subsequent diplomatic and military behavior would be lurgely defensive: _
she could be expected to (1) extend her control and cemmunication networks .
and to consolidate political commitments in the Portuguese buffar; (2} expand .
aerial defense and reconnaissance installations, including antisabmarine ‘
devices and weapons, around the southern face of Africa possibly as far
as Walvis Bay and Lourenco Marques; (3) establish at least token nuclear. .
weapons in South West Africa for diplomatic targaining power as much as
for military defense; (4) be prepared to abandon trade pcssibilities with
Communist states, such as East Germany, in favor of predominantly '
Western trade; and at the same time, exploit opportunities to increase US
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and UK risks while reducing gains on the continent, in order to compel

~Anglo-American collaboration in her defense; (5) prormote both nuclear

and non-nuclear alliance with France,.

. Changgs in Global Power Concertrations

There is iittle prospect that a nuclear-armed South Africa would
directly alter probable power concentritions in 1966-80, South African
nuclear arms would give the West little strategic advantage that it does
not already have or could supply through other means; there could be some
minimal advantage to the West if South Africa emerged as the only Western-

caligned nuclear bastion against a loose Communist, or stherwise hostile,”

central African federation in the triangle from Tanzania to the Sudan to
Ghana. However, the following contingencies imply indirect changes in

the balance of power: (1) to the extent that a nuclear South Africa improved

Chinese opportunities in Africa, there would-be greater strain on US guar-
antor forces in both the Mediterranean Sea and Western Africa; (2} Western
solidarity would tend to be weakened by consequent strains on US-British,
US-French, and US-—Portuguese relaticns; (3) a possibly disruptive factor
would be added to US-Latin American relations, inasmuch as Latin America
would find US professions of Communist takeuver in Africa less credible

- and would object strenuously to US concessions to South Africa.

IMPLICATIONS FOR US POLICY

Should she be forced into military assistance to South Africa, the
United States would generally intensify her present arrangements with the
Republic on technical and economic aid; one _cappot foresee an increased
need for conventional force commitments in South Africa. However,
assuming that the United States was not ready to abandon her Negro African
assistance and guarantees, and assuming that the United States could not
block a determined nuclear program in South Africa, both the United States
and other Western allies might well have to make their Sub-Saharan and

West African guarantees more credible by abandoning economic and strategic¢

advantages in South Africa. In general, there appear to be no compl=tely

unacceptable economic and strategic losses that the United States might
suffsr. . :

Present US strategic installations in South Africa are comparatively '

“innocuous and ncnpolitical. Whatever their military potentialities, missile

iracking stations there have been exploited as peaceful _facilities..--US-contrdlIéd
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South African communication links are vital, but not irreplaceable. If

South Africa became a nuclear-armed nation, however, US-South African
“"eooperation’ in the case of these installations and arrangements would
becorme '"collaboration.'t Should the United States withdraw these instal-
lations, it would very nearly necessitate parallel British withdrawals to

be effectite. Alternate US and British communication and defense channels
to the Indian Ocean and South Asia would have to be improvised and '
permanent replacements quickly congtructed,

The question of feasibility in rearranging, cutting oif, adjusting, or
suspendirg US economic interests in South Africa is almost entirely politi-~
cal, There is no downplaying the probable extent of US-UK losses. Britain
would doubtless envisage more critical poterntial loss in South Africa;
economically, she has become more, not less, dependent upcn South
Af‘rica since she excluded her irom the Commonwealth. One of the prices
the United States might have to pay would be more tangible support for
Britain's interests in the Europsan Comi'npn Market, with related Ameéri-
can economic concessions. o

At the same time, a nuclear-armed Scuth Africa would add to demunds .
on US strategic air and naval forces for possible action--blockades, inter-
vention--against South Africa, South West Africa and the buffer states.
Politically, the United States would find it difficult to justify this kind of
containment if it took place, as it doubtless would, in a contused black
African sitvation which appeared to work to Communist advantage while
the United States held South Africa neutralized. Any such action to contain
South Africa weculd clearly have to be multinational, even though the United
States supplied most of the military force required. :
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APPENDIX B

INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT AND THE SPREAD OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS *

INTRODUCTION -

States acquire nuclear weapons for reasons of security and status,’
both in principle and in particular concrete situations. Thic does not mean
that any of the potentizl Nth countries (Australia, Brazil, Israel, United
Arab Republic, South Africa, India, Japan, Argentina, Pakistan, Federzl
Republic of Germany, Indonesia, Italy and Sweden), with the exception of
India, have a strong motive for going nuclear in existing and immediately
foreseeable situations. The relevant considerations are internal political
authority, conditions within individual regions, geography, costs and the
relationships of regional conflicts (o globa] stability. Conditions may
change and considerations of status may become more sighificant, relative
to those of security, at a later stage, if ard when strong powers other than
the two superpowers are prepared to challenge or supplant the existing
pattern of world politics, which is essentially bipolar in regard to sirategic -
nuclear weaponry. o ' :

This paper attempts to examine these suggested determinants of
action and decision in a progression from narrower to wider sets of
circumstances 2nd conjectures. Specific conclusions and recommenda-~
tions, summariz:d at the end of the paper, are in themselves less

% By George Liska as modified by James H. McBride




significant than the major premise. To the extent that the consequences
of proliferation can or must be realistically expected to be unprofitable
for lésser nuclear powers, to that same extent it bécomes less likely
that poteatial nuclear capacities will be converted into effective military .
capabilities. The range of specific details and considerations to be
spelled out, in more or less systematic anticipation of such conseguences,
is less important than the range and the plausibility of systernic implica-
tions which are made explicit. With varying emphasis and concern, both
the greater and .nost of the lesser powers are likely to be sensitive to
prospects of possible or probably regional and global environments
resulting from zlternative courses of action in the next fifteen years.

BASIC MOTIVES: STATUS AND SECURITY '

Two different outlooks shape Nth country perception of the pro-
blem of nuclear weapons. One is dogmatic, the other pragmatic, In the
dogmatic outlook the question whether to acquire nuclear weapons is auto-
matically answered either ''yes"--on grounds of the supposed imperatives
of sovereign statehood--or "no'"--on grounds of the supposed requirements.

of international order or stability. Actual outcomes may differ less, as

the implementation of the affirmative answer is delayed by prudence or
costs and as the negative decision is undermined by the gradual realization
of risks and liabilities ensuing from continued abstention. The pragmatic
outlook, too, involves two approaches, both aimed at the question of the
profit to be derived from the possession of nuclear weapons, One
approach stresses quantitative aspects; the other isa more concerned with

‘intangibles.

The quantitative appioach seeks to justify, or eise discredit,
posg s3sion of nuclear weapons by applying the criterion of proportion-

‘ability. In terms of security, the possession of nuclear weapons by

country A is held to be warranted if A is capable of destroying enough
assets of adversary B to offset the value to a potential aggressor
represented by the defeat or conquest of A, Conversely, possession of
nuclear weapons is held to be useless if less than an arbitrarily specified
portion of the total nuclear striking force can be expected to penetrate '
the enemy defenses. The quantitative approach posits, furthermore,

that higher status (defined as tangible influence rather than overall
standing and prestige) will automatically accrue from various amounts

" of more or less "independent' nuclear capability. The other approach,




which is taken here, stresses less the quantitative and more the intangible
factors, less the presumed certain ties and more the possibilities created
by the acquisition of nuclear weapons. It is believed that the more
"specnlative' mode is, in this case, that of ''practical’ statesmen,

Status Motive

Nuclear weapons will tend to enhance the status of a country or
government because accepting implied costs (material or political)
convincingly testifies to the seriousness of the country's or government's
cormmitment to independence, however qualified by interdependence. This

' positive aspect will be reinforced by the negative one of the country's

marginal, but real, capacity for destructive utilization, however suicidal,
Steps by other states to offset or neutralize the military or political.
effects of the new nuclear capability are in themselves a tribute to the
new nuclear power's heightened standing. A nuclearized country can
isolate itself militarily, by gaining a measure of independence from
alliances, however partial and problematic, But such a country cannot
be isolated politically because at least some governments will keep in
touch to assuage or, at least, divert the nuclear threat.

Beyond such general aspects, the effect of nuclear weapons
capability on status depends on particular conditions, A superpower
might use nuclear weapons militarily so effectively as to attain supreme
status. For lesser states, status will rise from adroitly avoiding the '
necessity or temptation actually to use nuclear weapons--even explicitly
bargaining with them, A nuclear bluff which is called by the power to
which it is addressed or by its stronger protector, is apt to reduce status
of the nuclear power more than external efforts to reduce the status-
imparting quality of nuclear weapons by status-denying strategies, On
the other hand, prestige can become influence only if nuclear weapons
fit and complement actie political strategies aimed at increasing
influence, Nuclear weanons are not likely to create new options for any
one state by and of themselves; but miiitary nuclear capability may be,
increasingly, the precondition for a major role in evolving constellations
and contingencies, Nuclear weapons complete the spectrum of military
means to sustain the political role, however unlikely or hypothetical
their use. It may thus prove easier for a superior nuclear power (say,
the United States or the Soviet Union) to impute higher status to an
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inferior or recent nuclear power (say, Great Britain or France) to

- implement . particular strategy (such as that of prométing realignment.

_or revision of alliance structure) than to deny status (for the purposes of
‘a"different strategy, such as that of impeding nuclear proliferation), _

The issue of status must, finally, be qualified in two respects,
Nuclear weapons affect the standing of powers mainly in their relations
with states of roughly egual conventional strength and, secondarily, in
relations among states important to one another in geography or politics.
Nuclear capability for Communist China raises issues of status for india
and Japan, not for Indonesia or Italy; should Indonesia acquire nuclear
weapons, the issue of status would be acute for the Philippines, active
for the United Arab Republie, and least preoccupying for the Federal
Republic of Germany (as both a remote and conventionally clearly
superior power), The status incentive for nuclear weapons is thus likely
to work itself out in spurts among reciprocally relevant states. Existing
discontinuities between groupings of such states are likely to slow down
nuclear diffusion. Diffusion may be accelerated in its later stages, how~
ever, when the number of nuclear states has increased. The nuclear
increment in status will then decrease, in part because tiers of ever
lower-ranking powers would probably be caught up in successive prolifera-
tion cycles but the not yet nuclear states will face a sharp decline in .
status and the need to reverse the decline. '

Security Motive

This motive is apt to aperate concurrentiy with the status motive
and, where the two motives coexist, more compellingly. The concern for
security responds to other criteria and entails groupings or sequences in
proliferation other than those of the status motive.

lror her own good reasons, Great Britain chose to follio_iav'p'di-icies _
designed to minimize the political opportunities presented by her posses-
sion of nucl ar weapons in both her Atlantic, European, and world-wide

© relationships. But, in order to draw general conclusions from this case,

it would be necessary to show that no conceivable political strategy could
have resulted in higher "'status" lor a Britain endowed with normal
pelitical and economic capacity for independent policy,

BJ
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Whereas status is apt to motivate conventionally comparable states,
nuclear weapons for security make most sense against an antagonist with
superior conventinnal military strength. As first nuclear power, the '

.United States was concerned over relative conventional strengths, initially .

Japan's and more enduringly the Soviet Union's {apart from apprehension
over potential or actual nuclear capability of Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union). Once nuclear capabilities exist, it makes sense to acquire such
arms against a threatening power's pre-existing or superior nuclear
force, It makes least sense for two conventionally roughly equal states
to nuclearize their military conilict relationship. Either state's
advantage in a nuclear arms race is apt to be temporary and difficult

to exploit; nuclear confrontation is likely to do no more than produce a
stalemate on a higher plane of potential or actual destruction than a test
of conventional strength would produce..

In principle, nuclear weapons expand a state's range of military
options as long as nuclear weapons complement adequate conventional
military capabilities. A state at least gains the option of using nuclear .
weapons while retaining the option of not using them. Nuclear weapons*
principal value lies in their possible use to retaliate agamst a nuclear or
massive conventional assault. This value is widely held to be reduced by -
the prospect that fricadly strongex states wil! be less inclined to back a
nuclearized etate. And the remaining value may be further offset if a
vulnerable, first-strike nuclear capa.b1lity threatens to provoke the
adversary. The Just-mentwned two liabilities are problematic. A
stronger state may reduce its commitment to the nuclearized state. But
the key power may be compelled to reaffirm or even extend its commit-
ment {guarantee) in a nuclear confrontation either because it {ears the
consequences of the weaker state's using its nuclear weapons or because
it fears that the weaker state will not use its nuclear or any other
weapons and surrender.

There remains the possibly provocative effect of a relatively more
vulnerable nuclear capability. If the adversary has a sophisticated
nuclear offense and defense, it will weigh the risk of damage from a
first strike by a weak, vulnerable force against the risk of activating
much larger forces in an attempt to pre-empt the possible but not certain
first strike, The dilemma (whether or not to nuclearize the confrontation
with a weaker state) will increase the stronger state's cautious reluctance '
to precipitate an acute crisis; the-weaker state may not have to.chooge
between destruction or capitulation, Or, the dilemma will lead-the
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stronger state to try to immmobilize the nuclear force of the weaker state
by conventional military action or political pressure. The weaker state’
may then act as if iv did not possess nuclear weapons--resist with only
conventional military means or even surrender in the last resort; if it
fails both in deterring the adversary on its own and in gaining support
frorm a stronger st*ate. Between relatively equal states, a preventive

or pre-emptive attack may appear to be more tempting because alternative
conventional methods of securing one's aims are not available. However,
the danger of great-power involvement is still greater than in'the first
case and 50 is the vulnerability of the attacker if a first-strike fails to
incapacitate the adversary. An inadequate first-strike capacity may be
just as stabilizing in relations between states with imperfect, unsophis-
ticated nuclear weapons and delivery systems as an assured second-~
strike capability is presumed to be between superpowers.

On balance, then, a state has reason toacquire nuclear weapons -
for security against decisively superior conventional forces and against
existent or ciearly imminent nuclear foes, The advantage appears more
convincing, while becoming more hypothetical and speculative, when the .
bilateral relationship between potential adversaries extends to potential
interventionist third states in the total system of deterrence among
several nuclear powers. In such an enlarged setting, stability is the -
function of (1) & central certainty that assured second-strike capability.
prevails in the relations between the major powers, and of (2) surrounding
uncertainties about the various responses and ultimate configurations that
testing the complex deterrernce system rmght set off,

So long as only a few key conﬂi'ct relati’or'rs- displa'y inequality of
conventional forces or existence of prior unilateral nuclear capability,
proliferation is apt to be slow. But it is just as likely to accelerate later

through intra~ and interregional chain reaction once the standoff is broken.

INTERNAL FACTORS: POLITICAL AUTHORITY AND STABILITY

External status and security are not alone in determing the
disposition to acquire nuclear weapons. They are, however, the most.
important external factors which--mediated through relatively crude
perceptions and utilizations--become part of the internal political process
and internally significant determinants, Other more purely domestic
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factors have greater or lesser internaticnal significance; they will be
briefly mentioned. The following section is priznarily concerned with the
anticipated effect of nuclear weapons upon internal political authority; it
ignoxes the more frequently considered effect of the state of political
authority upon its capacity to command and control the use of nuclear

 weapons externally, an aspect which is not likely.to sway the kind of

government which is internally vulnerable and internationally unsatis-
factory in this respect. As throughout this paper, individual countries
are examined and assessed in a way which seeks to do mare than merely
illustrate a point but less than affirm the estimate as being based upon .
thorough and expert investigation of each aspect.

Peztinence of Domestic Aspects

Purely internal factors in the decisionona nuclear program might
include side effects on the modernization of the economy, on naticnbuilding,
on national morale, and on over-all political stability., It would seem that
an economy has to be fairly advanced before a nuclcar weapons program
has a significant modernizing impact, If this is true, economic moderni-
zation would be an incentive more significant for India than Indonesia, for

" Israel than the UAR, while Sweden would have more reascn than any of

the four others to go nuclear on these grounds. Quite apart from the
modernizing impact, however, a miclear program might have a role in
natiov-building, imbtuing both specialized olites ard people at large with a
shared sense of purpose, BSacifices involved in muciear development
(especially i it is Indigénous) would then perform the rale conventional
war hag performed for more than one community. Economically and
politically less developed societies, which do not yet constitute coherent
nations~-such as Pakistan, Indonesia, India--would have more to gain
than societies with assured nationhood; but where the econcmic and
technical resources are very limited {Pakistan, Indonesia), the strain
might prove disintegrzting. Moreover. it is not certain that nuclear
weaponry would have a meaningful emotional association for illiterate
masses in the absence of concrete hostility and crisis.

For established nations, the pertinent factor may be national
morale. For a neuiral country like Sweéden, nuclear weapons might
substantiate the national doctrine of self-dependence and self-defense
in matters of security, and. reduce.objective grounds for feeling like a
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parzsite on the external balance of power., OCther nations, in actual or
potential crises, such as Suuih Africa, West Germany,.Australia, and
Israel, might likewise rescrt to nuclsar weapons to sustain collective
morale inthe longer run. And finally, commitment to a nuclear program-
might forestall nationalist or imnilitarist pressures during internal social
or external crises, This factor may become significant for most of the
surveyed countries, such as Argentina, Brazil, Japan, West Germany,

"'"“Eaig_gﬁesia. and the UAR,

""""--...___\ . :
Even governments in exceptionally stable countries like Sweden

and Australia are n;t\ih-:mune to the nuclear issue's being exploited in
the internal struggle over power and authority. Failure to have acquired
nuclear weapons prior to a crisis of security, or even status, would hurt
responsible incumbents if the omission places the country In grave
jeopardy. It would seem that the governments of Israel, the UAR, and -
India cannct but be sensitive to this aspect when weighing the pres and
cons of a nuclear program, and that governments in delicately placed
countries like Australia, Japan, West Germany and South Africa wiil
have ever more reason to be so. Other things being equal, pressure

from antlicipated conseguencés of non-development is lower in countries

such as Israel and South Africa, where a small and coherent political
establishment is likely to keep nuclear quest;o*is ou‘tside controversial
public debate.

A goverm‘nent which failed to ac¢guire nuclear weapons in time
probably would suffer politically more than the government charged with
military nuclear arming for insuificient reasons. The charge of pre-~
cipitousness would be damaging, especially if a goverument had to admit
it could not sustain the nuclear weapons program it had begun. '

The potentially disruptive effect of nuclear weapons upon the
structure of internal authority may discourage public debate about such
weapons or discourage governments from launching a program, Intense
deliberations might expose interservice rivalries in Argentina and
Brazil, or incipient divergent views between the civilian and the military
establishments in Japan, or differences between pariies and groups in
Italy. In the absence of compelling reasons for acquiring nuclear weapous,
such prospects would suffice to delay even first-step decisions indefinitely.’
In countries where the political contest is not fully institutionalized and
where, for the same underlying reasons, political authority cahnot
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reliatly control nuclear weapons, governrments and regimes may well
hesitate to risk giving military forces nuclear weapons they could use
for internal coups, Symbolic displays of force suffice more irequently -
in internal contests than in external ones; several potential Nth countries
have experienced the truth of this proposition. Moreover, nuclear
failures against external enemies might serve as a pretext for their
internal political use in countries like the UAR {where a comparable

set of circumstances produced the current regime), Fakistan, and
Indonesia. The prospect that successes abroad may not compensate

‘for strains on internal rmterial rescurces {or on national independence,

if nuclear weapons are received from abroad), is apt to preoccupy
regimes in less developed countries and act as a disincentive. Develop~d
tountries with an exceptionally delicate international position, such as
West Germany, South Africa, and Japan, face a comparable critical
problem. Their nuclear programs would tax their external political
credit, which might upset their internal politics desplte economic and :

technologiczl payoffs.

Balance of Domestic Aspects

None of the surveyed countries exhibits a clear positive balance
of incentives over disincentives, considering internal and internally
relevant external aspects of going nuclear. Among the economically
and pohhcally developed countries, the governments of Australia and
israel--in view of their security positions--might be internally safer
if they moved toward nuclear weapons; so might be the South African
governmern: later. Neither security nor status lends itself to internal -
political exploitation any tirne soon in Italy and Sweden, Internal concern’
over external effects is likely to hold back West Germany and Japan for
scme tlI"lE: although contrary pressm'es are likely to arise in the future.

In less developed countries, internal cons1derat1ons mat*er more,
but matter more ambiguously, than in stable developed ones. ‘The less
stable a government, the more it has to fear from its own ruclear arms,
but the more it may be tempted by temporary nuclear prestige, The
Nasser, Sukarno, and Ayub Khan regimes stand to raise internal
prestige if they move toward nuclear status, However, all three face
specific and authentic challenges and, therefore, have reasons to
apprehend the long~term internal implications of acquiring nuclear

by e
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weapons. Continved indecision on the nuclear guestion cannot but
increase the internal problems of the Indian government as Communist
China develops a viable nuclear capability, even though China does nct
threaten India militarily, Conversely, the potential for nation~building
provided by a nuclear weapons program may receive increasing attention
in India as Nehru's legacy in foreign affairs fades making a substitute
for Nehru's charismatic leadership most necessary. -Argentinaand
Brazil currently have no obvious internal reasons for developing nuclear
weapons,

EXTERNAL FACTORS: REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Conflicts between states in the same region raise the issue of -
security and thus bear directly on the nuclear weapons issue, The.
decision will be conditioned by the type of region; national physical _
vilnerability to conventional forces compared with nuclear forces under
available military strategies; ability to affect the rate and sequence of
regional proliferation and more particularly to retain locally unmatched
or superior nuclear capability; and, finally, the existerice of goals and
interests which can be better served by national nuclear capability than
by inf:ernational alignment (to the extent that the two constitute an
alternative), Just as external factors are refracted into the internal
politics of nuclear armaments through crude or biased perceptions,

~ global factors affect regional factors whenever parties to bilateral .
¢conilicts cannot avoid taking them into account, :

Tlree Types of. Regions: Hegemonial, Intarmediate,
and A'ttonomous S

Most of this report's Nth countries lie in regions which can be
described as intermediate, to distinguish them from hegemonial regicns
and autonomous regions. The three types of regions produce different
basic attitudes and concerns among the countries within and wathout such
regions. : '

The hegemonial region is dom.in.ated by one power, The

hegemonial power alone possesses nuclear capability. It opposes
both indigenous production of nuclear weapons and procurement from

Bﬂm‘
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the outside. Among the surveyed states, Argentina and Brazil are
located in a hegemonial region. U, S, hegemony in western Europe,
which still characterizes the positions of West Germany and Italy, is
being challenged from within more effectively than from without.
Communist China has initiated a drive for hegemony in Asia, affecting
the situations of Japan, India, Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. To
the extent that a country in a hegemonial region has a nuclear choice,
it will weigh the advantages of protection by the nuclear forces of the
core-power (West Germany, Italy) or even virtual immunity to nuclear
strikes (Argentina, Brazil) against the values of independence (status),
if the indigenous capability is reliable, and against the advantages of
additional or alternative sources of security if the protectmn becomes
problematic.

The politlcs of states within an autonomous region (the other
axtreme type) can be oriented primarily toward a balance-of-power .
c.atest or toward integration. In an autonomous region, no extra-
regional power is typically in a position to affect directly the interaction
of the region's greater and lesser states. Extra-regional powers must
exercise concern ii: ¢rises through regional states. There is presently:
no autonomous region, Sweden belongs to a potentially autonomous .
Scandinavian system oriented toward integration. West Germany belongs
to a likewise potentially autonomous western European {or European).
system, which finds itself in an uncertain transition from balance of
power to mtegratmn. Australia, India, Japan and Indonesla may cross
the line into an autonomous Asian system oriented toward balance of
power contests within the next fifteen years. Nuclear weapons decisions
in an autonomous system are heavily influenced by status considerations
among equal or comparable powers, both in a system oriented toward
integration (among parties to actual or potential arrangements for joint
possession and control) and in a system oriented toward conflicts (as a

factor ir. attracting lesser local powers and girding one's securzty in

the procass),

Gonsiderations of security will predominate in the third type of
region--the intermediate--oriented toward conflicts over defining
component units or their relations. In an intermediate region, two or
more world powers compete with or without expli¢it commitment to and
by local states, while they concede to one another the "right' to be
concerned. Local states, or other extra-regional greater powers, may

B-11 .
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challenge the superpowers but cannot upset the global powers' ultimate
control. In principle, the superpowers can manipulate dispersion of
ru~lear weapons, All the surveyed countries belong to regions. which _
are more or less intermediate, except Argentina and Brazil; the exception
would disappear if a non-American power were able to impose its concern
ir, intensified intra-American confiicts. Sweden faces no acéute conflicts,
Conflicts facing Israel and South Africa are over their existencs as
regional units, in the last analysis, The other conflicts primarily

invélve nature of relations, even when focused on territorial issues

{Kashinir between India and Pakistan, East New Guinea between
Australia and Indonesia, and frontier areas between lndia and
Communist China},

From among conflicts which might pit Nth countries against
one another in the next fifteen years,“ six conflicts will be examined
from the viewpoint of nuclear weapons. They are: Australia va,
Indonesia, Israel vs, the UAR, South Africa vs, Black African state(s),
India vs, Pakistan, India vs. Cocmmunist China, West Germany vs,
East Germany (a remote Nth country more or less 1dent1f1ed with the
Soviet Union). :

zThey comprise the following pairs: Australia-Indonesia; Australia-
Communist Chins; Australia-Japan; Brazil-Avgentina; Brazil
(Argentma)-"revolut;ona.ry" Latin Amevican states; UAR-Israel;’
South Africa-Black African statels); India-Pakistan; Japan-Communist
China (Soviet Union); India~-Communist China; West Germany-FEast
Germany (Soviet Union); Indonesia~Communist China; Sweden Sowet
‘Union; Ita.ly Soviet Union (Yugoslavia, Albania).

30n1y the last two confhr-ts would under present conditions, involve a
.Coinmunist power directly; the first and third conflict might involve
powers which could become Communist-controlled between now and

1980 (Indonesia, Black African state); the extent of indirect involvement

. by Communist powers in the other conflicts would depend on circumstances.

e
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Conventional and Nuclear Vulnerability

The firet set of factors to be considered concerns the reciprocal
physical vulnerability of the parties to the selected conflict-situations,
under conditions of exisiing and-prospective cornventional-and nuclear
armaments., : : ‘

Vulnerability to co-wentwnal arms raises the is sve of conventmnal
equality or inequality. Population is a crude criterion, unodified by
ability to corvert numbars into conventional military strength. “Taking
the selected pairs of countries in isolation, West Germany and Fast
Germany are most unequal {in a way favorable to one or the other. side-
depending on whether the Soviet Union is involved and how). India would
probably be at a d:sadvantage in relation to Commurnist China and
Pakistan in relation to India in toral conventional war, quzte apart from
the asymmetry of China's nuclear strength, However, these: ine~dalities
disappear when one considers clusters of belligerent and supportmg
capabilities. In this respect, Scuth Africa seems to be in the leas:

-~ advantageous positon, since she could count on only lirnited outside help

aga;nst a massive conventional or guerrxlla assault from Black Africa.
The situation might become critical for South Africa in these terms by '
1980, while the relative positions of Australia, Israel, and Pakistan
might wor sen relative to Indonesia, the UAR, and India, in particular

as a reslt of unequal popnlation and/or economic growihs, Whenever
any one of these countries can realistically anticipate a vadical worsening
in the critical balance of conventional capabilities, it acquires a substan-
tial motive for acquiring nuclear weapong, = even if the adversary was
thereby induced to rnatch them, '

In a nuclearized conflict. relationship, reciprocal vulnerability is
primarily a function of military strategies. Strategies will in turn be
guaided by concentrations of population and decision-making cenlers; size
of country or of its vital part, decisive for economic and military.
potential; distances from the primary adversary as well as from the
home base and the advance military base of his prmc:pa.l aily; the
vulnerability of offensive forces, and the capability for active defenses.

4"l."he'dizstin-:ticm between strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, vital

- in this connection, is dealt with below.
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Most of the Nth countries vulnerable to conventional forces of numerically

‘superior adversaries are also more vulnerable to nuclear strikes against
‘urban concentrations (in counter-value or counter-city strategies)., Thus,.

Australia is more vulnerable than Indonesia, Israel mcre than the UAR,
Sonth Africa more than Black Africa, West Germany more than East
Germany (backed by the Soviet Union), The relative vulnerability of
India, Communist China and Pakistan is moot, involving questions of
popular allegiance, civilian discipline, and the like, under stress,

To the extent that their basic posture is defensive, more
vulnerable countries would profit from nuclear weapons' detervent
character although some of them, at least, might be disadvantaged in
a crisis by dieplaying greater respect for human life than their -
adversaries. Threats to use nuclear weapons in a aupreme crisis _
would be most credible from countries concerned with their own exist-
ence, e.g., lsrsel and South Africa. The threat would be least credible
in a contest over a marginal area, such as East New Guinea, especially
when coming from Australia. In ail of the surveyedinstances, though
perhaps least in a conflict between West Germany and East Germany
(Soviet Union), tactical nuclear warfare would be more attractive for
the more vulnerable states than strategic nucleay confrontations, insofar
as they would face a concentrated conventional force on a suitable terrain
{Israel in particular), In the case of guerrilla infiltrations, a strategic
nuclear threat to the control centers might be tha last resort when the
victim has been unable to mount an effective counter-guerrilla compaign. -
A state exposed to indirect aggression might come to consider sucha - -
contingency when deciding the issue of uclear weapons, regardless of
whether it has to face strategic nucleax threats from the adversary.

As long as extreme contingencies remain remote, none of the
surveyed states seems to have a good reason to introduce nuclear
weapons into its conflict relationship on the grounds of present or o
imminernt conventional wvulnerability or hypothetical nuclear vulnerability
{or invulnerability). The conclusion is different for India with regard to
the incipient nuclear capability of Communist China, although not with
regard to Pakistan. The duality of indla's conflict relationship is apt
to complicate India's decision-making, just as West Gerinany's dual

“conflict with non-nuclear East Germany and the nuclear Soviet Union

might comphcate matters for a future West German government.
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Dissemination Potential

A clearly related question is Nth country's dassemmatmn potential,
passive or active, The passwe potential has to do w1th the country's
ability to attract outside assistance with nuclear weapons; the active
potential concerns a country's ability to proveke other states into seekmg
to offset or match its nuclear capability.. A key question here is whether
and how long a country can expect to retain whatever advantage it may
derive from unilateral nuclea.r capability.

It would seam that Australia, Israel, South Africa, and India
would attract less outside assistance toward being the first state to .
develop an independent nuclear capability than thelr respective advercaries
(Iindonesia, UAR, Black Africa, Pakistan). Principal assistance for the
first group would come from the United States; the only conceivable
reason for the United States to initiate a nuclear arins race in the Middle
East or in Asia would be to make up for a strategy of disengagement
from these regions under conditions of great conventional disadvantage
for its natural allies and proteges. . Great Britain would not assist
Australia’s nuclear prograrh to gain influence relative to the United
States; French assistan.e to Israel is not as unlikely, On the other
hand, Communist China might well help a friendly Indonesia with nuclear
weapons in order tc draw Indonesia into the Chinese orbit, deflect
American attention from China, and generally reduce America's inf luence
in Acia. The Soviet Union or China might aid the UAR for comparable
reasons and, at a 1ate§ stage, aid n Black African country cdpable af
fighting South Africa.” :

" All nuclear great powers may resist helpmg potential Nth

countries to go nuzlear, But a country rmght still try for a situation
that attracts such aid if it felt its bargaining position endangered by

5The situation is again different when ruclear weapons already exist

in a region. One or several Western powers might come to assist
India in efforts to match the Communist Chinese nuclear capability,
ignoring the effect on the India-Pakistan conflict situation, And one

“or several Western powers might be less reluctant to assist Western .
Germany than the Soviet Union-would be to assist East Germany toward
a nuclear capability, if the alternative were to accept West German
defection from the Western alliance.
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its adversary's becoming the first nuclear powet in the area, South

- Africa's ability to attract aid would not seem to be crucially affected
by the distinction of being the first.or the second nuclear power ina

conflict relationship. The distinction might, however, develop into

a vital difference for Indenesia, the UAR and Pakistan, Theix abilities
to attract assistance as second nuclear powers in their conflict relation-
ships are apt to be lower than if such assistance made them the first
nuclear powers, Their abilities would also be relatively lower than
those of Australia, Israel, and India respectively, The probability
ratings have been reversed on the assumption that the political advantage
accruing to the (presumably Communist} donor from nuclear assistance
to Indonesia, the UAR or Pakistan would decrease, and the military
liability involved in the nuclear assistance increase, once there existed
a countervailing local nuclear force. By contrast, the Western powers,
particularly the United States, would find it easier to assist their allies
or proteges to acquire a matching, equalizing nuclear deterrent force
for military security reasons, especially if such a force would be tied
into collective alllance arrangements.

This advantage of Australia over Indonesia and Israel over the:
VAR (consisting of their greater passive dissemination potential as
the second nuclear power in a regional conflict relationship) is not
sufficient to encourage them to be the first to acguire nuclear weapons
{thus nullifying their adversaries' greater passive dissemination.
potential as the first nuclear power regionally and shifting them to the
less advantageous second-power position), Their active dissemination
potential, i.e., their ability to impel their adversaries to an all cut
eifort to acquire nuclear weapons (or the support of a nuclear power,
regardless of political cost) is still considerable. Moreover, as
primarily defensive powers, Australia and Israel would find it difficult
to exploit their temporary advantage in the nuciear weapons race io
obtain lasting, irreversible gains in security, Indir might avert an
all out Pakistani effort to match her nuclear effort (as directed solely
against Communist China) only at the cost of concessions on the.
Kashmir question. The active dissemination potential of South Africa
and West Germany may be quite low; either of the two countries might
acquire nuclear weapons without provoking a direct matching effort by
their respective counterparts, Soviet threats would be painful to
implement in the German case. The UAR, as an African state, would
hardly be able to-keep its nuclear program-out of the Middle Eastern
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arms race by pointing to South Africa’ 's threat. An Egyptian, just as an

Indonesian, effort to back an over-all military posture with nuclear

weapons would trigger countervailing programs {more promptly than in
Australia), which could draw on supermr technologmal and scientific
resources.

Conflict Limitation and Alliances

In spite of disincentives that vulnerability and dissemination
potential imply, a government might decide to acquire nuclear weapons
if these appeared uniquely fitted te security or other vital goals. The -
issue here is how well nuclear weapons can serve to limit parties or
conventional forces in a conflict and what degree of success they promise

‘that alignments and related guarantees do not. It is assumed that while

having and using nuclear weapons does not necessarily weaken outside
commitments and guarantees in a crisis, the tendency is in that direction

and the porsibility must be taken into account when decidiag to’ rely on '
national nuclear forces. '

Ameng the parties to the conflicts involving Austraha, Indones1a,
Israel, and the UAR, only Australia participates in formal alliances and"
commitments. But even the unaligned countries can expect conventional
external support in an emergency. " Only in very special circumstances
described below might one or another party expect to gain from raising
the conventional scope of the conflict by introducing nuclear weapons
into it. Using nuclear weapons is least liable to weaken outside commit- -

- ments and guarantees if one (and especially the offensive, expansionist)

side is gaining a manifest advantage. Moreover, it is never possible to
rule out the possibility of great-power intervention to coxntrol a nuclear
conflict bafore it got propserly underway. South Africa might be
interested in limiting the number of parties to an African conilict as
long as she could not expect Western assistance toward assuring
survival and apar theid, as long as superpowers were not likely to
iﬁterveﬁe to control a huclearized conflict in a zone which would be

. still in the Western sphere of interests, and as long as the risks of

such intervention were regarded as. preferable to a protracted conven-
tional conflict or to Western conventional assistance in only the very
last hour, India can count on both conventional and nuclear assistance
against anall-out Chinese assault on India as a competitor in Asia, '
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But India might have an interest in trading external commitments for a
national nuclear capability with which to deter or retaliate against partial
Chinese inroads in the frontier regions, which she would be unable to
check conventionally and which would not elicit reliable or sufficient
external aid, ‘

West Germany's case is significant in itseif and as a model for
possibly analogous situations,  West Germany, too, is safeguarded by
alignments as surely as she can be against an all-out assault by East
Germany backed by the Soviet Union, But independent possession and
use of nuclear weapons might enable her to isolate East Germany from
the Soviet Union in a special contingency: West German intervention on
behalf of an uprising in East Germany, A West German government,
acting alone, could hope to deter a Soviet counter-intervention by threaten-
ing tactical or strategic nuclear -action; the threat, coming from a vitally
involved party, might be more credible and be more tolerable to the
Soviet Union thanif it came from the United States. As a critically
placed country, West Germany might, nonetheless, continue to be.
guaranteed against the worst consequences of a breakdown in her strategy'
either massive Soviet conventional counteraction extending to West Germany
(and calling the West German nuclear bluff) or an unequal tactical or
strategic nucl+sar exchange, It is just conceivable that.an analogous
strategy might be employed by Pakistan, the UAR, or Indonesia, to bar
counter-intervantion by the bested adversary in Kashmir, Jordan or
East New Guinea, respectively, Israsl and India would have less
incentive to employ anch strategy as long as they were able to hold the. _
disputed territories inuefimtely by coaventional meansg, once in posseasion. _

to apply this strategy to Australia would be even more far fetched..

A quite limited range of cases would thus seem to justify using
nuclear weapons to limit the scope of a conflict, At one extreme is a
country facing a grave conventional threat and able to count on less
alliance support than her adversary (South Africa, in the case of the
Black African states gaining sufficlent force and cohesion to threaten
her, and sufficient international importance to gain powerful allies), .
At the other extreme is a miore or lass limited offensive goal transformed
into-a problem of nuclear deterrance and defense by a conventional coup
de main, involving too limited a stake to warrant outside intervention
{Kaghmir, Jordan, New Guinea} or too explosive a stake to warrant

testing the ngclea‘r*threa.t'{Eafst’Germany). Goverménts'consid'e'ring :
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nuclear weapons must ask then, in the first case, whether the supreme
contingeney is sufficiently likely, ané, in the'second case, whetner the
hypothetical gain is sufficiently significant (or, when significant, likely)

to more than offset liabilities of nuclearizing the basic conflict relationship.

" Conclusions

We may now summarize preceding considerations, primarily,
those cocncerning regional conflict situations and, secoudarily, those
concerning internal factors. '

There are, first, couniries facing powers which already have a
nuclear military capability or are fa st developing one (only Communist
powers are considered here as potential threats). In this group, India
has the greatest incentive to develop ruclear w2apons, She has problems
of status and can envisage threats to security which might not be '
adequately met Ly the nuclear-weapons support of other states alone.
Internal considerations reinforce regional ones, as long as economic
strains are offset by pay-offs in natioral morale. The other countries
facing Communist China are Japan, Indonesia, Pakistan, and Australia.
Among them, Japan is most likely to experience increasing pressure for
acquiring nuclead weapons, espacially, if she is to become an alternative
foous for an increasingly autonornous Asian system and when merely
acomomic and political assets of a pacific posture prove inaufficierit to
support such a rcle. ' : :

_ The special inhibitions on the key country facing the Soviet
Cnion--West Germany--will militats against testiag th: possibility that

‘a ruclear Federal Republic might stare down the Soviets in a crisis or

that a mere move toward nucleay independence might facilitate national
urnification or a dyramic policy of Wastern Evropean integration,” But
internal pressures might prevail over diminishing advantages of present
commitmerts and start West Germany on the nuclear path, especially

bFor example, by removing the rationale from under any disposition
of the Soviet Union or the Western states to hold back concessions
on the chance that concessions might prove valuable later or induce
West Germany not to go nuclear, '
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if the independent French nuclear and foreign policy gained momentum
abroad and a future West German government had to buy time at home

by devising one more 'necessary preliminary’' to fruitful bargaining with
+he East, Sweden, even if she moves to acquire tactical nuclear weapons
for vegional security as well as for national self-esteem, is likely to shun
st-ategic capability as menacing to her neutral status as weil as to her
survival in nuclear war. '

o The second group consists of countries which face grave threats
to their survival without yet facing directly a nuclear power.: Neither
South Africa nor Israel needs rush into a nuclear weapons program,
since ruling elites in both countries can make up whatever headstart -
their direct adversaries might gain without jeopardizing their hold on.
power. Indonesia and Pakistan--two countries which face threatas to
internal colesion as well as serious conflicts--have an incentive for an
‘elernhentary nuclear weapone program in order to attract outside help
for bigger and better nuclear capability, The fear cf seeing their ability
to attract such assistance decline might be more important than the hope
for meaningful gains in the present. Their reglonal as weil as their
domestic dilemmas are such that more than n any other case, -decisions
are likely to be governed by opportunity rather than forethought, :

The third category is that of countries facing a serious conflict
but not a threat to national survival, Here belongs the UAR, whose
dilemmas (la.rg_ely shared with Pakistan and Indonesia) are aggravated
by the resoluteness and rescurcefulness of its adversary, It would be
foily for the UAR to initiate a nuclear arms race with Israel, unless it
is certain that Israel will proceed with a nuclear weapons program
regardless of what the UAR does, The UAR cannot expect to keep up
with Israel on its own and it would, therefore, sink into deepening

 dependence on a Communist donor, Australia's conflict with Indonesia .

is in too initial a stage for immediate action on nuclear weapens. Only
if Australia had good reasons to fear conventional imbalance, an _
apparently irresistible expansion of Chinese power in Asia {operating in
part through Indonesia), and a tendency of the Asian system 1o escape.

' superpowers' control and turn into an autonomous regional system,
would an Australian government have a clear case for crossing the line
between developnrent of an-ever readier capacity for producing raclear
weapons in the shortest pessible time and their actual production, Any
Australian government is likely to be able to master the internal
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political implications of such a precautionary, bLt delaying, two-
pronged policy.

The fourth and final group is that of countries protected by a
hegemonial power, Italy is less likely to be swayed by security against
the Soviet Union {and act as a country in the first group) than by status
vis-a-vis western European or eastern Mediterranean countries,
Argentina and Brazil may react for status’' sake, notably if it becomes
practical politics {or internal political necessity) to challenge the '
United States in Latin America. Should Communist-backed power take
roots in Latin America, Argentina and Brazil might be less; not more,
inclined to go nuclear than if deepening inter-American conflicts and
extra-hemispheric involvements were free of connection with the East-
West conflict. They might fear, then, to legitimize nuclear grants to
the Communist-backed power from the outside, to reduce United States
responsibility for Latin American security, and to involve Latin
America in a global deterrence-retaliation systein, o

Quite generally, apart from particular situations, one must keep
in rnind the limited utility of nuclear capability for offensive purposes.. ..
Even the intangible impact of nuclear power~~to intimidate--and break
the will to resist encroachments--is apt to have tangible results only
where ruclear capability is not offset by athird state's counterva:lhg

‘capab1l1ty, where the possessor is regarded as capable of actually:

employing nuclear weapons offensively; and where the nuclear capability
mersly crowns a massive base of conventional military and economic

‘power. Nuclear power's ability to attract new alliss and -dependents__is

no greater than its ability to intimidate. Nor wouild it make much sense
to acrquire nuclear weapons in order to force one's way into an alhance,
since major power alliance policies, in the nuslear context, are more
likely to aim at controlling lesser aliies than at suppeorting tieir o
irdependent strategies. The most real advantage flowing fircm nuclear
status may thus be a very intangible one, in the politics of primarily -
political and economic (as distinct from purely military) alignments

and in{luerce-peddling., Such an advantage, however, is likely to accrue
only to a power that enjoys many other issets.in addition to the nuclear
omne in the existing or unfolding configuration in any one region or globally.
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- and ultimate security, While the relationships between a number of

EXTERNAL FACTORS: SUPERPOWER ROLES IN MAINTA I'NING
REGIONA, AND GLOBAL STA BILITY : :

In order to examine further the theoretical considerations of Nth
country status, we shall assume that proliferation to the selected
countries’ has already occurred, and we shall add several other
assumptions., The global plane will now be stressed relative to regional
planes, It will be assumed that the two superpowers, the United States
and the Soviet Union, continue to dominate an international system which
includes varied nuclear military capabilities, but is polarized by the
superpowers' strategic nuclear superiority and by lesser nuclear powers'
dependence on the supsrpowers for trade, economic and technical aid,

lesser powers are expected to become more determinate in function of
bilateral conflicts, superpowers' attitudes toward one anocther and local
conflicts wiil presumably become more ambivalent: requirements of a
continuing competiticn will clash with the need to protect global relation~
ships from uncontrolied local disturbances. Such a situation wouid
reverse the post-1945 situation, when conflict between the United States
and the Soviet Union was clear-cut while the lesser 'coun_tr_ies-exhibited

diffuse, ambiguous attitudes toward the cold war., Finally, it is assumed
that the superpowers will worry more about how their policies affect the
competitive position of other great powers, ruch as Communist China or
France., Similarly, all other states will have to take into accountamora
than one third party in considering any one bilateral relationship..” In_
consequence, it would be more difficult to use uuclicar weapons as well
28 to control their use, :

The superpowers' cen: ra.l problsm would be to keep regional
nuclear conflicts off the global level and out of their own political and -

deterrence relationsnips, The minimum task vould be shielding or

7Isra.el, United Arab Republic, ‘Federal Republic of Germany, \rgentina,
~Braszll, Japan, India, Pakistan, Australia, Indoneail. and tha Republic
of South Africa, . _ o

SAs described, the internaticnal systermn mmight be labelsd "polarized
.multi-bipolar' in structure and "pluri-tripartite'' in policy calcnlations.
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separating the global balance from the regional balances; the maximum

‘achievement would be stabilizing relations between the superpowers by

successfully meeting the minimum task. Superpowers' commitments
and capabilities--and their strategies and limitations in this respect--are
the major factors to consider.

Unconditional to Conditional Superpower Commitments '

Disturbances (instabilities) shift more readily from regional to
global level when (1) the superpowers are committed avtomatically and
unconditionally to different parties to local conflicts, and (2) when the
superpowers cannot meet their commitments without ratsing the issue
of their strategic deterrence relationship.

There are two main ways to make commitments conditional in the
context of nuclear proliferation, The condition may be that the guaranteed
power abstain from acquiring nuclear weapons, or that it abstain from

using miclear weapons it already possesses. The guarantor must be able

to deter or punish a nuclear strike against the protected country in both
instances., In the second instance, the guarantor must also be able to
shield its lesser ally's nuclear capability and provide conventional
compensations for not using nuclear weapons. '

Take the conflict situations involving Australia and Indoresia,
Israel and the UAR, and India and Communist China. 7The United Stites
could not convi ncingly ask its natural allies and protages in these
conflicts not to acquire nuclear weapons as 2 condition of Unrited States
assistance, Australia, Israel, and India constitute vital outposts for
the West and vital counterweights to threatening or unreliable local _
forces. Moreover, their possible local nuclear conflicts are unlikely
to trigger a hostile strategic strike against the ccntinental United States.
N_uclea\r conflict between West Germany and East Germany {Soviet Union)
would more likely trigger such a strike, but sirike potential would be
there even if the United Ytaies withdrew its commitment to a nuclear
West Gerrnany--as long as the Soviet Union could not be certain America

would stay out of a nuclear exchange. If nuclear weapons we.e introduced

into the conflict relationships of South Africa with Black Africa and
Pakistan with Irdia, however, the United States would be firm in its
present policy of non-commitment and might go so far as to cancel its

. commitment to Pakistan in regard to the Communist powers.
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In most of its key relationships, it is altogether more likely that
the United States would have tc be sr:isfied with the second condition of
help: asking the lesser country not to use nuclear weapons first., The
United States would then have to shield its proteges and their miclear
capabilities from devastating enemy aiiack, and wouild have to repair
corventional inequalities which may have invnired the national nuclear
armarments in the first place. ‘The less profi: the guaranteed country
could expect to derive from employing its nuclear capability, the easier

~ it would be for the United States to secure cooperation, Even more
decisive would be the character of the contrary commitments, The
Soviet Union is more likely, than Communist China, to make abstention
a condition of help to expansionist non-Communist countries such as the
UAR and Indonesia; it shouid be able to do so convincingly. Its position
with regard to members of the Soviet camp, such as East Germary,
would not differ substantially {rom that of the United States with regard
to its proteges, Before ascisting, the Scviet Unlon is likely to insist
as firmly as the United States that it have authority to interdict use of
nuclear weapons, ' '

The logic of the situation would seem to push the superpoweras

~ from a stance of conditional commitment to differernt parties in local -

conflicts toward more or less joint US-Soviet control over the scope of
local conflicts, The transition would occur as superpowers had difficulty
in shielding nuclear forces of proteges from local pre-emptive first '
strikes, and in remaining the pri.mary great-power guarantors in the
international system., Transition .rom conditional ~commitment to
joint-control etance is apt to be sasier bacause both ntances may entail
externally similar or even identical measures, :

Adversary Control and Cooparative Ceontzol

C‘maranteei and controls are most strikingly similar, super-
ficially, in what may be describec as''adversary control It The other
type is ''cooperativs cont:ol. " '

Advarsaz‘y corirol. For adversary control, the superpowers act
on different sides of a local conflict., Their deterrent forces shield
local adversaries' less sophisticated, first-strike nuclexrforces againat
p:e-emptlve strices and :ma.y go so far as to take their place in the '
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process. The result is concerted escalation of the deterrence relation-
ship, designed to keep instabilities off the global plane, Wherever
necessary, the superpowers contribute conventional assistance toward
a stalemate. Adversary control depends upon receptive lesser allies
and upon relatively symmetrical local military balances. '

a.- Receptivity. Lesser powers must be willing to trust and

‘respond to their respective superpower allies, because their goals are

compatible, Receptivity also depends upon the lesser ally's objective
ability to control and graduate his conventional and/or nuclear responses
to his local adversary. It would seem that Israel, Australia, and India
would be more receptive to the United States' directions than the UAR,
Indonesia, and Communist China to the Soviet Union's directions in

‘conditions comparable to the present ones. The more this were the

case in a concrete contingency, the more essential it would be that the
United States deter strikes against its proteges and teclerate high levels -
of Soviet control involvement designed to compel and ensure the highest

- pussible degree of receptivity. Faced with the choice, the United States

might prefer direct Soviet action in the UAR (or Indonesia) to the UAR's
{o» Indonesia's) acting along or with support of a less "responsible"
Communist or other power, such as China. In return, the Soviet Union
would have to tolerate United States action on India's behalf against
Communist China, if the Soviet Union would not sacurs or compel
Chinese cooperation in a strategy of adversary control. '

E. I.eeal symmetry. More generally, local military imbalances
are apt to create undesirable pressures for uneven forms and degrees of
superpower military involvement, Such pressures might arise if the '
nuclear capabilities of Australia and Israel were more sophisticated or

- extensive than those of Indonesia and the UA R, or the capability of

Communist China were quantitatively supsarior to that of India. and if
the initial employment of such forces reflected the inequalities. In such
circumstances, if the superpowers tried to eqnualize the conflict on all
levels, their divergent deployments might stimulate eompetitive
escalation. It might, therefore, be preferable for the superpowers to
attempt to supersede local capabilitics altogether vith their own forces

at the earliest possible stage, both to neutralize and protect these

capabilities pending resolution of the conflict.

B-25
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Cooperative control, Just as competitive commitments may push
superpowers into adversary control, problems of adversary control in
conditicns of unegqual receptivity and asymmetrical local capabilities
might draw the superpowers into the more extrzme form of control,
cooperative control,

When effecting cooporative control, superpowers either act
jointly on-the same side of 2 conflict, or agree to act on different
pa.ties to limit a local conflict, They may go so {ar as to suppress

‘local nuclear forcas. in the sense of physically controlling or destroying

themn; they act to prevent other states from enlarging the conflict, For

cooperative control to work, the lesser powers must be extremely

vulnerable to superpower intervention, that is, be unable-to deter or
resist it with their own forces; supercowers must have the means to
locate and neutralize the inferior nuclear weapons and delivery systems., -
The difficulty may thus bo gresiest in the extreme cases, where "lesser'
states have large, scphlsticated capabilities, In the previcusly-discusscd
conflicts, or comparable conflicts, ccoperative control might be attempted
only against.the party less receptive to adversary control, while the ally
of the more receptive party would vouch for its self-restraint during the
execution,. Or cooperative control might take place against both parties,
Apart frorm political aspects, cooperative control will be harder to apply
to Communtst China as she accuires the capability to deter it; Indonesia
might raise problems of detection and of unorthodox delivery systems.
This might inturn complicate or rule out joint cooperative intervention
against both Australia and Indonesia, in view of the countries! {presumed)
unequal capacity and will for concealment compounded by the (likewise

presumed) difference between Australia's defensive and Indonesia's
offensive postures., Similar considerations would affect the UAR-Irraell

- conflict rela.tionchip.

Despite technological and polit:cal difﬁculhes, the superpowers
may well cooperate with the tendency for guarantees toc merge with
control measures and for adversary control to avolve into cooperative
control, sincse faillure to act might prove globally most destabilizing, In
a regional nuclear confiict, the global strategic balance might not survive
protracted uncertainty at.out what the superpowers were going to do. . Mora
concretely, unilateral superpower measures--including defensive ones-~
adopted in reaction to the regional conflict, might upset the global balance
if they looked like the beginning of a first strike against the adversary
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- superpower, Conversely, both kinds of control measures might not enly

shield the global balance from regional instabilities, but even stabilize
it as the superpowers developed experience and weaponry uselial in
global confrontalivas, : §

Political and Military Implications

‘The implications of the preceding discussion are of a military
kind and of a political nature. The superpowers would have to be able
to deploy for both forms of control without seeming to threaten their
global strategic relationships. For example, they might use manifestly
short-range, non-global delivery systems to intervene between proximate
lesser powers. - Three major military capabilities, for three different
reasons, seem to be required in an environment of miclear proliferation,
One is the ability to erect shields, both nuclsar and hon-nuclear, around
lesser cointries. The second is the ability of superpowers to wield
nuclear daggers short of theremonuclear swords. Andthe third is the -

‘c¢onventional capability to purchase, reward, or enforce nuclear

abstention by local’ powers.

_ The ability to kcep one's con:irolling measures clearly off the
global strategic plans might be especially crucial whén hoth parties to
a regional nuclear conflict are situated within the sphere of interests
of one of the superpowers. In a hypothetical situation. the United States
might want to exclude the Soviet Union from measures to control a nuclear
confliet between Argentina and Brazil; the United States would facilitate
Sovist abstention by avoiding military measures which might be in the
remotust way globally destabilizing (such as alerts of intercontinental

might still run into difficulties if the excluded superpower refused to
tolerate the reguisite measures in an attempt to lure one of the local
rivals out of the sphere of influence. An analogous situation might arise
in a confrontation betvreen, say, nuclearized Polandand East Germany,
with the Soviet Union in the position of the embarrassed core-power, -

The conflict between basic political commitments of the super-
powers, and specific pragmatic measures of control may be even more
difficult to resclve in the long run than the conflict between joint
concern and special spheres of influence, The Soviet Union, m
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_aircraft, etc.). in spi.e of such precautions, ‘a unilateral control strategy .
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particular, might find it difficult to combine continued commitment to a

revolutionary foreign policy with a conservative attitude toward the

ernployment. of nuclear weapons by lesser, including revolutionary,
states. - This would be true, especially, if the control measures were

' cooperative and the lesser revolutionary countries rallied to Communist

China or another alternative great-power supporter, An unfolding
incompatibility between a residual ideological commitment and'a -

- Prematurely activated pragmatic commitment to the control of the

consequences of nuclear proliferation, might prove to be the worst.
political outcome of proliferation, Rather than surrender to inter-
national conservatism altogether, the Soviets might prefer to reaffirm
their alliance with Communist China and to establish others with the _
lesser states which had been alienated from the United States in tha
preceding period of cooperation between the superpowers. In any event,
the tendency for some of the lesser nuclearized states.to ally with the
latest non-conservative nuclear great power or guasi-great powes
might produce unpredictable, and thus politically upsetting, alignments.
In military terms, however, this might render superpower controls
more manageable at some levels: i, e,, it would justify their extension
to middle powers presumably more responsive than the restlass small
or undeveloped stat- s and also locally more inﬂuentia.l than the
superpowers,

GLOBAL: ENVI.RONMENT: TRENDS AND PROSPEC‘I‘S

The key feature of the international system in the preceding
twenty years has been the predominance of the two superpowers.
Consequently, basic changes for the international system, in general,
and for nuclear proliferation, in particular, are those changes which
erode or supplant that predominance in the world at large or in
individual regions, Two major complementary possible changes
correspond to observable incipient trends. One trend is the definitive
emergence of middie powers disposed to challange the superpower
duopoly, -The other trend is the emergence of regions which superpowers
ca.nnot directly control, either because the regional powers comprisea
relatively self-sufficient balance of power and nuclear deterrence-system,
or because with or without prematurn nuclear weapons they fall prey to
a.na.rchy.
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Middle Power Challeng_e__f_énd Choices

As long as middle powers rise and claim a place in the sun,
peacetime alliances centered on the superpowers and oriented toward
East-West conflict will lose cohesion, untii old alliances reorganize to
accommodate new demands or until new alliances supplant them to
fulfill fundamental national goals. Even if, as is likely, major realign-

- ments are not formalized in the next fifteen years, the standing

possibility of realigned middle powers (France, West Germany, and
Japan in the Western system and Communist China in the Ea.stern
system) w111 affect international relatmns.

- Two related but distinguishable contests would produce such
realignments. One contest is over the co:_‘npos'itio'n of the de facto
international hierarchy, notably about membership in the more or
less institutionalized global concert of greater powers. The other
contest is over the material, political, and economic implications of
formal independence for lesser states, The aspect common to the two
contests is likely to be the key international issue of the next fifteen
years: the extent to which major powers can retain or establish
exclusive control (i, e., paramountcy) in their geographic orbits and,

. consequently, the extent and forms of ecoromic, political, and other
‘access to such areas that extra-regional greater powers can claim

and secure with effect,  In this contest, each of the greater powers will
seek to convert the losses from forfeiting control in its regional orbit
into s0 many assets to gain influence at the expense of great power
competitors. The losses the Soviet Union suffered in eastern Europe
{such as the Austrian peacs treaty, post-Stalin polycentrism) were so
many assets in its global strategies of the Khrushchev era; so have been, _
in the De Gaulle era, France's defeats in her empire. The less
Communist China is able to, or disposed to, dominate southeast Asia .
overtly, the more acceptably can she assist and support revolutionary
movements in Asia, Africa, and Latin America--while the emancipatory
defeat of Japan's hegemonial bid ir southeast Asia is expected to help
Japan offeet China's bid twenty years later, : :

Cold war alliances loosened as fears lessened that one or the
other superpower might actually use nuclear weapons.  The same
lessening of fear may encourage emerging middle-power. contenders
to employ their nuclear weapons technology as a lever in the continuing,
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but extended and politicized, global contest, Apart from Communist
China, -F~ance icapt to be in the first wave of middle powers capable of
utilizing mowre or less safeguarded and controlled nuclear military
assistance--or outright transfers of weaponry--for political ends,
When nuclear arms proliferate, much lesser countries might follow
the second wave of middle powers. As nuclear weapons spread,
however, political dividends from nuclear investments abroad are
likely to drop off. The critical period for nuclear military assistance .
strategy is likely to come when France and China passg into the second
generation of their nuclear development. By then (early or middle
1970s), the superpowers might well have shown that they can neither
check dissemination nor limit their own nuclear establishments.
Alternate sources of assistance or transfers might then inake the
crucial difference for governments pondermg the issue of nuclear
weapons. -

As they acquire a nuclear capability of respectable magnitude,
the middle powers will face a crucial choice. They may turn as '
conservative about nuclear spread as the United States and the Soviet
Union. This conservatism would reduce the middle powers' appeal
to the forces of independence, without 2 ~suring them of equal treatment
by the superpowera. " Should nuclear weapons spread, nonetheless,

‘the middle powers' nuclear capability would become a declining asset
even if their nuclear technology should approach that of the superpowers. .
Or, the middle powers may be radical {o» revolutionary) about nuclear
spread in order to influence lesser states directly and the superpowers
and international organization mdirectly

If they follow the radical course three main regzor.a.l strategies
are available to-middle powers, First, the middle-power donor may
try to disrupt the sphere of influence of one of the superpowers, perhaps
in retaliation for superpower efforts to isclate the middle power in its_
area. Thua, France might conceivably extend assistance to Argentina
or Brazil in retaliation for the United States' isolating France in western
Europe with the aid of Great Britain or West Germany. Along the same
lines, Chipna would assist a revolutionary Latin American regime (or a’
‘Maoist eastern European regime) in retaliation for the United States'
or Soviet's seeking to outflank her in Asia, Second, the middie pow ers
may try to gain a share of infiuence in otherwise hard-to-penetrate
areas where indirect postcolonial control and infiuence are not yet
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allocated a..rnong the powers {or where the existing patterns of influence
crumble}, A power with limited material resources is naturally
attract ed to the immediate payoffs of military assistance, compared

"with long-term programs of economic assistance. Just as the Soviets

dispensed military a~.sistance in the Middle East in the 1950s, the-
Chinese may dissemi.ate nuclear military assistance in Africa in the
19708, They may do so to iramunize a friendly cligue which may have
found itself in otherwise vulnerable control of a small country, or to
win over the governmert of a prestigious African stare (such as the
UAR, Nigeria) concerned over its position vis-a-visa Western outpost
{such as Israel, South Af{rica, Southeren Rhodesia) or vis-a-visan
ascendant Arab or Black African state, And third, the middle power
may try to gain any ally within its own geographic orbit and embarrass
4 local competitor for regional influence, Thus, Communist China
hight help Indonesia or Pakistan to actuire nuciear weapons, motivated,
at least partially, by the desire to push India into offsetting nuclear
exertions and resulting dependence on the West, 5Similarly, France
might extend nuclear aid to Ttaly or Spain .in order to make things in
Europe even more difficult for West Germany and the United States.

A variety of considerations might make potential recipents into
willing or anxious ones.  Fakistan, Indonesia, and the UAR face
technologically superior adversaries, some of which might be able
to secure outside help (Israel from France, India from the United States).

If only Chinese nuclear assistance were available, the fear of antagonizing

the United States or the Sovief Union would lessen; an alternate source
of nuclear assistance would be availakle, Argentina or Brazil might
seek or accept aid from France o demonstrate independence from the

"United States and, possibly, to deter vnsolicited exports of revolution.

from Cuba., Orce the predisposition was there, either of the two
countries might wish to be the first to obtain nuclear weapons, To be
first, when there is no acuvte territorial conflict, is t¢c draw maximum
political status from going nueclear, Bnth Argentina and Brarzil might '
hope to limit the political damage by inducing the United States to match
French military assistance. Ametisan irvolvemert might be necessary
to control proliferation, or to offset it with enough economic stability
to minimize the danger of irresponsible or revolutionary use of the

new nuclear weaponry,
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~ The superpowers might very weil not be able to block nuciear
transactions or ligquidate their results, They would be weakest if the
transaction took place in a noncritical context (unlike Cuba in 1962), or
if it involved powers ostensibly friendly to the superpower. Thus,
Frenchnuclear aid-to Argentina or Brazil would not clearly threaten
the United States militar.ly or politically, And aid or transfer, by
either middle power, to a rnon-Communist Nigeria would also be hard
to deal with, notably if the country faced a situation which neit her
superpower could help relisve in view of other commitments.

The more effective, if perhaps self-defeating, sanction would be
superpower- retaliation in kirid. This would mean extending nuclear
milite ry assistance to a country which might be, or become, hostile to.
the middle power, &,g., the United States to Taiwan, the Soviet Union
to Thailand. The possibility of such retaliation calls attention to the
dilernmas. facing the middle powers in a dissemination strategy.

France would have trouble stemming West Germany's drift toward
nuclsar weapons, if she simultaneously promoted nuclear _diép._ersion.g_

- China's expansionist 'dilemma contrasts with France's defensive
questions about Germany, If nuclear weapons were dispersed too

rapidly, the psychalogical and political effect of Chinese nuclear arms
in Asia would be reduced, even before China became strong enough to
cope with ensuing irstab:litieu and to exploit them against the two '
superpowers.

As in the case of lesser countries considering the acquisition of
nuclear weapons, ‘every disincentive implicit in the dilemmas of the -
middie powers weakens the reasons why the superpowers should make’
a special effort to prevent the middle powers from doing what is not in
their interest to do in the first place. PBut there are differences. Most
of the lesaer countries (if not all of the regimes) can gain by waiting so
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9On the other hand, French nuclear assistance to other countries, such
as Israel, crestes precedents for Franco-German cooperation, which
France may well prefer to independent West German production or to
US-sponsored multilateral schemes, Moreover, French nuclear
military assistance outside Europe might move the Soviet Union toward
a "European'' solution to the German problem before generalized
prvlifera.tion removed the lagt-restraints from West Germany:
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long as the local adversary waits too. By contrast, dissemination may.

have an optimum period as a political st=ztegy for the middle powers

“and then waste away~-and not only because lesser states acquire nuclear.

weapons by other means or other middle powers come to the fore, When
a poiitically ambitious middle power can extend nuclear assistance, its
tacit bargairing power with the superpowers begins to decline if it fails
to assist, After a certain time, all that the middle power car. do is
dignify its self-restraint by signing anti-dissemination compacts--a
superpower's device to hamstring the middle powers in the first place,

In these circmnstances, it might be wiser for the superpowers
not to make it too difficult for the nuclearized middle powers to act
with self-restraint, and to deliberately attribute to them an increase

in status rather than to try vainly to deny it. They might usefully go

out of their way to enlarge the concert of advanced states with primary
responsibility for controlling the nuclear environment, to include major
states which proved their technological ability and political maturity,
Only a limited number of countries can ‘reasonably aspire to such status
in the next fifty (not fift een) years, They are apt to g0 nuclear in any
event, sooner or later, with politically disturbing effects if they have to
proceed in each individual case over the opposition of entrenched prior
possessors.

Regional Aut onomy

The circle of nuclear greater powars is likely to grow, not only

because a global directorate zonfars status on newcomers, bur because

of natural evolution in the likely prospects’ regiors, As more countries
strangthen their economies, and as the politics of nuclear stalemate
permit more states to be active, rsgions structurally suitad for-

autonomy will tend to reduce outside control,

Western Europe may become an antonomons region, with -

- Great Britain, France and West Germany in the positions of reagional

great powers, interacting around unification within western Europe and
with eastern Europe, Asia may produce another such region: -China,

' Japan, India, and perhaps Indonesia focusing their competitive politics

and economics on the smaller states. Australia may end up in the
inner group of local powers or may be edged out to the rmg of the-
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twhite" powers: the United States, the Soviet Union and, for some time
at least, Great Britain, It is less certain that Africa and Latin America
can soon form autonomous systems with hierarchies of greater and
lesser states conducting routine politics over specific stakes with
commensurate material means.,

In an aytonomous region, the status incentive for nuclear
weaponsg rises as several major states with comparable or equal
conventional strength coexist and the overarching presence of extra-
regional superpowers attenuates, In Asia, Japan and Australia would
have a status incentive for inatching the nuclear weapons which China
‘and, probably, -India acquired in the preceding phase, when the super-
powers contended over the region (as an intermediate one) and China
sought to convert it into a hegemonial one. Likewise, if Weat Germany
has not gons nuclear to buttress her security and enhance her negotiating
position with the Seviet Union while western Eurcpe remains for some
purposes a hegemonial region, she may well acyuire the weapons in
order to agsert equal status with France, as a temporary aiternative
to reunification, in an increasingly autonomous westarn European {or
a larger Eurcpean) system, Similarly, a Latin Ame=ican and--still
later--an Africa evolving toward autonomy may display pairs or cycles
in which status-seeking countries will acguire nuclear weapons., The
sscurity motive would, of course, cortinue and even prevail sventually
under intra-regional and extra-regional threats. Status and security.
motives would merge wherever nuclear capability was necessary to
attract lesser allles and dependents seeking piotection, o :

The transition would be marked by the local powers' acquiring
and handling their nuclear weaponry in ways which neithex called for~
nor warranted superpower intervention, Ir a completed autonomous
system characterized by balance-of-power conflicts, local powers (say
China, Japan, Indla and Auastralia in Asia) would comprise muitilateral .
deterrenge, No single power would be atroug snough te incapacitate
the ,nurzlebgr potential of all others or any combination (the capability of
any »dversary combination) without weakening itself fatally vis-a-vis.
the uninvolved regional power or powers; or-vis-a-visthe extra- '
rezional aupe\rp')wers, The role of the suparpowers (acting as world
pPowers) would tand to decline, They would find it hard to coordinate
measures aimed simuitanecusly-at-several local powers-in either
adversary or-cooperative-type-of control, And the regional powers
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powers only at the cost of increasing tensiona within and between

individual regions, Ag the yuperpowera came to realize that the

consequences of nuclear proliferation are at bottom manageable, and
in some cases even desirable, may well find less incenlive .o retard
the process and more to simply channel the process,

CONCLUSIONS: THE PROCESS OF NUCLEAR PROLIFET.ATION

. Two preceding sets of partial conclucions fit the historically~-
informed conjecture about nuclear proliferation, In principle, eventual .
spread is certain, unless the international system is transformed funda-
mentally. States cannot be expected indefinitely to deny themselves
instruments which apparently did not handicap prior pussessors. In
actual fact, most statés will hesitate, unless comp<led by circumstances,
to step into what is still largely unkno vn and to th - -omplicate the
already delicate tasks of national statecraft., The  .cad may, therefore,
be managed even if it zannot be prevented by natictal and international '
action, It can, moreover, be faced with a certain serenity, which does
not depend sclely.upon more or less ingenious damonstrations of the . .
potentizally stabilizing consequences of nuclear prolifera:%ﬂ_n (especially
in cwnditions wheze the stability betwezn the auperpowerzi would break
down, or evolve toward the disadvantage of the more conservative of the
two superpowers), In the last analysis, major innovatiqﬁ's_ in the inter.
national systermn have always been assimulated bythe procesa of diffusion:
new weapons or new creeds spread, bescome farniliar, incite correctives,
and the system achisves a new equilibrium within its enlarged dimensions,
The danger is not diffusion, but the process of diffusion, Moreover, to
the extent that auclear weapons are something of an equalizer betweesn
otherwise unequsl states, nuclear proliferation would return international

things back to normal {when technically and financially well-endowed

lesser states can face up to the glants), after a period when only states
with a2 masesive territorial and demographic base could baek influsnce with

real power,

In the remalning part of this paper, we shall state or restate more

‘pointedly the conclusions. flowing from the preceding analysis for policy
“(notably American), mainly with regard to the more immediately relevant
period, ' o
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Critical Initiative and Critical Sequence

Our principal finding has been as follows: none of the surveyed
states has a sufficient reason to be the first to introduce nuclear weapons
into a conflict relationship, so long as it can hope to deal with a local
aggressor with its own conventional military means or with those of
allies, and so long as it has to consider disadvantages implici in
nuclearizing the conflict relationship. The superpowers can act
individually and jointly to add to the anticipated disadvaniages, as
long as they concentrate on developing their real ability for control
intervention in a nuclear confrontation rather than concentrating on
ideal goals, such as prevention of proliferation by treaty, The
conclusion does not apply to countries which already face a nuclear
power, and abstinence may not prevail in countries with offensive ends
br with special, political reasons for going nuclear.  The disincentive
has to it an obverse incentive in the rsmaising cases. :

Not wishing to be the first, rnost governmerts will be anxious to

' be able to be the second nuclear power in a confiict relationship as

qu_lclrly as possible, This merely extends into pre-nuclear re.ations,
tha notion that stability befween two sstablished nuclear powers rests
upon the setond-strike ¢apability of tha self-restwaining party. The
extension is not invalidated by the fact that guavantess from third states
may be available to prevernt the iritizl advartage of the locally first
nuclear power from becoming daiinitive. In the pr sactice 6f states,
such gua*antees cannet be more than saf«,gua*‘ds .m:.md which the
threatened country can prepare z riposte to tha breach of the tacit

no-first-acquisition zgreemernt with its rival, CGuarantess avre the

political, and thus imperfest, esuivalerts of hardered shelters or _
protective submersion for a second strike capability, ‘[he ejuivalence
is imperfest brcause guarantess do not assure’ g"ni‘-tive re aliation for

a surmrise atlack, in the short run, and bacause, when anceptad for use
egainst a rival of cumparable conventicnal strength, they are incompatible,
in the long run, with national digrity.

It is for technical expertise to determine how far states can go in
develeping and ‘demonstrating their capacity for a speady development of
a "second capability, " without crossing the line bestwzen demonstrating
and testing, potential and production, It is for the practice of states to
avolve the tec‘uuques for domonstrat'ng the will to make use of
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_ demonstrated skills, if constrained to do so, It is, moreover, botha

technical and a political question as to what extent the development of
dslivery systems, in the absence of concurrent development of nuclear
warheads, can display determination and can actually shorten the time
berween the decision to go nuclear and attainment of a sophisticated
nuclear capability., Widely idertified, in the popular mind, with nuclear
weaponry, . missiles armed with conventional warheads might substitute -
for nuclear weapens among lesser powers, e.g., the UAR and Israel,
and safeguard them against falling too far behind in a latent arms race,
The supsrpowers, and the United States in particular, might consider
extending technical assistance to discourage expectations of lcng—term
advanutage from local one-sided possession,

The strategy of demonstrating that nuclear capability would be
unprofitable is superficially contrary to the strategy <f compensations
for not acquiring nuclear weapons. There is least contrast when
compensation takes the form of guarantees against nuclear blackmail
or attack, A diffsrence remains, though. When guarantees are supposed
to show that thete is no profit in nuclear arms, they ought to be t temnporary,
pending development of a local, second, matching capability, or conditional
upon not using or not being the first to use nuclear weapons in the local
conflict and, perhaps, upon maintaining a complementary coanventional
capability once the confiict relationship has been nuclearized on both sides,
When guarantees are compensation, on the other hand, they will purport

. to be permanent and unconditional so lorg as the guaranteed country remains

non—nuclear, but nil if it does nuclea.r.

Extensive cooperation with the United States to control consequences

" of proliferation might embarrass the Soviet Union; it would be inconsiatent

with a revoluticnary global strategy. Conversely, the United States is apt
to be embarrassed as alliance leader, if it freely guarantees non-aligned
states to.avert further proliferation, If the Urited States gives out

'guarantees unilaterally to non-aligned countries, its commitments to its

allies wiil be regarded as depreciated, in termas of will and capacity to
implement them preferentially, If guarantess are givon jointly with- the
Soviet Union, key anti~Soviet allies, such as West Germany and Japan,.
will be alienated and will acquire nuclear weapons that dilute the basic -
American commitment, The strategy of controlling the consequences of
proliferation is politically safer for the United States, eince the requisite
measures-are manifestly necessary in the face of imminent and universal.
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danger. By contrast, when the Soviet Union guarantees even non-
Communist powers against nuclear attack, it is making, in the present
state of nuclear proliferation, a hypothetical cormmitment which is
politically useful against China and politically inoffensive with regard
to the other Communist states and allies. '

The United States is, likewise, more vulnerable than the Soviet
Union when compensation for abstaining from nuclear armament takes
the form of special economic, conventioral military, or any other.
material aid. . Such a policy would expose the United States--the more’
likely source of so-motivated assistance--to blackmail, even from states
that would not otherwise think of going nuclear. The contrast with the
strategy of demonstrating the inutility of nuclear weapons for the lesser
state in terms of the nuclear equation, itself, is then complete, The
recipient state remains free to develop nuclear weapcns when it exhausts

- the superpower's readiness or ability to compensate abstinence, just as

it is free and apt to go nuclear when it loses confidence in the superpower
guarantee. The net profit is delayed development of one local nuclear
military capability. Delay is gain if it ‘mphes politico-economic ‘develop-
ment of the aid-receiving country, resulting in more rational policy and -
perfected command and control. Delay means loss when it has intensified '
internal factional struggle over independent nuclear capability, The

longer the celay for one country, moreover, the greater the local imbalance
may be if a local rival acquired nuclear weapons in the meantime, The .
period for developing a counterpoising capability may become too long,
obligating an unconditional pledge of assistance, which will be suspected

of coming too late. The ultimate consequence of compensation policies

may thus-be pressure on the United States to violate its proclaimed anti-
dissemination policy by granting matching nuclear capa.bzhty to the _
delayed coantry. Much of the pressure will flow from the risk of driving
the country to a great-power adversary of the United States. Present '
American policy toward India may be incurring risks of this kind.

Compensation, Nuclear Control and Superpower Strategy

 The pohcv of compensations for not 2 cquiring nuclear capability,
designed to put an end to proliferation, is apt to be pursued from a
position of growing weakness as more countries become capable of
acqu1r1ng. act as if about to acquire, or actually acquire nuclear

Be3d.
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nuclear-capability, .

weapons technology. Furthermore, the policy is apt to divide the United
States and the Soviet Union in the last resort, as its delayed consequences
becorne apparent and create opportunities for unilateral exploitation,

Jeint compensatory action by the superpowers--including guarantees,

special economic-development assistance, as well as self-imposed
limitation-on the growth and use of superpower nuclear capabilities - -wouid
not necessarily avert the division, On the other hand, for the superpowers
merely te preside over "unavoidable' proliferation means facing in the near
future the need for joint control action; it might exceed their more -slowly
developing ability to subordinate lung-range commitments to the immediateé
requirement of controlling a secondary nuclear conflict, The sooner a test
case arose, and the more spectacularly cooperative such control was, the

‘more the superpowers' "negative community of interests" would be

strained,

The dilemma is basic and not easily resclved, The least problematic
strategy, designed to slow down proliferation and channel it stably toward '
politically and economically developed major powers, can now be
summarized in eight points, *

1. Do not, as 2 nuclear power, decry nuclear wewpons as a priori
useless for 211 other states, Leave the question of whether to develop
nuclear capability to the responsibility of individual governments, while
clarifying the internal political, regional, and regional-g lobal implications
of alternative courses of action ae the primary conditioning factors in the-
decision. The wider the range of analysis, the more it may appear that
{a) most countries, and the lesser countries with intense bilateral conflicts
a8 a group, are better off without nuclear weapons than with them, and (b)
the superpowers can live with nuclear proliferation and may ever derive
some benefits from it in their reciprocal relationships, if they identify
their interests with the requirements of the international system ih acute .
nuclear emaergencies, o : o

- 2+ Depend on the interest of most couniries in nct being the first
to develop nuclear wezpons in a: regional conflict situation. Make this
Interest efficacious by not opposing, and even assisting, efforts to reduce
to a minimum the pericd needed to-mateh, as-a second local nuclear power,
a rival first capability, This may call for assistance toward the acquisition’
of, and familiarity with, secure delivesy capabilities which ecould serve as’
a basis for a rapidly developed, -second-strike, first-generation, matching

B-40
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3, Be manifestly prepared to guarantee comtries which refrained
from developing nuclear weapons, on the basis of their well-understood
self-interest, against the consequences of a viclation of a tacit regional
or bilateral agreement not to be the firat to acquire naclear weapons.,

But, treat this guarantee from the beginning as a temporary one (to span
the period of local military imbalance or asymmetry), especially, if the
guarantee relationship is not to be transformed into « formal alliance

with provisions for United States military presence {as long as the cohesion
of the Western alliance system is a major interest of the United States),

4, Give high priority to collective interest in neutralizing nuclear
capabilities which are first introduced into a reglonal or bilateral conflict
situation, notably by countries of insufficient conventional and industrial
base, either forthwith or at the first sign of their use or threatened use.

"Act in such a way as to-increase belief in the determination of the United

States to control, unilaterally if necessary and jointly with the Soviet
Union (by cooperative or adversary control measuares) if possible, the
consequences of proliferation, in ways designed to safeguard the global
strategic balance from destabilizing pressures from below.

5. Make commitments to nuclear states conditional on their not
using, or not being the first to use, nuclear weapons. Ag far as possible,
tie such conditions te reciprocity in other powers' guarantees to the local
rival of the-guaranteed power. ' '

6. Supply conventional military as sistance, competitively with
the Soviet Union or other great powers when necessary, in advance or
in the midst of a local crisis, so as to enable a country facing a superior
conventional aggressor to abstain from nuclear warfare, DBut, extend no
assistance, military or economic, with the exprzzs «nd declared purpose
of thereby rewarding or compensating for abstinesce from the development
of nuclear capability. '

7. Reexemine periodically the military posture of the United States
with an eye on the special requirements, if zny, of cenditional commitments
(see 6 above) and measures of unilateral or joint, adversary or cooperative
control, to be implemented by superseding or suppressing local nuclear
forces in ways designed to avoid straining the global deterrence relationship
with the Soviet Union (or Communist China, at a later stage). '

Bedl




8. Consider reducing the incentives fur nuclear middle powers to

spread nuclear weapons, by treating them as co-responsible for control

of the nuclear environment, Treat the spread of nuclear weapons among
-middle powers with great-power potential (a) as part of a partially desirable
evolution toward new order of regiorally segmented multilateral deterrencs
systems (in relatively autonomous multipower regions}, and (b) as part of
multilateral or unilateral, but mandated, control and police systems (in .
disintegrating regions), and (c) as an alternative to progressively over-
strained nuclear duopoly or to progressively intensified regional hegemonies,
Act generally on the agsumplion that, although even managed nucleay
proliferation is beset with dangers, the problems raised by nuclear
weaponry are not likely to be enduringly solved until the process, once
started, runs its course, v
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APPENDIX C

THEORETICAL CONCERNS ABOUT NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION*

INTRODUCTION

One approach to the explanation of war is to assert that each war
has been unique; thus, it i appropriate to treat each as a separate historic
unit and to deny the existence of generalizations. However, taking the
broader overview that the subject requires, one can discern a number of
distinct areas of causation. Usually causes of war have been divided into
five basic groups, with different writers placing variable emphasis on
each. These general categories are: (1) ideological, (2) psychologlcal

. {3) socio-political, {4) economic, and (5) systemic.

(1) The first heading, -th'a't of ideological causation, subsumes
wars fought over religious disputes, such as the Thirty Years' War from
1618 to 1648 which had its origin in the religious enthusiasm of the Refor-
mation that had left Europe divided into two antagonistic camps. Also -
under this area of causation are wars begun out of religious fervor for -
conquest and conversion. Among these may be cited the Islamic Conquests -
from 622 to 732 and the Crusades of Christianity beginning in the last
decade of the eleventh century and continuing for almost. two hundred years
thereafter. ! :

In a similar vein, wars inciteéd by nationalistic sentiments may be
included in this category. Such calls to arms as ""manifest destiny"
or "leben-raum'' and their numerous equivalents have been the ‘sparks
of more than a few wars in the history of thé world. The Napoleonic
Wars with their inspiration in the new democratic-nationalism or the _
twentieth century Allied battle cry of a world safe for democracy"

‘may further be cited as examples of ideologically causative factors..
- Certainly most, if not all, wars of independence and struggles to
" attain or defend '""self-determination' are included in this category.-

Qumcy Wrzght A Study of War, Second Edition (Chlca.go University
of Chu:ago Press, 1965), pp. 720- 727. ' :

* By James McBride.
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(2) In the realfn of psycheological causes of war, writers from
Thomas Hobbes to Quincy Wright have suggested that one fundamental

cause of war is human nature. According to this widely held view,

man is naturally aggressive,ihus making war a narural, if not a

‘normal, occurrence in the course of human affairs. Another supposed

cause of war, closely related to human nature, is the individual
personality of a national leader or a dominant elite group. Hitler's
megalomania, for example, has been cited by a number of writers
as being a fundamental causative factor in the Second World War,
Similarly, several historians have suggested that it was the group
known as the twWar Hawks, " who dominated the Congress, that was

~ responsible for involving the United States in the War of 1812,

The basic emotion of fear has been cited 28 the impetus behind
a number of inter-nation conflicta, One country may launch an attack
upon its enemy as a reaction to a threat to its own national territory,
hoping to gain the advantage of surprise, It is important to note in
this connection that the same aggressive reaction based upen fear can
be triggered by a perceived, as well 28 a real threat. Moreover,
wars may not only be directly initiated out of fear: the process
may also be a more complicated one extending cver time. As Lewis
Richardson points out, fear may move a nation to inv est in additional
armaments, which in turn causes a second to purckase more and
greater weapons, Hence an arms race commences and may escalate
to a point of no contrel.-

Finally, under the heading of psychological causes of war, one
cannot omit revenge. It has been suggested, for example, that the
desire to amend past wrongs {i. e., the Treaty of Versailles) was cne
of the motives behind the actions of Germary leading up to Weorld War.
I1 and contmued tc play a role in unifving that nation's war effort.

(3) Ther'e are a number of possib'e causes of war which can
best be categorized under the gereral heading ¢f sccic-political
factors. Among these, wars begun to establish or demonstrate a
naticu's power, to evhar :e its glory, to bolster its prestigs, or to
xmprove its bargaining position in the international area. are

€ lewis chhardso“' Arms and Insecurity: A Mathematical Study of
the Causes and Origins of War {Fittsburgh: Boxwocd Press ard
Chicage: . Quadrangle Bcwks, 1960}. p. 13
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outstanding examples. It has been suggested, illustrative of this
point, -that the United States fought the Spanish~American War in
order to establish itself as a major power in the eyes of the World.
Many similar examples-can be found.

Wars for material gain also fit into this group. This encom-
passing subheading may include battles waged for territory, for
pohtmal contrel, for sources of raw materials., A number of colomal
powers engaged in military struggle to gain both the raw materials
for its manufacturing ‘industries and control over foreign markets.
Disputes over boundaries, whether they be cement ground markers or
invisible limits on a sphere of influence, have served to ignite numurous
inter-nation conflicts. Lewis Richardson further suggests that the
nurmber of wars in which a state engages tends to be proportional to
the number of states with which it shares ‘common frontiers.

Finally in the realm of socio-political causes of war, several
historians and social scientists have suggested that the leader(s) of
a nation will involve the count~v in a foreign war in order to dissipate
internal strife and to improve his own political position. - Napoleon 1
is thought to have distracted attention from domestic difficulties in

France by placing great emphasis on glorious foreign exploits.

Similarly, focus on a foreign enemy or even exaggeration of a
potential or an actual external threat has been used to unify fragmented
or dissident eleménis in an emerging state, thus helping to centralize
control over the pupulatlon and the territory. This anti-foreign
sentiment has been ‘a common phenomenon in wars for political
independence, which may also fall into this category.

{£) Economlc factors are high on the list of suggested causes
of war, Foremost among those who name the economic impetus to
War is, of Lourse Karl Marx and his disciple, N. L. Lenin. Marx
claimed that the capitalistic mode of production creates two
antagorusuc classes in an inevitable and constant state of war with
one another until the proletarian masses finally overpower the con-
trolling bourgeoisie. Lenin claimed that imperialism was the last

hwis '.Ri_c‘.ha.r:ds.on,,A.Statistics of Déadly Quarrels (Pittsbur‘g'h':.
Boxwood Press and Chicago: QQuadrangle Bocoks,. 1960}, p. 177
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stage of capitalism because the capitalist powers would destroy
themselves in wars for .economic gain.

Other less dogmatic writers have pointed to such ¢ ‘onomic
causes of war as high taxation of colorials or minority gr. os and
crippling restrictions on the flow of capital or merchandise for '
trade, © One of the causes of the American Revolution, it has been
frequently suggested, was the sBeverp taxes levied on the colonists
and limitations placed on New World manufacture and trade.

{5) Finally, many suggésted causes of war are factors which

- seem to be inherent in the international system itself. The very .
‘fact the modern world is composed of an ever-increasing number of

autqnomous_ sovereign states, each with its own peculiar national
interest, is sufficient cause for war in the opinion of many acholars
who feel that conflict of different national interest is inevitable.. To
a certain extent, moreover; when these clashes of interest occur,
war may be the expected covrse of behavior to resolve at least
some of them. When other methods of recourse are exhausted, war
may nct be only the mcst expedient, but also the sole means of
solution in the absence of any controumg mternatxonal force.

We have not a.ttempted to develop a theory of the causes of war
in the nuclear age. Rather, the findings and wisdom of scholars and
statesmen have been reviewed here 28 a basis for assaying the
contemporary position on causation as it relates to nuclear weapons,

All of the above causes of war Khave been derived from the
study of war prior to the advent of nuclear weapons, It was assumed
that the provocation or initiation of war was a delxberate and ca.lculated.
even if n-ra.t:onal or mistaken, act.

"}bid., Edifor.'a Introd'uction, Pe Xxi.

C-4.
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In the past, only rarely were entire populations involved in or

concerned with war, but no longer is it the exclusive game of soldiers,
statesmen and rulers; entire populations of continents are as much

in the front lihes as the soldiers, Because of this possibility of a
total war by total populations for survival, the pheromenon of war

is receiving sharply increased attention {rom every segment of
society with the focus of attention of the spread of nuclear weapons
capabilities, Some argue that the proliferation of nuclear weapons"
make nuclear war a sitatistical certainty within a finite period of time.
Others say the proliferation will rule out war as an instrument of

'national-policy. Still others argue that with the proliferation of

nuclear weapons, some irresponsible national leader will bring
nuclear holocaust upon the world. Further, the complexities of the
new technologies have also brought on the possibility of inadvertent

-nuclear war through either acc1dent or what is commonly called

"catalytic war, 5

It is the purpose of this paper to assess the 1mpact oi the spread
of nuclear weapons upon the incidence of international war and,
where appropriate, to suggest military and political means of avoiding
or coping with the problems raised by nuclear proliferation. First
the "statistical hypotheses' and "nuclear irresponsibility" arguments

‘will be evaluated and then the probiems of deliberate war, catalytic

wa~, and accidental war will be analyzed. For heuristic 1irposes
it is assumed that the following nations alréady possess a nuclear
weapons capability: Peoples Republic of China, Federal Republic of
Germany, Israel and the United Arab Republic, Japan, India and
Pakistan, Argentina and Brazil, Australia and Indonesia and fmally.
the Repubhc of South Africa.

&‘-he term "catalytic war' refers to a war between majoi-. powers,
precipitated by the disguised machinations of a third power.
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THE STATISTICAL HYPOTHESIS

In recent years it has become common for political.leaders to
express the danger of nuclear proliferation in mathematical terminol-
ogy. For example, in 1960, Secretary of State Christian Herter said:
"The mo: e nations that have the power to trigger off a nuclear war,
the greater the chance that some nation might use the power in haste
or folly",© A more recent statement by a government official is that
of the Director of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, '
Mr. William C, Foster, who wrote: "...there is the simple fact
that the probability of nuclear weapons being used will almost cer-
tainly increase as the number of fingers on the trigger increases', 7
He also expressed belief that the United States could not avoid
invelvement in any nuclear war between Nth ccuntries, thus implying
that the chances of the United States becoming involved in a nuclear
war will increase as the number of nations which acquire a nuclear -
capability, 8 : - -

Both the United States Senate and the House of Representatives
have recently exgreéssed similar views. On January 18, 1966, Senator

Pastore and 52 other senators introduced a resoclution saying in parts

"Whereas the danger of nuclear war becomes greater as additional
nations achieve indepéndent nuclear weapons capability..:",? The
next day Congressman Chet Holifield, Chairman of the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee, and Congressman Melvin Price, 'ramki'ng member
of that committee, introduced an identical House Resolution., Pre-

 sumably, then, the probability of nuclear war today is greater than

it was in 1949 by a factor of five, if this reasoning is to be followed..

One prediction goes further and flatly states that nuclear war

8 1bid, p. 590

6The-_ New York Times, _February 18, 1960,

7 William C. Foster, "New Directions in Arms Control and
Disarmament, " Foreign Affairs, Vol. 43, No, 4 (July 1965) p, 591

9-Ccn5reasiona1 Record, January 18, 1966, p, 468,
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is a certainty. Sir Charles P. Snow declared:

We know with the certainty of statistical truth

that if enough of these weapons are made~-by

enough diffsrent states-- some of them are going

to blow ups Through accideat, madness, or folly--
but the motives do not matter, What does matter is
the nature of the statistical fact.s..({This) is not a
risk but a certainty.... The arms acé between th.. US
and the USSR not only continues but accelerates. -
Other countries join in. Within at the most six

' years China and several other states will have a
" stock of nuclear bombs., Within at most ten years

some of these bombs are going off. !

These predictions, despite t‘hexr authoritative soundmg verbage,
have not been permittad to stand unchallenged, and a number of .

" respected

content.

And

scholars have pninfed out that they are quite empty of

For eximoie, Amrom Katz has saids

It is raive to assert, without analysis, that probabilities
zre cumulative, etc, My own analysis suggests that
these quasimathematical ideas are more quasi than
mathematical. It is a naive formulation of the problem

that we don't learn anything from anal\ sis and experzence. 1

Albert Wohlstetter has cornmented:

«+ss This sort of prophesy bs no empincal foundation
whatsoever. Sometimes the certainty of nuclear war
is presented as a mathuiniatical matter, Given a fixed .
probability of war, no matter how small it is, so long

_IOSu- Charles P, Snow, ''The Moral Unneutrality of Science,™ an

address to the American Associaticn for the Advancement of Science,
New York City, December 27, 1960, pubhshed in the New York .

Times,

December 28, 1960.

”A,mrom Katz, "“"Comments on an Article by Chas. E.’ Osgood,“
Air Force Technical Data Center, Document No. 61-12-5512
November 1961,
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as it is greater than zero, sooner or later the nuclear
holocanst will come. In this form, however, the
mathematical prediction is impeccable but trivial, It
has no empirical content, offers nc index for action.

It tells us essentially nothing. An equally impeccable
bit of algebra would show that the outbreak of the rule of
law and eternal peace is statistically certain--sooner or
laters This argument would run: in any given year there
is some probability that the total rule of law among
nations and the peaceful settlement of disputes will
come into being., This probability may be very tiny
_right now, but it is greater than zerc....and so on.

The parallel argument about the statistical certainty of
nuclear war should be no more terrifying than this
argument. for the statistical certainty of eternal peace

is reassuring. ' '

The idea that nuclear weapons cause nuclear wars and that
mere nuclear weapcns cause more nuclear wars is simply a tautology.
If these statements have any meaning at all, it is that some believe
that weapons are the cause of wars., Yet war has existed independent

.of types, kinds ¢r quantities of weapons., Tc say that weapons, in

and of themselves, be they stones or multimegaton warheads on
ICBM's cause war is unjustified, . Weapons are tools of war; they
interact with strategy, tension, communicaticns, and many other

variables and can affect the utility of war either positively or

G-8

negatively, depending upon the circumstances. At bottom, however,
the rcot cause of war seems *o be in the nature of man.

12 Albert Wchlstetter, ""Technology, Prediction, Disorder,' in

Richard Rosecrance, The Dispersion of Nuclear Weapons,
{New York: Columbia University Press, 1964), p. 285.




David E. Lilienthal, for example, has argued:

It is not nuclear weapons that are at the center of our
problems. It is man. Nuclear weapons in Canzda are

no threat to us; the same weapons at the same d:-stance

in Cuba are a threat and those weapons had to be removed,
The difference is not in the presence of weapons, but the
purpose of the men behind them--their motives, their
grievances, the desperation of their leaders beciuse of
internal pressures, the poverty of racial hysterii, or

the grievances of their people--inshort the whole bundle
of human emotional combustibles which cause war, I3

Can one imagine what a current political map of the world
would look like if the United States had not developed a nuclear
weapons capability in 1945? Would Europe be like it is today?

. Many think not, Ewven if there were no Nth country problems, or
if there were no nuclear weapons at all, or if general and complete
disarmament were achieved, there would remain the problem of
peaceful settlement of interstate conflicts.. Indeed, it may be at
least as difficult to manage global instabilities under conditions

of disarmaments as under conditions of nuclear proliferation,:
Thomas Schelling has warned: ‘ :

Disarmament would not preclude the eruption of a
crisis; war and rearmament could seem imminent,
Even without possessing complex weapons, a nation
might consider initiating war with whatever resources _
it had, on grounds that delay woulu allow an enemy to
strika or mobilize first. If a disarmed nation believed
its opponent might rush to rearm to achieve military
preponderance, it might consider 'preventive war' _

to forstall its opponents dominatnice. Or, if confidence
in the maintenance of disarmament were low and .if

13

D2vid E. Lilienthal, Change, Hope, and the Bomb. (Princeton, N. J.
Princeton University Press, 1963), pp» 54«55, :
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war later under worse conditiong seemed at

all likely, there could be motives for 'preventive
ultimatums', or for winning a short war through
coercion with illicitly retained nuclear weapons, or
for using force to impose a more durable disarmament
arrangement.

It has often been argued, in direct contradiction to the dooms-
day statistical hypothesis, that the existence of nuclear weapons
precludes war, and offers mankind an opportunity to live free of
war such as has never been known in all history, }5 This argument
is probably an oversimplification of the problem of deterrence, for
as Albert Wohlstetter warned: "“Deterrence in the 1960's is neither

‘assured nor impossibie but will be the product of sustained intelli-

gent effort and hard choices, responsibly made."16 But if the
Hautomatic balance'' theory, which stands in juxtaposition to the
statistical hypothesis , is an oversimplification, the statistical
hypothesis cannot be elevated to even that status since it is utterly
devoid of both empirical content and logical analysis, Substantively
it is merelran intuitive judgement expressed in mathernatical or
pseudo-mathematical terminology in order to impart to subjective
intuition the authority of the exact sciences. - It may well be that
advocates of "automatic balance™ suffer from euphoria, while ‘-
advocates of the "atatistical theory" suffer from nucleo metaphobia,

1"i'II‘hC)r.e'm.s: C. Schelling, "The Role of Deterrence in Total Disa’.r_nia.- .
ment, "' in Morton Berkowitz and P. G. Bock, American National
Security, (New York: The Free Presa. 1965}, p. 223

15 See, for exa.mple, Frederick H. Gare.a.u (ed), Thz Balance of

Power and Nuclear Deterrence; (Boston: Houghfon Mifflin Co.
1962), chapter 15, ' '

Albert Wohlstetter, " The Delicate Balance of Terror,' ”Fore;g
Affau'a. Vol. 37 (January 1959), p. 212. .
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Not only are the statistical hypotheses that have been advanced
empty of empirical content and analysis, they are also of doubtful quality
from the mathematical point of view, For one thing, the population of
"proliferated states,' aind our experience with war in the nuclear age
is too small to prqvide valid or strong inferences for the future behavior
of nuclear states,. Further,. the hypothesis ignores the fact that war
is a political act which occurs in a changing international political
environment. Thus, two conditions for an adequate statistical analysis,
an adequate population, and accounting for other variables, are absent,

- The weakest link in the statistical hypothesis is its lack of
empirical foundation, There has been thus far only limited proliferation

‘of nuclear capabilities, from one country ( the United States) to five

(the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France and
Communist China), but there has been no nuclear war in this period

of twenty-one years, Conclusive statistical analysis at this stage, then,
is impossible since such analysis must be based upon experience which

is limited. Statistical analysis is a synthesis of numerical data which may
show some trends and the strength of these trends,. It is not a system of
deductive reasoning, from principle to isolated facts, but ratherof
inductive reasoning, from a set of relevant data to a general principle,

It is thus a means of inferring the future by experience from the past,

1f this procedure is applied at this stage of the history of the nuclear

area, one finds that in the past 2I years five states have obtained a-
nuclear weapons capability and no nuclear war has broken out. Hence
proliferation to ten or twenty or any number of nations will not necessarily
result in nuclear war,  Of course, as Wohlstetter and many others have
shown, this is an oversimplification and not necessarily true. Deterrence
is neither assured not irnpossible, What it does seem to show is the simple
truism that weapons themselves do not cause war, It might be equally
valid to argue that international war is caused by states, and that because
the number of states has increased from 51 in 1945 to approximately 120,
there is over twice the probability of war in 1966 as in 1945 because of
increased opportunities, This, ‘too, is an obvious oversimplification {
that the advocates of the statistical hypothesis would be the first to rejectB.

1?See Appendix-F '""The Spread of Nuclear Weapons a.nd the Incidence 6f
Warl 1945465 . : - : : ‘

18 5¢e 7. M. Mackintosh, Strategy and Tactics of Soviet Fgreign Policy

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1963), pp. 04-65, 97-98.
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The argument that the probability of nuclear war incréases as the number
of states having nuclear weapons increases should at least take account
of the absolute size of the population. '

It must be concluded that the statistical hypothesis is based on intuition
rather than fast. It is a convenient justification for statesmen, scientists,
and even an occasional military man, to justify a position opposed "6 the
spread of nuclear weapons. It is a "single factor' theorv which ignores
the political ends sought in war, denies the efficacy of deterrence, brushes
aside the fact that no data exists upon which to make such a prediction
and assumesmo significant change in the international system. Hence it

_ cannot be used as a means oi predicting the probabiliity of war, given the
further spread of nuclear weapons, '

In Appendix F we have tried to operationalize this hypothesis by ‘s
defining prolifevation, state system-membership ard war, We have :
then related weapons' spread to numbers of wars and induced appropriate

' conclugions. Such am empirical approach hag its difficulties, e.g.,

- precision of definition, measurement problems, coding rules, etc. We

find no strong evidence that the spread of weapons has been accompanied
by a reguiar increase in the incidence of war, Thus, we must tonclude

that ""predictions' of the higher probability of war given spread to the '

13 assumed nuclear states, cannct be validated by empirical data in the

nuclear age. ' S

. With respect to the Nth country problem. then, it ia cledr that
the surveyors of the statistical hypothesis have nothing constructive to
contribute to the problems of national defense and security and, in fact,
may detract from a reasoned consideration of these prcblemas through
the spread of fear and alarm, ' :

NUCLEAR IRRESPONSIBILITY

_ While the diffuasion of nuclear weapons will not necessarily bring in

its wake irresponsible state behavior or even unlimited cpportunities for
such action, it does present the possibility of reckless nuclear adventures,
Opportunities for recklesa or irresponsible use of nuclear weapons will
vary with the state of the international environment. A nation in one of
the major alliance systeme has one set of options while a non-aligned

state has another. ' : '
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Alliance-bound Nth powers may be able to engage in separate nuclear
planning and even separate nuclear maneuvers, but there will be certain
clearly undesirable ~onsequznces of and constraints upon such action.

This would be espec allv * & in the case of Germany. The protective _
umbrella of the core .. .ae alliance may be withdrawn in favor of dissociation
in a moment of extrime crisis brougnt on by the independent action of the

Nth power. The Nth power must follow a fine line if it wishes tc retain

_ both its freedom of action and the protection of the core power. 1t must

evade the mentorship of the core power in its foreign and military policies,
but in 2 manner so as not to jeopardize his ultimate nuclear support. Iis '
freedom of action must be used for the purpose of tying the core power
more closely to its particular national interests, not of loosening the

ties that bind. Intrinsically, then, direction and dissociation are linked

on a continuum. Irresponsible action to avert the former may lead to

- the latter. Hence, provocative independent nuclear action runs great
- rigks and jeopardizes the alliance which the Nth. power may need for
"its own security and general well-being. A higher integration of nuclear

forces and military planning might be the ultimate solulion, and.if

attained would prevent irresponsible independent action. If interdependence .
is needed for security, then independence in the pursuit of particular
national interests will be inhibited unless such independence has the

prior approval of the core power. This will be a powerful check on

nuclear irresponsibility that would apply to Germany, Australia, Argen-
tina, Brazil, and probably Japan. ) ' ' ' '

In non-aligned countries sach as Israel, the United Arab Republic,. ,

. India, Pakistan, Indonesia, and the Republic of South Africa, operating

in non-bloc areas, irresponsible action might be less disruptive to the
global system as a whole and hence be more acceptable. Even in these
areas. however, constraints apply since there 1s no such thing as a com-
pletely autonomous area in tne world. India and China both discovered .
in 1962 that lack of defensive preparations on the part of a non-aligned-
state may force that state into'a de facto alliance with the core power

of a bloc in time of crisis, President Nasser relied upon such de facto
connections in 1956 and came out of the Suez crisis unscathed, whereas

 France and Great Britain were severely shaken. The Suez crisis and

the 1965 Kashmir war suggest that not even allies are likely to support
an aggressive or ill-considered nuclear strike on a weaker victim. It
is impossible to have one's cake and eat it too: either states have great
power support (when they behave the way the protecting power desires),
or elge they are free toc impose and accept risks on their own. '

C-13 -
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If the major powers are involved at all, they will probably affect the
outenme of a nu~lear conflict decisively, The Nth power will not have his
way unless it be at the pleasure of the great powers. KEven nen-aligned
powers may hazard their well being, or even existence, in an act of
ruclear aggression., In 1963, President Kennedy said that as nuclear
weapons spread there would be ''an increased necessity for the great
powers to involve themselves in otherwise local conflicts.” And in
July, 1965, Mr. William C. Foster, Director of the us Arms Control
and Dlsarma.ment Agency wrote: :

In the short run we might guccessfully avoid involvement
- in, 'say, an Asian conflict in which nuclear weapons had a
- role, But any success would, I believe, be short-lived
and bought 2t a price that would prove unacceptable in the
long run. That price would be 3 renunciation of our com-
mitments and involvements all over the world--an attempt
" to return to isclationism at a time when the world is -
shrinking so rapidly as to make any such policy at best
wishful thinking and quite possibly a blueprint for
‘disaster.“Y .

These statements, barring a vad;cal shtit in US policy, should aerve as

. a warning that nuclear aggression will be of interest to the major powers,

‘The action of the two saperpowers in the Kashmir war of 1965 serves
to underscore the warning and show that under certain conditions the2 1
opponent superpo.vers may cooderate to avoid systemic diarupt:ont.

The ability of the United S:ates to control or manage nuclear crises

will depend on the timing, inteasity and stakes involved, It is concaivable'.

that more nuclear crises could arise than the United States, even in co-
operation with other powers, could handle if, for example, crises invol.
ving Israel-UAR, Federal Republic of Germany-German Democratic
Republlc, Latin America, India- Pa.kxstan. Australm-lndonesie.. -and

The New York Times, July 27, 1963 p. 2.

20 Wwilliam G. Foster, "Nsw Directions in Arms Gontrol and Disarma-
ment, " Foreign Affairs, Vol. 43, No. 4 (July 1965}, p. 590C. '

! See .Appendix B, "Theorstical Cons;dera.tmns of Nth Ccuntry Status
m Selected Nation- " pp. 34-43,




African states all arose at once. This coatingency is not at all likei s,
however, even though the nuclear proliferation assumed in this study does
come about and existing tensions do pergist. Not all new nuclear states
are going to be eager to try out their new military capability for political
gains. Somme are going to be intimidated by their new status and hence '
behave quite conservatively. Many wi.l take Beaufre's point of view that
the usefulress of nuciear weapons lieg not in their milita ry but in their
political employment. Others will have learned restraint and responsib-
ility in the employment of nuclear weapons from the examples provided
by the United States and the Soviet Union. Further, Samuel Huntington

has pointed out that a stow rate of diffusion "will permit both the govern-

ments acquir ag the weapons and other govern:nents affected by the acqi.xis.-
ition time to adjust their politics and diplomacy to the new situation, "
Perhaps the culturai lag described by Kissinger33 will no.longer apply

' to new nuclear powers, though there is evidence that at least the beginning

of this process was experienced by China (See Appendix A).

It is not at all likely, then, that many Nth powers, even those seeking

" a revision of the status quo, will behave recklessly.  Even if some do

2z Cited in R. N. Rosencrance, The I.Ji"spersior'z of Nuclear Weapons .
{New York: Columbia University Press, 1964}, p. 31l.- '

23 Kissinger speculates that there are three distinct stages through which-

“ nuclear powers proceed in the application of their militaty doctrine.
The first, or immediately post-development phase, is one of marked
lack of awareness of the revoluticnary impact of nuclear weapohs. In
this stage, nuclear weapons are likely to be regarded as new forms of =
artillery or strategic bombardment and are assimilated to World War
II conceptions. In the second stage, the revolutionary consequences
of nuclear strategy are exaggerated. Nuclear weapons are 10w pro- 7
grammied {or employment in a wide range of conflicts and are viewed . -

 as a substitute for conventional forcés. " Even minor conflicts are -
‘presumed to leéad to nu:l:ar involvement and a nuclear str.tegy is
deemed adequate for all major military tasks. To some degree it is
held that 'such a strategy actually Thnakes best use ‘of limited economic
resources. The third stage emerges when the disadvantage of primary .
reliance upon nuclear weapons becomes clear. At this stage, the nuclear
threat becuomes too great to be tolerable, and the credibility of its use
against conventional attack declines. The employment of nucléar wea-
pons is reserved for threats against only the most vital of interests.
See Henry A, Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (New
Yerk: Harper and Brothers, 1537), pp- 388 if.. ’




‘;n

desire to eagage in nuclear adventures, they will face stern constraints.

Nth powers that are membera of major alliances may hesitate to push .

radical policies too far for fear of losing tneir strategic protectior. Non-
aiigned nations may jecpardize expected de facto support from 2 major

power ard/or become the objzct of powerful sacctions. A policy of nuclear
aggression or the part of any Nth power cannot te dghtly undertaken even | -
against a neighbor which canrot deferd itself, Ir a worid in wkich incidents -
80 minor and non-violent, as, for example, the Rhodesian declaration: of
1ndependence. precipitate large scale international sanctions, any military
employment or threat of employment of nuclear weapons w111 unmedla.tely
recewe international attention. : ‘

' DELIBERATE WAR

Conﬂ1ct24 has been the norma.l relamonahxp between nat:on sta‘ea
from their beginning. In fzct, the absence of conilict is the excepnon
rather than the rule in relations between staiep. Pcti‘:xca.l atakility or -

- _reace obtaing eitker when all states in & systerm: are satxnfv.ed with the
status quo or clse the forces supporting the stitus quo-are #o- Fowerfui.

that it is obviouely useless as well as dangerous to rhailenge them. This.
is pot the case today; political, raciali econcmic,. ard .dec.ogtcal coaﬂict )
is rife in the world, and the trends almost guarax;tee tkat no amelioration
of the situation is in sight. Of the eleven raticts assumed to possess an
independent nuclear weapors capability in this study, only three (Japan,
Argentina, and Brazil) ave not now irvolved in serious international cen-
flict. Of the remainde®, larael, India, the Republic of South Africa, and

- Australia seek to preserve some aspect of the status guo wkich i threat-
. ened by the national goals and foreige policy of the United Arab Republic,

Paklstan, China, the varicue sub-Saharan African star.es. a:,:.d Irdonesia.
Six serious corfrontationa~-some of them marred by recurrent conflicts,
are in existence at'the present time: Israel-UAR; Iadiz .-Pakistan; India-

- China; Black Africa-The Republic of Sonth Africa; Indones! a-Australiaj

and Indonesia~Malaysia (supported by Australia). 25 Allof these ‘represert

,24 Conflict has teen defired as a aituation of dompetition in whlch the

part e8 are aware cof the incompatibility of pctentizi future Fositions

and ir. wEich 2ach party wishes to occupy a position that ig ircompatible - -
with ithe cther. See Kerneth E. Boulding, Ccrflict and Defence, A
Gereral 'I‘l'-eo*-y (New York: Harper ard Row, 1963), P ER

z5 The Indcne-:a.n Malaysian conﬂtct has. auba.ded with the. Indo!:esxan
Revolution and the dewngrading of Presiden~Sckarro, Basic differences
betweer the two countries remain, however, and it i3 questmrnb‘e whether
Inderesia's natmr.ahst:.- and exparszomst tenderciee ha.ve pernanently
subgi ded.
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clashes of important national interests and it would take tremendous . .
international nressure to impose peaceful solutions so long as the revi-

- gionist state: :an hope to resolve the issues in their favor through the

threat of vio.ence or its use. Violént conflict can be expected to break

“out if and when the revisionist states believe that they have the power to

overturn that statis quo at an acceptable cost; i.e.; cone whose perceived -
value is not greater than the perceived value of the objective sought.

Conflict, then, seems destined to remain the normal relationship
between states. In the broad sense, it may exist and progress through
four levels: (1) awareness of a conflict of interests; (2) intensification
of tengion, brought on by the pureuit of conflicting foreign policies and
goals; (3) pressures, coercion, or sanctions short of the application of
military force to resolve the conflict (this may be termed "cold war''};
and (4) the application of the ultimate sanction, military force, tc resolve
the conflict. The application of military force in turn can be divided into
four levels: (a) very limited {unconventional) war, {b) large-scale con-
ventional war, (c¢) limited nuclear war, and finally (4) general nuclear war.

The Arms Race Theory

 The first three levels of conflict are sometimes characterized by
an.arms competition which tends to accelerate by a process of action nnd
reaction as each side strives for the superior position. The anxiety.
and hence hostility, of each party to the conflict rises with its perception
of the increasing capability of the other. 'The intensification of hostility
may result in open war, or it may re sult in equilibrium or balance because

- of the moderating influence of increasing costs, problems of resource

allocation, a downgrading of national interests involved in the conflict, or

the obvious lack of atility of a'military solution to the conflict.

The course of arms races has been ﬂ'ubje'cte.d-t-}mgthématicatia_nawais, Lok
based upon empirical data, by Lewis F-.,R,i-chard,scm.‘ _Richar'dson T
developed the formula: . e
dx

3y T ky-ax + g

s e —_

8 =1xsby +h
at. - |

SELE=— - S a o AR s -

26 See Lewis F. Richardson, Arms and Ina':cd:_ilzy; p.. 282,
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This rmeans that the mititary forces of atate x will increase because
of what Richardson called ‘'the griev'ances“*(g) of x against y, and that
this ircrease will terd tc accelerzte as x's anxiety over y's military
program increages, tut wili be moderated by rising costs and internal
political pressures (ax). The same afpplies to state y. Richardsen
argues thaz‘._’tbe action=reaction pattern drives the arms competition either
s0'infinity”’ or tc the cutbreak cf war unlegs rising costs ("fatigue'),
diminution of grievances, or fear.of war cstabl -h an equilibrium. C.R.
Joynt has suggested that other factors, especially limits on the resources
available to the parties, and the size and character of the armaments
involved, may bring about an equilibrium or stalemate, 28 '

What neitker of these two schelars have clearly brought out, however,
is that even if there is an arms race, and problems of cost and resource
allocation are manageable, war will nct necessarily breal out if the fore-
seen disutiiity of war is greater to the aggressor tharn the prize he secks
‘to win through the application of military sanctions. For example, how
muchk ~ost in terme of military preparations, icss ot life, and destriaction
from Australizn reta’iaticrn e indonesia presared to bear in an effort to
seize Papua ? Likewlse, how much is Australia wiliing to bear in an
effort to retain Fapuz? It is quite corncelvetle, for exampie, thit Indo-
regia would ce willing to svnd *wo divisioré te conques Papua if Fer intei-
ligence estimates indicated that such a Jovel of {crce couid do the job
and that Australia wonuld not retsliate. It is quite incorceivable, however,

. that Indonesia would attempt <o seize Papua if ske felt that Auvstraiia

would retaliate with a ruclear sirixe agairst Indonesia's three largest
cities. Obviously there rmus: ke some perceived utility te the appiication
of military sanctions, Militaty acticn is rneither an erd ir itself nor 2
self-sustaining, self-perpetuzting kicd ¢f mecrnarlsm; rather (1 represants
a step toward violent, ccercive targainizg tc resolve corilict. Military
force ia, therefore, the handmaiden of raticnal peiizies and goals and

rot the other way arcund, a3 i3 sometimes zrgued, S

27 ' .
This in obviously imro-2.v.e becauss of finite iimits to resvurces,

facilities and wkills, =+ vwe.i as the competition of other ni:t.iorai
interests for these same tesourc: s, facilities, and skiils.

z8 C. R. Joynt, "Armas Races and Problems of Equiiibrium,” Yearbock
of World Affzirs {(J.ondon: Lcrdon Institute of Werld Affairs, 1964),
p‘ 33 ifc : .
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This being the case, it is quite conceivable that an_afrns race, espe=-
ciallya nuclear arms race, can progress to the point where there can be
no possible utility i all-out war between the two sides, While this situa-
tion creates a balance of terror, it at least places a very severe restraint
upon open warfare, and one that should not be removed before the basic
causes of conflict are removed. If the level of armaments were reduced
without providing means for the peaceful settlement of conflict, it is
quite conceivable that the level of anticipated destruction might be reduced
to the point where war again appeared to have a certain utility. In this
case, war would be brought on by disarmament rather than by an arms
Tace.

' The point is that arms races in the nuclear age do not necessarily
lead to war; they may lead to stability by removing the utility of war.

Conversely, even symmetrical and inspected disarmament does not

necessarily lead to stability; it may upset a position of nervous stability
by reducing the destructiveness of war to 2 level thought to be acceptable.

"If stability can be maintained through the lower stages of an arms race,

then the careful management of an arms race offers a possible route to
stability and the reduction of conflict. : : '

Theoretical Framework

Conflict between states rarely starts with armed conflict (i.e.,
level four above) but with level one {i.e,, awareness of a conflict of
interests), It may or may not escalate to level four,. armed conflict.
If armed conflict does break out, it may or may not escalate to a higher
level, depending upon how the states invwlved perceive the relative utility
of escalation, disengagement, negotiation or stalemate. What course of
action is taken by the original parties to the conflict is greatly influenced
and sometimes determined by the attitudes and actions of allies, other
states, and international institutions, depending on the organization and
distribution of power. '

Professor Quincy Wright has developed a théory_ based upon a study
of past wars to predict the probability of escalation, stalemate, or

settlement of a conflict situation. He tested the theory in 45 conflicts

{with and without war) beginning with World War I and found it predictive
in the case of all of tkese non-nuclear conflicts. 3ince the model produced

29

Quincy.rrrWright, "The Escalation of International Conflicts," The Journal
of Conflict Resolution," Vol. IX, No. 4 (December 1965).
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reliable results for past conflicts, it should be use‘ul for future calcu-
lations provided the variables can be quantified, Even if they cannot be,

‘it should prove helpful in aralyzing the impact of further nuclear prolif-
eration on the incidence of war if and when such proliferation comes about.
Intuition, deductive analysis, or unconstructed logic may provide similar
answers, but the applicaticn of a tested theory to the problem will increase
confidence that we have identiiied and isolated the pertinent variables

and hence are thinking about the right things.

- Profssor Wright's study produced the following theory:

g{i = (Nx + Fy) - (Cx + Wx) + (Px - Py) - (Vx = Vy)

g'% = (Ny + Fx) - {Cy + Wy) + (Py - Px) ~ (Vy = Vx) -

N . et S ana
where x and y represent the two natlons involved in the conflict. J¥ and Ty

represent the growth rate of kotility at any given moment and thus the
willingnese of x and y to escalate or to cease hostilities. . N represents

the perception by x and y of the intensity of their national interests involved
in the conflict. F represents the armed forces immediately available

for use in the conflict. C represents the cost of military preparations

and anticipated destruction resulting from hostilities. W representg
national and international pressures to refrain from escalation. P
represents potential military force thought to be available, including the
assistance of friends, allies, or other parties that may intervene. v
represents vulnerability to destruction. If g’t": is positive at a given

point in time, x will be inclined to escalate the conflict; if ET:’S' is nega-
tive, x will be inclined to de-escalate the conflict. In.effect, then, this
{ormula can be used as a method of estimating the utility of war ina .
particular situation at a particular time, The factors which would increase
the utility of war would ke the involvement of vital as opposed to peripheral.
hatlonal interests, acceptable costs in both military preparations and '
anticipated damage from the conflict, favorable climate of opinion at
‘home and Abroad, greater total power expected to be available (including -
foreign support) than that available to the opponent, and a leasser relative .
vulnerability than the opporent. Factors decreasing the utility of war
would be low.or peripheral national interest involved, unacceptable costs,
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: ‘unfavorable climate of world opiniou, weaker total power position and
greater relative vulnerability than the opponent.

The application of the formula to concrete situations can be quite

“gifficult because none of the variables lend themselves to precise quan-
‘tification. Wright himself admits that the values he assigned to the

variables are ""subjective estimates on the sccle of 100" and that they
are only "educated guesses. 130 pyrther, it was far easier for Wright

to miake his "educated guesses' in the relatively clear light of history
than it is for nations involved to quantify the variables in the present or
the future. In effect, providing information upon which to base "educated
guesses' for the present and future of the variables F, w, P, V, and.

to a degree C, is the raison d'etre of the intelligence community. The
peint is that there is great da"nger of a potential aggressor miscalculating
and coming up with a positive .a,c’i when in reality it is negative. The
classic example of this occurring in recernt history is that of the North
Korean attack on South Korea. The Communists assumed, with good -
reason, that the United States would not come to the defense of South
Korea and hence miscalculated the variable P. Miscalculating P also.
threw off their calculation of V and C. In the Suez crisis of 1956, it is
apparent that Great Britain and France miscalculated the variables P
and W. When the United States, the Soviet Union, and the United Nations
made their positions clear, a recalculation clearly put a{i ir} the negative,
and the British and French withdrew. Miscalculation has bezn a problem
in the past and probably will continue to cause trouble; however, since
the United States and the Soviet Union have acquired large ruclear stock-
piles, they have both been very conservative in their calculations and

‘the related provocations. It is quite likely that, as puclear weapons.

spread and an increasing number of nations become a fegitimate target
for an opponent's nuclear weapons, they, too, 'will become very careful
about their calculations and provocations. Even China has exhibited this
pattern of behavior. ;

The Impact of Nuclear Weapons

In apprsaching the problem of analyzing the effects of nuclear prolif-
eration upon a conflict situation, one must ask what impact nuclear tech-
nology has had on the strategic environment. At the outset, it must be
recognized that nuclear technology and aerospace technology go hand in
glove. The development of nuclear weapons, on the one hand, has inerecased

30 mhig,
31 See Appendix A, “China and Nuclear Proliferation,' pp. A-3 to A-39,
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the effectiveness of the airplane and brought forth the advent of the
missile., ©On the other hand, rapid, long range delivery capabilities

are essential to achieve the full potential of nuclear weapons, Nuclear
weapons withcot appropriate delivery vehicles are .argely useless, This
obvious fact is oiten overlcoked in considering the Nth conntry protiem.

These twin developments have had three major effects cn strategic
problems. First, they have made asrospace power the predoeminant
stratlegic force. Secondly, they have greatly increased the vuinerability
of all nations to attack. Thirdly, they have greatly increased the pace
nf warfare and placed on even greater emphasis on surprise and first
attack, The possibility of an effective coup de main kas been increased.

These immediate effects have, in turn, produced several corollary
effects. They hav. placed a new and revolutionary premium on forces
in being and have downgraded the importance o mobilization potential,
in World War Il it was fashionable to say that wars were won on the
production line rather than on the battlefield. Tke pace of a nucliear war
would probably be so rapid that there would bte no time to bring significant
indusirial strength to bear on the situation after a war has started. :

“'This time compression has brought two more corollary effects in its
wake. First, quality of weaponry has taken on added importance, This
has placed a premium on technological skilla and probably replaced the
importance of industrial mobilization capacity with research and develop-
ment capacity, Secondly, the adequacy of every phace of pre-war planning

becomes crucial. Whereas in the past the pace of war has often permitted

the making or changing of war plans after the onset of hostilities, in a
nuclear war there is a very real poseibility that the decisive phase of a
war would be cornpleted before any major changes could be made in war
plans or mobilizaticn plans could be put into effect.

This increased emphasis cn war plannmg must aiso inciude

- planning and coordination among allies or the proteciors and the protect-

ed. Once nuclear war has been started, it may be too late to initiate

" planning for mutual cooperation and coordvnanon. ‘The abstract promise
that "we will help you in the event of nuciear attack! is of iittle value

since what any nation must be primarily concerned with is deterring
nuclear a’tack rather than defending against it or conducting reprisals.
Deterrence in specific situations will require specific plans and specific
forces in order to be effective. Further, in order to-effectively
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deter a potential nuclear zggressor, the forces to be arraved against
him, together with the skill and the will to employ them, must be clearly
visible. If there is reasonable doubt that the necessary forces can and
will be employed, aggression may not be deterred and active defense or
re ri-al will then have to be brought to bear on the situation. Ina
nuclear situation, it is obvious that both defense and reprisal are poor
substitutes for deterrence since the very survival of cities, nations, and
political institutions are at stake..

A failure of deterrence is not only disastrous for the nations imme-
diately involved, but also may create a crisis of major proporticns for
the regional and global systems. Once 2 nation, or two nations, parties to
a conflict are destroyed because of a failvre of deterrence, 2 political vac~
uum may exist that will precipitate unprecedented problems for the region-
al system and in some cases {or the global system as well.. One has only
to imagine a situation in which either Israel or Egypt or both suffered '
crippling nuclear attacks tc realize the magnitude of the political, econ-
omic, and military problems involved in filling the vacvum.  The several
vitally concerned major powers may hold quite different views as to how
the vacuum should be filled and the scavengers of.chaos would be hard
at work to enhance their own position. The reconstruction and vacuume-
filling process, then, would be a source of acute conflict between regional
powers, and in all probabilizy, global powers. The decision.as to how
to handle the vacuum would be made at the highest political lev.él, but
the chaos and competition would almost certainly demand that foreign
conventional forces, preferably under international control, be move:l
quickly to the area to restore and maintain order until the vital questions
of a political settlement counld be decided and effective national control’
of territory and population restored. In the event that international
agreement could not be reached on the political aspects of reconstructing
the area, one can imagine very serious conflicts armong the nations inter-
ested in shaping the new order. ' - :

All of these considerations serve to illustrate that, while nations
not a party to a nuclear conflict may be extremely reluctant to become
involved, the aftermath of such a conflict would involve serious inter-
national competition on both a regional and a global plane. IMc¢ doubt an

effort to reach a settlement by an international conference such as the

Geneva Conferences of 1954 and 1962 would be made, but again General
Smith's dictum applies: "It will be well to remember that diplomacy
has rarely been able to gain at the conference table what cannot be held
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or gained on the battlefisld.' The point is that at such an international
conference ti.z ability of diplomats to ‘nfluence the political iettlement
is proportional to the ability of armed 1. *ces to do the same job through
‘the applicatior of military force 2t the local level. In this case, strategic
deterrerce may play a role, but forces capable of seizirng and holding
ground will be essential. They will lend weight to the arguments of the
diplomats. .

© Having discussed the change in the strategic environment that the

nuclearization of a conflict relationship might bring on, let us turn to

the Wright theory and examine the impact that an independent nuclear
capability would have upon the variables. involved. N, the magnitucde of

_the national interest invelved, is unaffected since it is the sine qua non

of both the conilict and the arms race. F, th: enemy's perception of

the effectiveness of immediately available force, would be considerably
enlarged and also rendered more calculable. All nations make a contin-
uing estimate of the military capabilities of nations that could pose a
threat *o them, and this estimate is both more accurate and .easier to.
make in the case of nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles than in the
case of divisions and support troops. C, the cost of hostilities {including
budgetary expenditures, losses of military personnel and materiel, dea-
truction of civilian life ard properiy, and deterioration of national N '
morale) would ingrease vastly. In fact, the destruction involved in a-
nuclear war would be so great that precision in the calculation loses _
its importance unless an effective defense against the enemy's delivery
system is available. (An effective air defense aystem is so costly that

it seems unlikely that any of the nations considered ia this study except
Germany and Japan will be able to afford it without considerable foreign
aid) /. missile defense systermn seems completely out of the question for

. these Nth powers until long after 1980, except by transfer from a super-

power.

W, the degree of pressure by world ar.: ~rional opinion demé,ndiug
preservation of peace or cessation of hesi.’ . 5, would no doubt be far
more powerful in a nuclear conflict than in . .onventional war. How

effective *his would be depends upcn what sznctions or pressures can

be brought to bear, At preeent, this is nat clear because the only organ~
ized sanctions against nuclear aggression currently in force are in the
form of alliances. 22 A case cf overt nuclear aggression may precipitate

32

The loosemning-cf alliance ties are both a cause and efiect of the spread
of nuclear weapons. :

2
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some stronger reaction from the United Nations than a resolution, but
just what is by no means certain, since ‘much would depend upon the
attitude of the Soviet Union and the United States. It is true that *he

ise of nuclear weapons in war marks a clear threchold of vic . - ond
there is universal revulsion against the use of nuclear wear *ing
this, General André Beaufre opined: '"l'he moral impossibl “.orrying
out certain actions constitutes a a deterrent at least as powe. all

material threat_s."33 He may be right, but thus far there is nu aullcctive
security machinery in existence to ensure that revulsion on the part of -
world opinicn would be surely and swiftly converted into organized, uni-
versally accepted sanctions.. The UN sanctions agairst North Korea and
Communist China in 1950 thus far mark the high point for the factor W,
but this was a special case and is not likely to recur. The history of
international sanctions does not suggest that it is an effective force against
a determined aggressor. The factor W, then, is very difficult to project
and in all probability will be very small unless some workable form of
collective security against nuclear attack emerges, This does not seemn
likely. It would be a mistake to assign any significant weight to W at
this time. :

The factor P refers to the _total. military power likely to become
available, including mobilization potential and the ability to acquire allies
with arms-in-being and productive capacity. In a nuclear war, mobilization
capacity loses much of its importance, and allies are of significance only
if they have readily available nuclear power or the ability and clear inter-
tion to assist in preempting enemy power. It is most. likely that Nth
countries either formally allied with the United States or enjoying a less
formal US nuclear guarantee would be just as rervous under an American
strategy of delayed and/or graduated resporn.e as France and Ger many
have been. They will insist upon controlling the strategy of their own

. defense, and the primary concern of those enjoying some form-of US

guarantee will bé to commit the United States to their own interests and
strategic concepts. There will be little support or. sympathy for the United
States' concept of ''the pause' except possibly in the case of India, which
can afford to lose a little territory to the Chinese before retaliating with
nuclea® weapons.

: :
André Beaufre, Deterrpnce and Strategy (New York: Praeger, 1966),
p. 13.
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On the other hand, the United States will certainly not be willing to
employ its nuclear forres against any Nth power in accordance solely
with the interests or strategic concepts of an allied or protected lMth
power and thus risk escalation of a local war to the global level. As
Joseph I, Coffey has pointed out, 'to relinquish to the allies conirol
over decisiona os nuclear war ig...unpalatable since the President
would in effect be giving to DeGaulle, Erhard, or Mero the same 'blank
check' which Kaiser Wilkelm II gave to the Emperor Franz-Joseph--
whose cashing of it 2fter Sarajevo bankrupted both the Austrian and the
German empires. " Except in very special cases,therefore, that part
of the factor P attributable to allied aupport is quite likely to be regarded
‘as approaching zero by the participants, much as France regards the -
factor P as being quite low today. Only if (1) the major nuclear power
were convinced that its direct intervention would not escalzte the conflict
out of control, or (2) its vital national interests were directly involved,
would it be willing to enter the fray. In a conflict betvieen two relativaly
equal Nth powers, therefore, Px-Py tends to approach zero once the
conflict haa escalared to open kostilities.

. The factor V refers to the vulrerability foreseen by a rarty to the
conflict of its military forces, induetry, cities, population, etc. - The
introduction of deliverable nuclear weapons obvicusly raises vulnerability
by a quantum jump unless an effective defense is fourd againat the delivery
vehicles. This quantum jump is so great that it is often difficult to
appreciats the magnitude of the difference between the destructive power
of older conventional weapone and nuclear weapons. To illustrate the

" point, a few facts from history may prove useful. ‘The highlight of
Napoleon's 1812 campalgn against Russia was the battle of Borodino,
and in the course of it Napoleon's armies expended the equivalent of
about 40 tons of TNT. The last classic fleet action of history was the
Ba..le of Leyte Gulf, in which Amarican forces expended 700 tons of
TNT. . The British fired off some 50, 000 tons in the bombardment that

_ preceded their Somme offensive of 1916, but it took them three weeks
to do so. But a total nuclear war today miggg involve the releage of the
equivalent of 100, 000, 000, 000 tors of TNT, " Even a relatively weak
Nth country wit, say, 100 nominal weapons could fire off the equivalent
of 2,000,000 tons of TNT, It iz quite apparent, then, that nuclear powers,
34 ' :

J« L. Coffey, Strategy, Alliance Policy, and Nuclear FProliferation,
Study Paper No, 11, Office of Nationai Security Studiea, Bendix
Systems Division, March 1966, p. 14.

35 Neville Brbwn, Nuclear Wer (New York: Prae'gez‘-.‘ 1965}, p. 1.
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‘and y and both Vx-Vy and Vy-Vx approach zero.

even small ones, preseat their enemies with a severe problem of cefense,
and at the present state-of-the-art, especially for the Nth countries con-
sidered in this paper, deterrence is a more reasonable goal than defense,
A situation of deterrence will be reached when C is very high for both X

~ In summary then, the outstanding impact of the nuclearization of a
vonflict situation on the formula:

3_1‘ :(Nx+F§)-(Cx+Wx)+(px-Py)--(Vx.vw

8 - (Ny + Fx) - (Cy * Wy) + (Py = Px) - (Vy - Vx)

is that the negative factors Cx and Cy will be very large, and that Vy
and Vx will be very large but also vary in direct proportion to Fx and Fy.

- The factor P will probably be very small since mobilization potential is

of little, if any value, in a nuclear conflict and allies are of little value

anless their forces, skill, and will are both visible and credible. Since

it may be extremely dangerous for 2 major nuclear power to urconditionally

tie himself to the interests of an Nth power, the phase {Py-Px) and (Px-Py)
may tend to approach zero if both of the parties to the conflict have signif- .

icant nuclear capabilities.

This being the case, one can imagine model situations, dependihg on
force structures, the cost of damage and relative vulnerability, that are
quite stable as well as situations that are very unstable. '

First a stable model will be deccribed and then an unstable one. In
both cases (Px-Py) and (Fy-Px) are assumed to be zero and W is assum:d
to be so low as to be of little consequence. It is further assumed that
the key targets within each of the Nth powers are within the range of the
opponent's delivery vehicles. . ' o

'STABLE MODEL

‘ X and Y are Nth powers involved in a conflict in which N is very
high, such as in the Israel-UAR conflict. _Each has a relatively invul-
nerable nuclear force of approximately the sainc number of weapons.
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The weapons on both sides are protected to such a degree that it would
require more thar one wezpon, say two, to destroy one enermny weapon.
Bothk sides have enough forces to cause unacceptable damage to the

¢cther; in other words, it is clear that Cx and Cy are larger than (INx + I

and !Ny + Fx). ' {Thig is not unreasonrable sinze the greatest interest of
any nation is survivali) T .« attasked v with a countercity strategy, Y
‘could retaliate and destroy x. The szme situation would recult if y
attacked x. If x attacked y with a counterforce strategy, x, even using
all its force, could destroy only half of y's weapons, and y would be frt'!-"-
to retaliate against »'e cities with his remaining weapona., It is clear
that the second strike would be more effective than the first strike, and
hence neither nation would deliberately and rationaliy initiate war,

A similarly stable eituation may come into being in the following
alternate model, Of the two conflicting Nth powers, one is purely defen.
sive, ruclear-armed, ard wants only to deferd its sovereignty and terri.
torial integrity, wkile the geal of its opponent is to intervene in its inter

- nal affairs or violate its texritorial integrity. So lorg as the defensive

oriented power Has an assured seccend strike force capable of defending
against or absorbing ary first strike its opporent may iaunch ard retal-
lating with a crippling blow, the aggressor canpct launch & successful
attack and hence will not be tempted to attack. Since the gnal of the
deferder is security, it will not attack so long as ita deterrence is
effective. Military stability will ther prevail urlegs or until the aggres-
sor achieves a means of defense againet the defender's retaliation. For
Nth countries, this prospect is not yet on the horizon. The point is tha'
if the motives for aggression lie only on one side, then the deterrent
capability need be only cn one side.

If either oz these models of military stability obtained, the world
might enter an era reminiscent of the 18th century, in which the cutbrea!
‘of war is so dangerous that victories are won or logt by the mareuvering
of forces up to the point ¢f battle,  The various crises over Berlit, Quer
ard Matsu, Lebanon, and the Cuban missile crisis might hecome chara:
teristic of the ''nuclear maneuver." In such an age we would expect
opponents to reach tacit agreements on the rules of the game. Among
oiher things, opponents would not threaten each other with annikilation;
objectives would beé real and important but something less than vital,
Each crisis woulid have to be managed 0 ag to permi* the loser to
retreat without undue loss of face. This is obviously an artificial situn.
tion and could not emerge without the assietance of the superpowers. f
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the five nuclear powers today, only the United States and the Soviet Union
enjoy large numbers of secure offense weapons systems. It seems unlikely
that (1) unassisted asp.rant Nth powers could achieve such a capability by
1980, or (2) that if they are involved in a serious conflict their enemy
would permit them to achieve such a capability if the opportunity for
preemp:ion presented itself in the long ard slow process of building up

to such a level of sophistication. Even if an Nth power had the technical
and economic capability to construct such a force, it probably could not

do s unless (1) it was involved in no serious conflict, or {2} its enemy
had no capability for preemption or (3) its enemy was deterred from pre-
emption by the extended deterrence of one of the superpowers. The United
Arab Republic, for example, has already threatened to destroy Israeli
nuclear installations if Israel begins to develop a nuclear weapons capa-
bility. Clearly, the process of developing such 2 capability on the part

of an Nth power invo'ved in a serious conflict could be fraught with

peril.

It does seem pcissible, however, that the major nuclear powevs, and
especially the Unite 1 States, could agsist Nth powers in developi:.g a safe,
secure and adequate nuclear deterrent and thus help bring into being a sit-
nation approaching the stable model. Such a policy would not be new or '
novel, but would s’mply adapt existing policy to the needs of a nuclear
world. All of the aajor powers have long followed a policy of military
assistance to frierdly lesser powers. The United States provides many
nations with a wida variety of assistance and equipment to offset or
balance the equipment provided their regional adversaries by the Soviet
bloc. In some cases, Indian and Indonesia for example, both the United
States and the Soviet Union have provided substantial military assistance,
thus seiting a precedent for tacit cooperation in maintzining regional
stability. In at least one region, the Middle East, the United States has
provided weapons systems to several nations in the interest of maintaining
stability. U_sua.lly this military assistance ig justified in terms of ''defen- :
sive capabilities, " but in mid-February the United States agreed to sell
Israel a number of A-4 Skyhawk light bombers as a deterrent force. The
rationale behind this move reportedly was that because of short time-
distance factors and the large number of supersonic aircraft provided
the UAR by the Soviet Union, anti-aircraft defense was unfeasibie,

Israel, therféore, needed an offensive bomber capability as a means of

retaliation. In the event of » nuclear arms race between two hostile

36 The New York Times, May 20, 1966.
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powers, Israel and the UAR for example, a parallel argument can be
made for assisting one or both sides in'acquiring a credible deterrent,

Of course, in considering some form of agsistance to developing Nth
powers great care should be taken to limit the range of their weapons
systems to the minimum necessary to deter the hostile threat, This
would be required to geographically limit possible confrontations and
threats. Toextend the range of the weapons beyond the geographic limits
of the conflict would be to extend the potential geographic limits of the
conflict and thus vastly complicate the situation.

THE UNSTABLE MODEL "

A model gituation of instability would result in case there were a
clear and present danger for both x and y if each did not strike first,
Restraint in this case could be foolhardy for both sides. This situation
would obtain if both x and y (1) had approximately the same number of

~weapons and (2) all of the weapons were of such a nature that more than

one could be taken out by a single attacking weapon. This would be the

“case if the delivery vehicles were vulnerable, such as aircraft concen-

trated on relatively few airfields or unprotected fixed-site missiles de=
ployed in such a manner that one burst would destroy several weapons.
It should be noted that in this case a large number of weapons would not
be required-~in fact the quantity is quite irrelevant so long as more than
two exist on each side, ' ' o

In this situation, the side which struck first could reraove the enemy

" threat and still have enough weapons remaining to blackmail, damage,

or annihilate the opponent. Further, except for sanctions brought to
bear by outside powers, the party that struck first would emerge from -
the fray unscathed, the winner by a successiul coup de main. Once this
occurred, the ambitions of the victor could be frustrated only (1) if
intarnational forces or the iurces of interested powers intervened mili-
tarily, or (2) if the credibie threat of organized and overwhelming
political and economic sactions were brought to bear. In either case

the conflict would be wid2ned and complicated, thus opening up oppor-
tunities for further conflict. _ - '
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If such a dangerous model developed, the United States could hardly
avoid intervening in an attempt to avoid nuclear war and the chaos which
would result. This intervention could take any one of the following forms:

(1} In cooperation with the Soviet Union implement & policy of either
ardversary control or cooperative control as outlined in Appendix
B, "Theoretical Considerations of Nth Country Status.' If the
necessary degree of cooperation with the Soviet Union could be
achieved. this clearly would be the mnost desirable choice.

{2) Extend deterrence to cover the threatened sta ug quo power or
ally (Israel, India, Australia, Federal Republxc of Germany,
and possibly Japan). This policy could be safely implemented
only if the United States enjoyed a clear and high degree of both
local and global nuclear superiority over any combination of
opposing powers. ''Nuclear parity' would not suffice for a
policy of extended deterrence on.a large scale,

(3) Make available to the defensive or status quo power a force capable )
of deterring enemy attack. Depending upon available technology
and the characteristics of the two opposing forces, the weapons
systems supplied could be defensive, offensive, or both. This
policy would no doubt reqmre the temporary use of extended
deterrence to preclude ‘the preemption of the improved defense
posture. Reinforcement by defensive wapons would be less pro-
vocative than by offensive weapons, but technologically infeasible
in snme cases hecause of short time-distance factors (e.g., Israel-
UAR).

(4) In the event that none of the above coping technignes were workable,
as a tactic of last resort and in a case where an Nth power seemed
about to wage an aggressive nuclear war it may be necessary to
implement a policy of coexcive disarmament. If this proved neces-
sary, it should be implemented with the least possible force, and
preferahly with non-nuclear weapons. In many cases a show of
overwhelming force, such as a massive fly-over, accompamed
by stern warnings and an appeal to the people might suffice.
Missiles, and especially long-range missiles, would not be well
suited to this task, since the force employed shouvld be visible,
flexible, and recallable. It frequently has been suggested that
one can make a show of force with long range missiles by exploding
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a nuclear weapon at a very high altitude over the offending nation, This
technique, however, could well be .interpreted as an initiation of war
rather than a show of force and thus set cff the war it 'was intended to deter,

SYMMETRICAL DISTRIBUTION

Both of the above models include a symmetrical distribution of
nuclear weapons but, for analytical and heuristic purposes, jumped over

_ the process of proliferation and posited more or less completed nuclear

postures. Unfortunately, the posture outlined in the unstable model is
more likely to obtain in most potential Nth countries than that outlined in
the stable model. Henry Kissinger has succinctly stated why this is so:
“"None of the smaller countries will have the resources to create much
more than a rudimentary first strike force, The elaborate combination
of warning, hardening, and mobility needed to survive a surprise attack

- seems beyond their capability,..In order to safeguard their hard-won

nuélea_r capabilities, Nth countries will find themag‘,]ves'under nearly .
irresistible preasure to launch a suprise attack. n?

Both Kissinger and our second model are too pessimistic for the
real world, however; whereas the firnt model is obviously too optimistic.
Some Nth countries may te abie to create relatively invulnerable forces.
in relation to the kind of attack that could be made by another Nth power;

" others will be able to conatruct active defenses that will at least dilute

the attack, Further, it seems certain that while in the process of building
a nuclear force the nation conterrslating a surprise attack wiil have to
choostie between a counterforce strategy and a countercity strategy hecause
it may not have the capability for both dnd probably doea not have the
capability to completely destroy its enemy at one blow. The former
alternative {counterforce) might require all its forces just to ensure
destruction of enemy forces. If this were the case, the result would be
s.mply nuclear disarmament of both states, and the conflict would remain
at a lower level of violence. A "broken back! war would probably then
ensue {f both sides were not exrausted or intimidated, [Fear does not
necessarily result in hostility; it often results in paralysie.) The latter
alternative {countercity) would obvicusly leave the attacker open to re-
taliation in kind. In other case there would be no utility to a 'nuclear attack
and the lack of capability may result in a mutual deterrence, '

37 Henry Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice {Garden City: Doubleday.
and Company, 1962), pp. 244-45.
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These obsexvations are not intended to deny that a symmetrical
proliferation process between hostile Nth powers would increase hostility .
and hence increase the chances of war or that this instability would result
from fear of a suprise attack. The point is that the instability will -
probably not be as great as is generally presumed. Further, where there.
is symmetry in the distribution of nuclear capabilities, war planners will
be very careful and conservative in estimating costs, vulnerability, and
capabilities, Thesde calculations will be very difficult to make with any
degree of confidence if the intended victim shows initiative and imagination
in creating and deploying its forces.

. It may also be difiicult for potential Nth power aggressors to judge
just when, how, and where one or the other of the superpowers will
intervene. Nations will probably insist upon a higher degree of confidence
that their war plans and intelligence estimates are correct before initiating
a nuclear war than they would in a less destructive war. A conventional
war, such as that between India and Pakistan in’ 1965, is one thing; but if
both sides had nuclear weapons it would be a different matter entirely.

ASYMMETRICAL DISTRIBUTION

Nuclear proliferation has thus far proceeded in quite an asymmetri~
cal pattern. The Soviet Union started its nuclear weapons program far :
behind the United States and from 1945 to the early 1960's was clearly
inferior to the United States both qualitatively and quantitatively. The
United States, being a defensive-ciiented power, often sensitive to both
domestic and world opinion, did not employ iis superior position except
for purely defensive purposes, but the United States superiority deterred -
overt Soviet aggression and forced her to turn to lesser, more ambigious
provocations such as war by proxy,. a strategy of !'peaceful coexistence, "
and "'wars of national liberation." The British were able to develop their
nuclear capability safely under the American nuclear umbrella, while the
French force de frappe is safe from preemption because it is welcomed
by the Soviet Union as a divisive force in NATO and, at any rate, is no
serious threat to the Soviet Union, especially in light of their recent
antiballistic missile developments. The Chinese nuclear development,
while clearly open to preemption by the United States, has not been _
threatened because of (1) domestic and international opinion which would

-preclude such 2 move, (2) lack of sufficient Chinese provocation,.and.{3)

the -possibility that the- Soviet Union-may come to China's-defense.
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It would seem that the lessons to be learned from this experience
are rather obvious; first, that inthe absence of a very serious quarrel
invelving vital national interests, the acquisition of a nuclear weapons
.capability by an unfriendly power is not a sufficient provocation for a
preventive or preemptive attack, and secondly, that overt war will not
break out so long as the asymmetry is weighted in favor of the defensive
oriented or status quo POwer.. 1f, however. the asymmetry is weighted in
favor of the aggressor in & conflict situation, the chances of war are
raised unless (1} the victim is immediately and unambiguously covered by
the extended deterrence of a major power, or (2) it is obvious that the
regional and/or glcbal system would not permit the aggressor to con-
solidate his victory, or (3) the victim acquiesces in the demands of the
aggressor rather than fight a losing battle, or (4) despite the asymmetry,
the potential consequences of a retaliatory strike are such as to deter
an aggressor from initiating nuclear war. o

On balance, then,. it would seem that a markedly asymmetrical
distribution of nuclear weapons need not in itself be dangerous because
(1) the threat of war will be used only if the aggressor is clearly superior,
(2) where the aggressor is clearly stronger the victim may follow a

: policy of preeraptive surcender, (3) the "victim" may seek the protection

of allies, even at the expense of some independence of action, {4) the
superpowers will be reluctant to give direct military assistance to the
aggressor, whereagsthey are more likely to come to the aid of the
innocent underdog. :

In light of the above discussion and the area studies contained in
Appendix A, we may now turn to a brief discussion of the implications of
proliferation for the likelihood of war: :

1.  Germany

“The acquisition of an independent nuclear weapons capability is an
option available to the Federal Republic of Germany. If the Federal
Republic begins to acquire 2 nucléar capability, however, both the Soviet
Union and France can be expected to react vigorously and possibly in co-

- operation. In fact, Helmut Schmidil, aleader of the Social Democrat

party, recently stated that an independent German nuclear weapons
capability would be funbearable" for the Soviet Union. Obviously, the

38 See Appendix I, '“The Strategic Power Relationship Setween Nth
Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States.” See also Appendix E,
"Nuclear Proliferation and the Balance of Power."
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chances of war in the form of a preventive attack upon Germany would be
enhanced. If it were inevitable that the Federal Republic acquire a nuclear
capability, perhaps the most stabilizing policy for the United States to
fcliow would be to retain very close ties witk thie Federal Republic and
maintain A strong military presence in that country. This would serve

two purposes: first, it wouid maks clear that an artack or Germany would
bring an American response and thus eifectively deter both the Soviet
Uaion and France, and secondly, the strong American presence would be
visible proof to those frightened by the German nuclear capability of a .

powerful US restraint upon Germany.
2. Israel-UAR

_ In this pair of adversaries Israel is the defensive-oriented power,
while the UAR is clearly a potentlal aggres sor. The level of national
interest involved is of the highest order~-the very existence. of the state

of Israel. Were the UAR militarily superior to israel the situation would

be very dangerous. It is impcrtant, therefore, that Israel continue Lo be
capable of deterring UAR attack. If both states are nuclear, then it is highly.
decsirable that Israel possess a secure second strike deterrent force since
deferse appears impractical. Fortunately, Israel appears to be capable

of maintaining a clear lead over the UAR in nuclear technology; hcwever,

if something approximating the unstable model begar to develop, appropriate
assistance to Israel should be considered, In order to avoid alienating the
Arah states, it would be desirable ii such assistance came from France, as
is currently the case; however, if this proves impcssible, tize United

States may have to offer assistance to Israel, following the precedent

set in February 19566 with the sale of A~4 Skyhawk aivcraft to-izrael as a
deterrent. Of course, the United Stateés should centinuously apply
economic and diplamatic pressures. to the UAR in an effort to keep its
nuclear capability as limited as possible until such time as a situation of
stable mutual deterrence seems reasonable.

3. Japan

_ Japan is in the enviable position of being involved in no serious
international conflicts at present, and ir is iikely that she will be able to
" avoid serious conflict for the foreseeable future while expanding her
political and economic role in the Far East. According to Morton
Halperin, China is not alarmed about the prospect of a Japanese nuclear
capability. The highest priority for China is to see United States
military forces and bases out of Japan; if a Japanese nuclear capability
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would serve this end, the Chinese would welcome it. It seems reasonable
to predict that the Japanese could develop a secure i.nd effective deterrent
force without significantly increasing the fear or hostility of either China

© or thue Soviet Union, if it were accomplished independently of the United

States, This course, however, would arouse considerable concern in the
United States, ' '

4, India-Pakistan

_ India, the defensive oriented state in this conflict,.is confronted by
both Pakistan and China. This complicates the situation; however, unless
India disintegrates politically or economically it would be able to gain and.
maintain a clear nuclear superiority over Pakistan both quantitatively and
qualitatively, This should prove stabilizing. Further, the Indian-Pakistani
quarrel is clearly a limited conflict for limited objectives. It is unhlrely
that either side would risk the destruction of a nuclear war over a
territorial dispute, Another moderating force is the fact that both India -
and Pakistan are so dependent upon foreign aid that neither can afford to

alienate their primary benefactors. The superpowers, through the;r aid

programs, can do much to control the Indian-Pakistani conflict.

The prospect of an Indian nuclear capability does not ala.rm China;
on the contrary, the Chinese may welcome such a force,” “Chinese strategy
againet India is not primarily military; rather, it appears to be an effort
to weaken the central government, to encourage centrifugal forces, and
to look for eventual creation of a number of separate astates, Short of
that, they hope to weaken the Indian economy, disrupt its political '
structures, and dégrade Indian influence in Africa and Asia. All of these
objectives might be enhanced by an Indian nuclear weapone program.

Unless the nuclear force structure of India and Pakistan appr_oximafed .

the unstable model described above (and this seems unlikely), the
nuclearization of the Indian-Pakistani conflict relationship will not

increase the probability of war and may serve to decrease it.

5. | A rgentina.-Brazﬂ

No impartant conflict exzsts between Argentina and Brazil, nor can .
one be reasonably projected; therefore, one cannot epeculate oun the
probability of war between these two nations. Neither could easily develop

39 .See Appendix A, "China'
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or procure a nuclear weapons capability so long as they remain within the

- United States’® sphere of influence, It is assumed, therefore, that a prior
p : prior

condition of either nation's achieving Nth power status involves (1)
economic independence from the United States, and {2) the installation of
an anti-American govermment. An anti-American government could he
either strongly nationalist and independent, or pro~-Communist and
dependent upon aid from a major Communist power. It cannot be fure-
seen that a strongly nationalist Nth power in Latin American would present
any serious crisis; however, a pro-Communist Nth power would probably
be a second center for further Communist penetration into the Hemisphere.
The nuclear weapons capability would be used o deter efforts to overthrow
the regime, to increase prestige, and to support subversion in the
hemisphere, The United States and the Organization of American States
would be presented with a problem on the order of Cuba but of greater
magpitude. It would be necessary to first isolate the state and then seek

~ ways to hasten the displacement of the regime with one more compatible

with hemispheric solidarity. The nuclear weapons capability of the Nth
power may have to be removed by force in order to preclude the Nth

/ power holding its neighbors hostage. Alternatively, the pattern of the

Cuban crisis of 1962 might be followed; that is, the nuclear weapons
capability might be removsd in return for the guaranteed security of the
regime. ‘

0. Australia~Indonesia

Conflict between Australia and Indonesia centers around Sarawak
and Papua, with Australia clearly on the defenzive and Indonesia the

‘potential aggressor. With limited objectives such ag these, neither side

would be likeiy to risk nuclear destruction over the issue. Australia
does not have thie manpower resources 1o match Indoresgia, but this

'is of limited importance sitice Indonesia hae a very limited sea and

airlift capability and is unlikely to invest heavily in the needed equipment

in the foreseeable fulure. In the uniikely event that Indenesia should

achieve nuclear superiority over Australia by 1930, Australia would have
to rely upon American alliance commitments to deter ;ndonezian nuclear '
blackmail. - Neither nuclear war nor ite threat seem a reasonable option
for Indonesia so long as Australia either (1) maintains nuclear superiority
over Indonesia or (2) can rely upon United States sea and air support.
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7. The Republic of South Africa

. Since the Republic of South Africa is a defensively oriented power aad
has the technological and economic ability to maintain clear nuclear
superiority over its black African adversaries, the acquisiiion of a
nucleas capability by the Republic of South Africa would not increase the
chances of war. On the contrary, it may well help to deter black African
efforts to intervene, even indirectly, in South African affairs.
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CATALYTIC WAR

There are four ways in which an Nth power could conceivably
initiate a general, or at least a widespread nuclear war involving the
United States and/or the Soviet Union. These are (1) by making an
attack appear to come from another source, (2} through the dynamics
of alliance systems, (3) a passive triggering capability, and [4) an active
triggering capability. Fach of these possible consequences of prolifera«

.tion will be discussed and evaluated in turn.

SIMULATED ATTACK

~ One Nth power may precipitate general nuclear war bty simulating
an attack on one superpower by another. The first superpower, believing
that it was under attack by the second, would retaliate; and the second,

‘receiving a real attack from the f{irst, woild strike back at the first,

The two superpowers would thus destroy one another and the cata.lyz.mg
pbwer would emerge unscathed as the leading world power.

This scenario is not persuasive in the context of current technology.
It would require considerable technclogical sophistication to simulate the
attack of a superpower on another superpower. For example, it would
be quite difficult even by 1980 for Communist China or France to attack
the United States and inake it appear that it was the Soviet Union that had

Jaunched the attack, Further, political corditicns would have to be just

right; there would have to be a severe crisis and the United States would-
have to believe that the Soviet Union was contemplating an attack, - It-
would probably be necessary that ccmmunication between Soviet and US
decision makers during the crisis be distorted or elimirated, and this
does not seem likely, Even if this were the case, the Nth power could
not deliver a crippling attack and it-is highiy unlikely that the United
States, if it pursues its strategy of controlled application of force, would
retaliate unt:l {t knew exactly. the source of the attark, Thus, a small
strike would not frigger a massive retaliation, and the larger the attack
the easier it would be to identify its source. Further, as nuclear weapons .
spread, the technology of the superpowers will notl be standing still, and
it is quite likely that ths superpowers will have the warning, surveillance,
and reconnaissance capability to identify the source of any nuclear strike,
with the possible exception of a surprise submarine-launched attack.

Even by 1930 there will be very few powers that could Jaunch a nuclear
attack from submarines, and this fact will limit the problem considerably.
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Further, in the near future the superpowers may have both antiaireraft
and antimissile defenses that are difficult to penetrate except with the
most sophisticated techniques, Hopefully, even CONUS ASYW defense will
improve, ' ‘

Even in the unlikely event that an Nth power did succeed in deceiving
a superpower and precipitating a masasive nuclear exchange, the dia-

‘advantages”of such action-would seem to outweigh the advantages because:

1. The catalyst may not survive the general war it hoped t.+
precipitats because of: {a) the effects of worldwide radio-
active fallout; (b) the catalyst may be on the target liat of
one or both superpowers or their allies; (c) the manifest
uncertainty of the physical, biological and political environ-
ment following general nucléar war.

2. If one of the superpowers emerged “yictorious! and
strong, the catalytic power could hope to gain little
at best, and prcbably lose much. :

3, The war probably would not completely destroy the nuclear
arsenals of the superpowers and the trick may be discover:d
even after an initial exchange, The Nth power would have
to face the remaining forces of the superpowers as well as
those of a frightened and outraged world. Severe sanctions
would undoubtedly follow. : ‘

4, Eliminating the superpowers would remove the major
' sources of technology, preduction, food, wealth, markets,
foreign aid and assistance. - - _ : '

_ In summary, initiation of éata.‘lytic war seems neither technological-
ly feasible or politically and sconomically profitable, What seems more

_ reasonable is that, with a wide dispersion of nuclear weapons to lesser

nations, a cnfalytic war among the lesser powers, but not involving the
superpowers, may come about. For example, Indonesia may attack
Australia; Australia thinks China is the attacker and retaliates; China
believes that India has attacked her and retaliates; India suspects

‘Parkistan and launches an attack on Pakistan. This scenario is more likely

if the lesser nuclear powers Jack-sophisticated technology er intelligence.
systems. Should this be held a clear and present danger, thers are three
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courses of action which could be taken:

a. Do nothing, and if this type of chain reaction takes place,
©°  at least it will be a solution to the particular Nth country
problem. The world would have learned a lesson on the
limits of the use of nuclear weapens.

b. Establish an international surveillance, warning, and

detection system reporting to the Security Council of
~the United Nations.. This sytéem would be workable only

if the superpowers would contribute the required
technology. Such a system may well preclude all nuclear
aggression except that promoted by the superpowers., It
would further have the effect of enhancing the peacekeeping
role of the United Nations.

¢. The United States and the Soviet Union could cocperate with
" thei1 allies in providing the necessary intelligence and
" surveillance. Nonaligned nuclear powers would have to
shift for themselves., This would tend to tighten the super-
power alliance system and isolate Ntk powers trying to
enhance their power position in the world,

THE DYNAMI.CS OF THE.ALLI.ANCE S-YSTEM

Fear has often becn expressed that a small siuclear power, allied

" with'a superpower, may.be able to drag the superpowers into a war

because pacta sunt servanda. There is certainly some truth in the
proposition that the alliance systems have played a role in expanding
conflict, through the concept of borrowed power (See Appendix E).. There.
are signs, however, that neither the Soviet Union nor the’ United States will-

permit its allies to drag it into an unwanted war. While the Soviet Union’

certainly agsisted China in the Korean conilict, it stopped short of actual
participation in the fray. Again, the Sovier Union did not support China -

.in her aggression against Liidia, even though the United States delivered

aid to India., The US action during the Suez crisis of 1956 and the
exchange of letters between President Johnson and Prime Minister Inonu
of Turkey in June, 1965, clearly show that the United States will not be
pushed into . war by its allies' initiatives, even though the cohesiveness
of the alliance suffers as a result. - On the contrary, it is more likely

‘that the superpowers wiil restrain their allies as the United States
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restrained France and Great Britain in 1956 and Turkey ih 1965. It is well
remembered that Germany's great mistake in 1914 was in failing to re-
strain her ally Ausiria from attacking Serbia, and the mistake is not likely
to be repeated. Both the United States and the Soviet Union have avoided

_direct coanfrontations, and when these have occurred {the Barlin crinsis

and the Cubar missile crisis, for example) both sides have exhibited a
tolerance of provocations which, prior to the nuclear age, would probably
have led to war. Botlk sides recognize that, at the current state of the
art in both offensive and defensive military technology, there are few

. issues worth a nuciear exchange. It should be noted, however, that there -

is no guarantee that this restraint will persist as technology progresses.
A technological breakthrough, e.g., a highly effective damage-limiting
capability, could drastically after the picture. It should also be noted that

‘such a breakthrough on the part of an Nth power by 1980 seems utter

fantasy.

PASSIVE TRIGGERING CAPABILITY

A passive triggering capability would result from an Nth power .
having enough nuclear forces of very low vulnerability that a superpower
could not conduct an efficient counterforce strike against this state
without expending so much of its capabl.ity that its secend strike capability
could be largely eliminated by a first strike from the other superpower.

In the case of an Nth power possessing sucha capability against the

United Siatee, it would require that the Nth power have a large number of -
well dispersed and protected strategic targets which would call {for a
large number of US missiles or aircraft to destroy. If such a situation
came into being, the US strategy would have to be changed from that of

counterforce to mixed targeting in order to conserve forces, and the

various advantages of a counterforce strategy would be lost, If the
United Statés wished to have the capability to singlehandedly deter
nuciear aggresaion throughout the world, it would be necessary to have
enough strategic vehicies and warheads to have an assured second strike
capability against all nuclear potential aggressors simultaneously. If,
for example, the United Siates found if necessary to deter Communist
China to protect Japan, Egypt to protect rsrael, and Indonesia to protect .
Australia, these missicns would have to be accomplished with sufficient
forces remaining to deter the Soviet Union ard any otker Ntk powers
which had the capability to strike the United States or its forces. The
alternative to this need for greaier stratogic forces would be for Japan,
israel, Australia and any other potential victims of nuclear aggresaion
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to have available to themselves a credible {survivable) nuclear deterrent
against their antagonist without involving the United States. Even in

this situation, however, the United States may desire a posture capable of
deterring simultaneously all nuclear powers able to strike the United -
States. In this situation defense against air and missile attack may be

of greater significance than at present, not only as a rneans of defense,
but as a means to discourage a nuciear arms race, If potential Nth
countries knew that they could penetrate US defenses only with great
difficulty and could not threaten the US homeland for bargaining purposes,
they would be discouraged from attempting to procure the needed
capability and or inhibited from using what they may have,

ACTIVE TRIGGERING CAPABILITY

An active triggering capability would result frorm an Nth power's
acquiring enough nuclear forces so that-it had the capacity, on a first
strike, of gufficiently reducing the offensive capability of a superpower
so that the first superpower could not efficiently strike the second. For

-example, China would have an active triggering capability if it could

by a first strike reduce the US retaliatory capability to a point which

- would enable the Soviet Union to finigh off the US second strike capability

ith a counterforce attack. In order to aveid this type of catalytic war,
the United States must have forces clearly capable of withstanding a '
first strike by China and then one by the Soviet Union and still be able

to deliver unacceptabje damage te both. One antidote to this possibility

would be for the United States to be allied with a nuciear armed power
or powers in the Far East capable of, and willing io, - deter China and to
retaliate against China if the United States were attacked. China's
ability to actively trigger a Soviet attack on the United States would be .
further reduced i the United States could count on 2 nuclear-armed
Germany, France, Great Britain or European ccalition to assist in
deterring the Soviet Union, In the latter case, the United States would
find itself in the position of Eurcpe today-~that i, it would be dependent
upon the reliability and credibility of the deterrent power of allies, In

this case the United States may experience some of the same nervousness

that the French and German have manifested. This would raise a number
of problems, including the sharing of technology, the coordination of
strategy, and a common targeting policy. Such an alliance would be
very useful, but to be effective it would require a tighter coordination

of policies and more intimnate relations with more subordination of
individual national interests to the common good than most nations in.any
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of the US alliance systems have thus far been willing to accord,

Thus, if the United States were either unable or unwilling to
cor.atruct forces capable of simultaneously deterrirg all nuclear potential
enemies, it would be forced to rely upon allies. . This situation could
result in a classic 19th century type of balence of power system. In the
nuclear age this type of system would be highly unstable gince a war
fought to restore the balance wsuld most likely desizoy the entire system.

One other way of copiug with an active triggering capability is
collaboration between the superpowers. This would involve sharing of
information on the status of Nth country forces, coordinated, rapid
and perhaps reciprocal command and control. The capacity of an Nth
power to do mischief could be greatly reduced through means such as
the uae of reciprocal strategic force observers by the Soviet Union and
the United States. If nuclear proliferation leads to polycentrism and
states hostile to both the United States and Soviet Union, then guperpower
collaboration to reduce the probability of catalytic war would be indicated,

-
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THE PROBLEM OF ACCIDENTAL WAR

There has been a widespread discussion of the prublem of acci-

‘dental war in arms control literature for over a decade, The term has

been used in many ways, often to mean anything other than deliberate
calculated war and even including political or military miscalculations.
For the purpose of this discussion, however, acci diental war will be
construed to mean mechanical accidents in the defense systems and
psychological and personnel hazards,

- It is interesting to note that neither the French nor the Chinese have
expressed fear of accidental war, and that the Soviet Union has discussed
the problem only in terms of propaganda designed to discredit the United
States. Most of the genuine fear of nuclear accidents has been expressed

- by British and American writers and much of this has borne no relation

to the technical facts. In spite of much unfounded alarmism, though,
accidental war is a possibility, however remote, and the proliferation. of
nuclear weapons may enhance the danger,

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

The history of wars in the prenuclear age affords us httle insight
into the problem of nuclear accidents because the technological environ-
ment has changed s8¢ radically in the past 20 years. Time factors have:
been drastically reduced, destructive power vastly expanded, and
communications and transportation have gr eatly reduced both time and
space. Nevertheless, there are still some insights to be had from
history, Many past wars have been accidental to some degree, but just
how and to what degree is a matter of considerable disagreement among
historians. Further, it is difficult in these past wars to distinguish
accidents, as defined here,. from the many mistakes in political and
military judgement which seem so clear from the vantage point of hind~
sight.  But the lessons of history clearly show that international tensions
which existed before the outbreak of open hostilites have played the major
role in igniting most wars. The existing tension has provided tte raison
d'etre for war once an accident,.incident, or provocation has proyidaed
the casus belli. But accidents cut of the blue, that is, in the absence of -
acute tension, have not caused wars. For example, an accident
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involving the United States and Canada would hardly result in a war.

‘On-the other hand, an accident at the time of the 1961 Berlin crisis would
~ be more likely to trigger a hostile response that could escalate via the

provocation--counter-provocation route to war, {This, too, is not
certain; it is only more likely.)} The importance of tension is underlined

'in cases where the apparent casus belli was removed before the outbreak

of war yet pressures for war were overwhelming: Austria's attack upon
Serbia in 1914 after Serbia delivered a conciliatory rerly to the Austrian
ultimatum is a case in point. Another example is the Spanish~American
War of 1898. Spain essentially conformed to US demands regarding Cuba,
yet pressure in this country for war was raised to fever pitch by the
sinking of the battleship Maine. The may well have been an accident,
just as the Serbian government did not plan the murder of the Archduke
Ferdinand. : :

. Conversely, there are numerous cases where adequate provocation
for war has existed, but war was avoided because tension was relatively low or
for one reason or another the provoked nation or nations did not want to.
go to war. The sinking of the Lusitania, for example, did not bring the US
into World War I. ' Neither did the einking of the gunboat Panay in 1937
precipitate war between the US and Japan. Further, there have been
numerocus examples of treaty violations and overt aggressions which have
failed to precipitate war--the Japanese take over of Manchuria, Hilter's
occupation of the Rhineland, and Mussclini's invasion of Ethiopia, to
mention a few well-known cases, Nations simply have not gone off to
war willy-nilly when they have not wanted to do s0. The Munich agreement
of 1938 shows that not even treaty obligations will force a nation to war
against its will. National interest, not pacta sunt servanda, seems to
reign supreme. ' ' : . : -

It is clear, however, that nuclear weapons and related technolbgy-

‘bring on a new and_' unpleasant dimension to the problem of accidental

war, and that the more widespread these weapons ars, the greateér the
danger of a serious nuclear accident which may lead to war under proper
cenditions. History gives us no insights into what happenrs if a missile
accidentally is fired and explodes on foreign territory, but it does show
that such incidents do not necessarily or automatically lead to war. -They
lead to war only when tensions are extremely acute or when oné side is
looking for an excuse to go to war. Further, the history of the past 20
years show that nuclear powers are well aware of the consequences of
nuclear war and have markedly raised their tolerance of provocations.
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the ca’.pabilitj’ of launching a weapon, the easier it is to solve the problem,

NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS AND ACCIDENTAL WAR

Even if accidents do occur, however, they will not necessarily
precipitate war. If the nations involved do not wish to go to wazr; if
communications are such that immediate discussions, explanations,
and negotiations can get under way; and if their weapons systems are of

‘such a nature that instantaneous response is not essential to survivial,

then war need not occur. Further, even if an accident does precipitate
unintended war b...ween Nth countries, there is no reason why the con-
flict cannot be quickly isolated and brought under control by either inter-
national organization or the action of the major powers. Only in case one
or both of the superpowers immediately jointed the fray wouldbe a Jocal
nuclear conflict escalate to general nuclear war. Considering existing
means of communication between the United States and the Soviet Union,
and given the attitude of both superpowers that no issue is worth a

global nuclear exchange, the chances of accidental nuclear war between
Nth countries escalating to global nuclear war seems extremely remote.
If such an accident did occur, for example between Israel and Egypt, the
results would be unfortunate for those two nations, but it would not-
involve large areas of the globe and no serious power vacuum need by
permitted to develop. The experience would be sobering and instructive
for the rest of the world. Thus, the prob‘ em of accidental war, whlle
disturbing from the moral and humanitarian point of view, need not be
disastrcus to the United States provided that a stray nuclear warhead
dld not land on US soil, This could not happen so long as Nth powers do
not have delivery vehiclea of sufficient range to reack the United States,
This poasibility seems unlikely to obtain prior to 1980 except in the cases
of France and China .

CONCLUSIONS

By conclusion, it appears that, if proper precautions are taken
by Nth powers, there is some unquantifiable but slight chance that an
accidental nuclear explosion involving two nations might occur and that
the prcliferation of nuclear weapons will increase the chances of such
an accident occurring. What is more important than the number of Nth
countries, however, is what kind of nuclear forces and command and
control systems come into existence, Qualzty, in this case, is more
important than quantity, ' '
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If an accident does occur, there is only a slight chance that it would
precipitate war. The level of existing tension and the communications -
that exist between nations would be relevant factors: The efficacy of
“international peacekeeping capabilities would also have a bearing on the
gituation. ' )

Finally, even if nuciear war does break out between two Nth
countries as a result of an accident, the chances of the United States ' —
becoming involved in a global nuclear exchange seems infinitesimal.
Before the United States became involved there would, first, have to be
an accident; second, the accident would have to lead to war; and third,
the war would have to escalate to global dimensions. in the context of
today's military and technological environment, this is an extremely
unlikely contingéncy.

_ The record of the past 20 years with regard to accidents is
comforting, but it will be important that Nth countries be aware of the
possibility of accidents and take measures to prevent them as the

United States and, presumably, the Soviet Union have done. Nth powers,
possibly with the aid and encouragement ~f the older nuclear powers can
effectively reduce the likelihood of accidental war by: ' : :

1. reducing the urgency of quick reaction by reducing
vulnerability of offensive forces,

2. measures to reduce the incidence of false alarms in
warning systems. :

3. impr_bve intelligence.
4. establishing effective command and control systems.

5. direct and rapid communications between governments
to clear up misunderstandings. ' '

6. exchange of accident preventing, technology.
7. récognition in practice as well as in principle that the

traditional military principle of keeping one's adversaries
guessing with respect tohis intentions is dangerously out

N
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out of date in the nuclear-misaile age.
'8.. improving the speed and effect i{renes_a of the peace- =
'q‘ keeping machinery of international organizations .
' It would seem that in the future accidents may hﬁppen,' but if the §
o nuclear powers think this through, they need not lead {0 a nuclear war, \
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APPENDIX D

THE STRATEGIC POWER RELATIONSHIP OF Nth POWERS,
THE SOVIET UNION, AND THE UNITED STATES.




APPENDIX D

THE STRATEGIC RELLATIONSHIP OF Nth POWERS
TO THE UNITED STATES AND THE SOVIKT UNION*

It is often argued that nuclear proliferation is dangerous because it

allows the Nth power to pursue policies and goals effectively and indepen-
dently of the superpowers, thus reducing the power and influence of the

* supcrpowers, but at the same time involving them in the disputes and
_crises generated by Nth power initiatives. -According to this argument,
nuclear proliferation would have a gentral loosening effect upon major
power alliance systems, would make for an iucreascd_'number of serious
international ¢rises, and could thus bring the superpowerse into direct -
confrontation over issucs which are only marginal to their interests. Gen-
eral d'Armée André Beaufre, in fact, argues that "interests which are.
vital for the weaker allies but marginal for the stronger then become vital
for the latter as well and go solidarity becomes more complete [from the
French point of vi'cw]'.“"*f In terms of the international system as a whole,
the process would militate against bi-polarity and reduce the moderating
iniltence and control of the superpowers. Some Nth powers may dGeliber-

- ately strive to reduce the influence of the superpowers, This is clear
frem General Beaufre's statement that:

Arother consequence of nuclear deterrence iz that
mutual danger and the effort ertailed in the nuclear arms
race creates a sense of solidarity between the nuclear
powers. This solidarity has produced a new type of rela-
tionship between the Americans arnd tke Russians; it i’
characterized by a permanent dialogue, open haggling,
mutual mistrust and undercover complicity. When the
ricks to both of them are ciearly greater than the iscue

-1 See William C. Foster, "New Directione in Arms Contrc! and Disarma-
meunt," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 43, No. 4, Pp. 5387-601. For a French

_view, seé Andre Beaufre, Deterrence and Strategy (New York: Praeger,
1966), pp. 78-90. o ' '

¢ Beaufre, op. cit., p. 89.
* By Dr, James McBride.




at stake {e.g., Suez) it might well be that their de facto
solidarity would be translated into concerted action or
even a temporary alliance., The prospect of a world con-
trolled by a de facto Russo-American "condominium!'' is
one of the possible--and menacing--fesults of nuclear
evolution.

Looked at from this point of view, the existence of
independent nuclear forces should constitute a guarantee
that the interests of the other nuclear powers will not be
sacrificed through some agreement between the two
BUPETPOWET B+« == ~, 3 (empha‘sis s_upplied)

If the nuclear ""magic wand' makes General Beaufre's wish corme
true, nuclear proliferation would clearly not be in the best interests of
the Ulnited States. But this line of thinking is often refuted by demonstra-
ting that Nth powers can develop no more than a modest and unsopiiisticated
nuclear weapons capability and will not, in fact, be less dependent upon
the protection of a superpower ally. Even if the latter argument is true,
however, proliferation may still prove destabilizing if Nth powers insist
upon believing that nuclear weapons give them a more independent position,
Polycentrism and instability will be all the more acute if one or both super-
powers, as well as the Nth power, behave as though the Nth power were
more independent. Both China and France are cases in point. It should
be noted that what is true is not so important as what seems to be true.

If China, for example. is treated as though she is a great power, then
indeed she is a great power. The same reasoning applies to France.

‘Power is at least as much a matter of subjective judgements as ob_}ectwe

realities.

Among those who reject the argument that a nuclear capability will
serve as a means to greater 1ndependence in international politics, Henry
Kissinger wrote:

Nor is a nuclear arsenal under national control a means
for becoming independent of big power tutelage. A major
nuclear power, confronted by an Nth country not backed by

3 ' '
Beaufre, op. .it., p. 1_40. :
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another major nuclear power, could always strike pre-
emptively. Taus Nth countries would continue to be -
deperndent on the support of a major nuclear power.

... It follows that if a lesser power is dependent upon a greater power
for its security, it is beholden to the greater power and subject 1o its

influence, especially in matters of foreign policy.

Kissinger argued that in view of the quantity and quality of nuclear
force any Nth country can be reasonably expected to develop or procure
in the foreseeable future, it could not expect to degrade significantiy the
retaliatory forces of a superpower by a preventive or pre-emptive attack;
On the contrary, for an Nth power to threaten the use of nuclear weapons
a.g'ainst. a superpower would be at best useless, and at worst, suicidal.
In view of this, Kissinger_ concludes that nuclear weapons will not improve
the strategic position of Nth countries vis-h-vis the superpowers, be they
allies or opponents. '

It is readily apparent that the validity of this position depends upon
the nature of the weapons system that the Nth country possesses and upon
the active defensive vapability of the superpowers. If the weapons of the
Nth power can be taken out by a first strike, then it would be the maést
dangerous nonsense for the Nth power to behave as though it owned its
own deterrent force and did not need the support of a friendly superpower.
If the Nth power had a relatively invulnerable force, the same would be

“true. (It seems completely impossible for an Nth power fo have an ade-

quate active defense against a saperpower for the foreseeable future.)

Oun the other hand, an Nth power mé'y well be-less secure vis hH-vis

"a hostile superpower than before it made its first nuclear test or acquired

its first weapons., The very fact that it possesses some nuclear weapons

4 Henry.Kissinger, The Necegsity for Choice {Garden Cityf: Doubleday &
Co., 1962), pp. 251-252. : :

3 On the other hand, it would be equally nonsensical for a superpower to’
behave as though the Nth power did have a secure second strike capability..
Humbleness and humility, while virtuous characteristics in individuals,
are not s0 virtuous in nations engaged in the power politics of the inter-
national system., Here, a spade, by any other name, is still a spade..
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tends to render it a more legitimate target for nuclear blackmail than a
non-nuclear nation. '

Further, if the Nth power were either aliied with or closely aésocia-
ted with the other superpower, the fact that it has a nuclear weapons capa-
bility will certaialy nct render the latter more willing to pull the chestnuts

" of the former out of the fire. The very fact that thelesser power procured

or developed a nuclear capability probably reflects a.desire on the part
of the lesser power to be more independent of the superpower, and this
will indude a desire on the part of the superpower to be less closely tied
to the lesser power. If the lesser power indicates in any way that it is
unreliable and may act irresponsibly {from the point of view of the super-
power), the superpower can be expected to either disassociate itself

- from such conduct or force the Nth power to heel by virtue of its vastly

superior power position. The maverick Nt .power is most likely to

be isolated irom friends and allies alike--witness the Suez affair. As

‘long ago as 1949, Christian Herter, then Secretary of State, said: "l can-
not conceive of the President [of the United Stateg involving us in a )
nuclear war unless it became certain that we were in danger of devamn':
ourselves." mAnd General Maxwell D. Taylor wrote in his book, The
Uncertain Trumpet: ' -

We should recognize and accept the limitations of our nuclea
retaliatory forces. Under the conditions that we gnust antici="
pate in the coming years, it is incredible to ourselves, to
our allies, and to our enemies that we should use our forces '

- for any purpose other than to assure our national survival.

. Further, if an Nth power's nuclear force can be negated by either
a first strike or an active defense syetem, there is no reason to believe
that a rational major power, either friend or'foe, would be deterred from
applying political, economic, or other pre ssures on the Nth power for
fear of such a force. Neither does it seem reasonable that such a force
could deter subversion, agitation, internal terror, and other political

* warfare techniques. Neither wbuld_ such a force det_er.:a. conventional attack..

® The Soviet Union has proposed that nuclear nations collectively pledge
that they will not employ nuclear weapons against non-nuclear nations.
The ethical notion appealed to is similar to the schoolyard code that a
boy wearing glasses should not be hit in the face. Once he takes off
his.glasses, however, he is fair game.

T . . ' -
General Maxwell D. Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet (New York: Harper
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In fact, if the Nth power reduced its conventional forces in order to build
an unsophisticated nuclear force, the danger of falling victim to & conven-
tional attack may increase significantly, both because of a reduced military
capability and be:ause of a reduced ability to attract foreign assistance and
allies.

There does remain, of zourse, the possibility that a superpower:
desirous of applying military pressure on a minor nuclear fower allied to
the other superpower may be very cautions for fear of a desperate nuclear
response on the part of the minor power that may cause damage or may lead
to escalation. Some believe that the mere fact that nuclear weapons had been’
used would be enough to precipitate global nuclear war, What seams more
likely, however, is that the superpower allied to the Nth country would be
aware of the danger and would be ready to disassociate itself from the
initial threat or or use of auclear weapons by its lesser ally. Unless the
Nth power clearly had either an active or a passive triggering capability,
its superpower ally would be likely to exert every possible pressure on
the Nth power to refrain from using its nuclear weaponé. The degree of
vigor with which a superpower exerts pre ssure on its ally will depend, to
some extent, upon its estimate of whether a nuclear war could be kept
limited in both scope and intensaity. This, in turn, would depend upeon the
ability of the adversary superpover tu execute & strategy of controlled
and flexible response. The greater the capacity for contrclied and ilexible
response, the more likely that a nuclear war could be limired in both scope
and intensity, and the less likelihood of unintended and undesired escalation
to global war. Of course, if a superpower had an effective artive defense
against the Nth power, the Nth power would be utterly helpless and would
have no choice but to accept the protection {and rence mentorship) of its
superpower ally. Thus, if the Soviet Union developed an adequate active
defense against the French force de frappe, not only would France be
forced to rely totally upon the United States to deter the Soviet Union, but
also France's offer to protect Germany and the Test of Eurcpe would be
clearly an empty gesture as weil as a rather ridictlous pretense toc power.

8 See "Catalytic War,' . in Int-ernafional War and the Spread of Nuclear
Weapons, Appendix C. ' : '

9 This conclusion is based upon the assumption that the force de frappe
was designe-d to deter the Soviet Union. It is recognized, however, that
this may not be its raison d'Stre at all. France has indicated that it
considers the Soviet threat to Europe past.. L :
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The same reasoning applies to China. The greater the US capability for
controlled and flexible response, the more likely it is that the Soviet Union
can dissociate itself from any Chinese nuclear adventures, But, if the .
United States develops an effective active defense against the Chinese capa-
bilities, it will tend to force the Chinese back under the Soviet wmg and
away from unilateral adventures.

The above discussion suggests that. in relation to the superpowers,
the degree of security, and hence strategic independeénce, that an Nth
country could achieve would depend upon its ability to inflict damage upon
a2 major adversary. Of course, as Kissinger noted: "A major nuclear
power confronted by an Nth power not backed by another major power,.
could always strike preemptively." But against an Nth power capable of
launching a small but successful second strike, the éfficacy of a strategy
of pre-emption would be reduced by the cost of whatever damage the Nth
power could inflict. But, somewl# paradoxically, the greater the ability
of an Nth power to inflict damage upon a superpower adversary, the greater
the reluctance of a saperpower ally to extend nuclear deterrence to that
Nth power. Further, Nth power capability to inflict damage is in direct

- proportion to its offensive capability and inverse proportion to the super-

power's defensive capability, It should be noted that herein lies a source

of danger to the superpowers. If superpower X decides to downgrade its

anti-bomber defenses because superpower Y has largely given up a bomber

attack capability in preference to a missile attack capability, superpower T

- X may then be vulnerable to attack by Nth power aircraft. It does little

good to carry a high power rifle to defend against tigers if one forgets the
flit gun needed to defend against malaria-bearing mosquitos.

What is important in judging the strategic relationship of super-
powers to lesser powers is not the abstract concept of ''nuclear capability,"
but rather "what kind of nuclear capability. ' If nuclear capability is viewed
ag a variable in the calculus of national power, then there may be a point
below which a nuclear weapons capabxhty in and of itself*" would not S ;
enhance an Nth country's strategic security and independence vis- a-vis
the superpowers. On the contrary, a nuclear capability below this point
would be a laabxhty to the Nth power. To trade conventional forces for

As noted above, this can be a matter of perceptions rather than realit:es. '
If both the Nth power and the superpowers act as though they believe the
‘Nth power has security and independence, thet in fact it does, ‘even though
its real power does not justify such a position. :
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nuclear forces, in the event that both could not be had, would be to ¢ompound
the liability. Above a certain point on the sliding scale, however, nuclear
weapons may earn for the Nthpower greater indezpendance and security, as
General Gallois has argued. While the critical point on the scale cannot
be precisely defined, it is suggested that this point is reached when the

Nth power has forces capable of surviving a first striks and retaliating

with enough strength to destroy several important cities of the superpower.

The cost of such a capability, however, would be considerable; and further- -
. more, the Nth power would then have climbed aboard the treadmill of

modern technology and would have to keep pace with the superpowers in
research and development or else see its nuclear capability slide down

the scale to where it becomes a liability. In.terms of contemporary lan-
guage, they would be caught up in vertical proliferation. The British

seem to have learned this lesson; the French are learning it; and it remains
to be seen whether more students will apply for admission to the school.
The tuition seems very high with littie prospects for a reduction. To

make the matter worse from the Nth country's point of view, no nation

has found, as yet, a way to become an '"Nth nation dropout, " although the

 British have been struggling manfully to get off the treadmill. The ‘price

of security and independence in the nuclear age comes very high, and the

H General Pierre Gallois argues that thermonuclear war will be unlikelv”
when nuclear forces are widespread in the world. This thesis rests
upon the idea that a lesser power can deter a superpower, such as the
Soviet Union or the United States. This, in turn, rests upon the hypo-
thesis that a desired objective must he worth the cost of achieving it.
For example, what would the Soviet Union gain in launching nuclear:
war against France if it should lose Moscow, Leningrad and possibly
other great cities? In order to work, this form of finite deterrence
must be credible. The superpower must be convinced that the leaser
power would accept national suicide rather than follow a course of
pre-emptive surrender. General Gallois argues: "Analysgis shows
that in the matter of destruction all depends on the nature of the objec-
tives chosen by the retaliatory power. It is plausible to think that a -
dozen or 5o warheads with thermonuclear chargés might be enough to

'erack' the political and social structure of a large, centralized modern -

nation.. ., Therefore a retaliatory strike directed at the demographic
systems of the opponent acquires a real deterrent meaning.' Pierre
Gallois, The Balance of Terror {New York: Houghton Miiflin, 1961).

en




cost will continue to rise in direct proportion to the research and develop-
) : meat programs of the two superpowers. For the foreseeable future, there-
« : fore, there is no real or potential Nth power that can seriously degrade
the military position of the superpowers, provided the superpowers (1)
choose to utilize their vastly superior total power position, and {2) deploy
active defenses to defend against Nth power threats before they arise. If
Nth powers desire a lever against the superpowers, military capability
» does not provide a satisfactory fulcrum for that lever. The lack of a
military fulcrum does not, however, preclude the lesser powers from
geeking a fulcrum in other areas. Further, one should heed Thoemas
Schelling's warning that too often Americans display a propensity "...
for warning rather than doing, for postponing a decision, for anesthetizing
the victim before striking the blow, for risking wealth rather than people,
and for doing grand things that do not hurt rather than small things that
do."12 1f Nth powers acquire the strategic lever that General Beaufre
outlines, it will not be because of their military might, but rather because
of superior skill in 2 psycho-strategic contest vis-a-~vis the superpowers.

_ 12 X1aus Knorr and Thornton Read,. {eds. ), Limited Strategic War (New
L . York: Praeger, 1952), p. 254, .
Ay
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APFENINX E

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND THE BALANCE OF POWER =

NUCLEAR WEAPOMS AND NATIONAL POWER

Introcuction

The purpose of this essay is to survey the impact of nuclear weapons
on the concept of national power and the balance of power, to assess the
influence of nuclear proliferation on polarity and the choesiveness of
alliances, and to suggest the impact of specific cases of nuclear prolif-
eration on military stability and US policies and power, '

In disé,ussing naticnal power, it is essential to differentiate between
the measurement of national power at any given time, and the prediction
of power at some future time. The former is a description of factors
relevent to power relationships existing in the international system and
factors associated with these relationships. The second involves the _
identification of trends in these, and perhaps other &ctors, which -
pre.-iict power in the future, :

In the international system, power has long been considered by

" scholars and statesmen as a key ingredient in the interactions among

states, and as a necessary posscssion of a natic: that is successful in

- international politics. Traditional interpretatiors have portrayed
‘national power as a state's abi lity to subject others to its contral or to

limit their freedom of action, © Either by the threat or a.ctua.l infliction
of deprivations, national power has been seen as valuable to enforce
dema.nds in situations of international competnmn.

1 pelix E. Oppenheim, Dlmensuns of Freedom: An Analysis {New
York: St. Martma Press, 1961), p. 100,

ES By Eendix staff.




In nituatione short of full-acale international warfare, power in the
“"political’” context might be viewed as the ability of a nation to influence,
in various degrees and forms, the pclicies and actions of other nations.
Implicit in this notion is the distinction between the control of z com-

petitor's fate--as the United States might l.ave over Cuba.--anii some form

of influence over various aspects of . competitor's behavior.” The United
States could surely seal the fate of Cuba in 2 matter of minutes with our
weapons,. but it is somewhat less successiul in controlling several calient
aspacts of Cub'a political behavior in the international system.

. Inan zggregate sense, national power could be termed "'the totality
of a state's eftectiveness in world politics.'? As states possess differing
degrees and forms of national goals, and as varying forms and degrees
of narional resources may be called upon to back up respective gnais,
tha nature and degree of their respective aggregate power positions will
vary accordingly. ‘ ’

The Measurement of Power

Political analysts have frequently added up relatively hard economic
data concerning other neEtions, in order to assign some power classifica-
tion label to each state, . Other observers have suggested such :
“indicators" of aggregate national - power as geogsaphic position, naétural
resources, industrial capacity, military preparedness, and so on,

2 Normal ). Palmer and Howard C. Perkins, International Rel‘atioh .

“The World Community in Transition (New York: i{oughton Miiflin
Company, 1953), p. 74

3: See John W. Thibaut and Harold H. Kelly, The Social Psycholog;\i of
Groups {(New York: John Wiley, 1957). ' : . '

4_Pa1mer and Perkins, op. cit., p.. 76.

3 Stephen.B: Jones] "The Power Inventory-and National Security," .
in, James N, Rosenau {ed.), Internationzl Politics and Forgig_p__
Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory (New York: Free Press

-of Glencoe, 1961), p. 255, {Rosenau edition hereafter cited as
Rosenau Reader), ' : : '

6 Hans J. Morgenthau._ -Iti Defense of the National Interest: 'A' Critical
Examination of American Foreign Policy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1952), p. 1765. ' '




while others urge that relative nitional power is alsc determined by
ethnic homogeneity, effective social integration, and political stability.
The difficulty in measuring an opponent’s relative power became greater
when nations began the process of industrialization: '

.

The emphagis shifted from manpower and size or territory
to indusirial and scientific ability--and--the possibilities
of using pvwer and making power sifecti.e were greatly
enlarged for those states which possessed these abilities.

At times, students of power in international relations have viewed
national puower as basically coercive, and as resting in large part upon
the size of the nation's military "arseral. " Some have even concluded
that a nation's goal are not likely to ¢ “rry great influence in the inter.
national system without possession oi some instruments of coercion.
However, the theory that weapona alone are the key to success in
. international politics falls short of explaining the extended range of
causes, effects, and processes charac.terizing'internaticor.al-actions and
reactions. ' :

More useiul in decfibing the relatige strength of a nation's voice in

" international forums and exchanges would be to view national power

as the degice of effectiveness that a nation enjoys in rnaking its interest
known to those whose actions it may seek to influence. In the nuclear
-era, nations must be able to call upon a wide range of resources to bacn
‘up attempts to influence behavior, since the effective use of military
weapons is often not feasible. The interrelation and peculiar organiza-
tion of elements of power to specified national goals characterizes national
behavior and this characteristic of organization is difficult to measure,:

? Nicholas.J ohn.Spykman. America's Strategy iﬂWcrld_Poliﬁca: The
United States and the Balance of Power {New York: Harcourt, Brace
& CIO. ] 1942)- po_ 19- ' o ) " )

8 Francis Harry Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of Peace (Cambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press, 1963), p. 281.

9 Arnold Wolfers, Discord and Collaberation: Essays on International

Politics {Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1962), p. 106,




Power is not an absolute, but a relative measure, and a nation's
power has meaning only in relation to other nations. It is the subjectively
assegsed condition of a nation's relationships with other nations and -
groups, which is the ultimate "measurement' of the national power.
Within this frame of reference, armaments are "objective' in the sense-
that they are pobjects of '""subjective' perceptions and esgtimates by
competitors. Like other aspects of the national base of power re-
sources, armaments must be perceived and measured by a competitor

both as to current strength and implications for the {uture,

To base one's measurement of a nation's power on its gross national
product or population is often misleading, for the essence of national
power lies in the effectiveness with which national resources are utilized
to accomplish national goals.u The problem of measurement is not
merely one of guantifving the resource variables of a nation, but of
comparing these results with similar calculations for other nations.

With the advance of technology, the difference between actual and. poten.xal
power has gained in importance, :

.The Prediction of Power -

Discussion of potential power suggests that we are interested not only
in meaguring what is but also in predicting what will be, This problem:
in the. 20th century is a dynamic one, for the pace of cultural change
and the spread of technology and communications makes prediction based .
only upon measurement of static power factors subject to quick obsolescence.
The spread of nuclear weapons must be viewed as the latest event in the
expansion of technology, and it is, in these terms, that 1ts 1mpact upon
national power must be conudered

The pradiction of the power potential of a given nation must be -
specific as to a defined purpose and a potential antagonist. A nation's
relative power to influence the policies and actions of other political
actors is particular to various functional areas, and -a nation's power
in one area--such as influencing a bloc of states to adopt a certain
policy regarding an apartheid maverick state--may be substantially
different from its power in another area, such as an attempt to muster
world opinion against its opponent in an essentially bilateral, localized
conflict situation.

0 Maurix..e A, Ash, "An Analysis of Power, with Special Reference to
International Politics, ' in Rosenau Reader, p. 375.

11 wolfers, o ._R cit, p. 106.




Whereas a nation's power will vary {rom one functional area to
another, so will the effectiveness of utilization of different aspects of
the national power vary from one situation to another according to the
perceived need, feasibility, and advisability of bringing to bear various
combinations of power resources to support different goals. : :

_The manner in which.a.pation's resources are used is, of course,
influenced by the conditions, motives, -objects, relationships, and
events perceived to be important by the decision group. This raises a
question as to the possible non=universality of power; for if states act
in response to particular stimuli in particular contexts and perceive
those stimuli in a great variety of ways, the specificity of power inherent
in reaction to a particular gituational stimuli may negate the concept
of a general quantity of "power' arnong nations. Thus, in asking how
powerful a state is today, one must aléo ask how powerful to do what,
vis-a-vis whom, and when. Here we return to the notion that power is

the product of relationships, not the sum of resources.

" Let us compound the problem of measuring national power still
further by considering multiple power bases. Today, nations of the
world can seldom act with relative freedom from desires of the super-
powers. Whether in formal alliance with powerful states or merely in
one of several forms of informal coalition or cooperative relationship,
most nations can call upon the help of strong friends in many situations.
India might be able to invoke certain forms of "borrowed power from
the United States were her northern border areas invaded by Chinese
troope, while quite different forms of American reaction would
predictably be forthcoming if India became embroiled in a full-scale
conflict with America's nominal ally, Pakistan. ‘ :

Thus, in estimating India's power now, and in these two potential
situations, one would presumabnly arrive at three substantially different
 estimates of the degree of "influence! that India would have when
in_teracting with Peking, Karachi, the Afro-Asian Conference, or other
parties and groups. As can be seen, even in seemingly dyadic re-
lationships, interactions and tradeoffs in the modern international arena
implicitly involve all friends and allies of each participant when a
nation and its competitors calculate which "resources' may be called ..° ~
upon to enforce demands-and maneuvers in particular situations. '

12 For a discussion of alliances and the measurement of power see, _
Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power
and Peace {(New York: Alired A. Rnopf, Ist Ed., 19438),pP. 184-194.
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It becomes apparent that there is prubably no meaningful abstract
definition of power which would allow us to predict for any and all
contingencies the success or failure of a nation with “n" units of power,
There are, however, some indices of power. Such indices might allow
us to predict the relative advantage of nation A over nation B given
certain goals for A and within a specific means for ‘nfluencing B.

Perhaps, of the utmost importance in today's world is the ability
of A to attract other parties to her cause--to obtain borrowed power,

Second, is the projected capability of A (compared to B) to sustain a
long military effort. In terrnis of middle powers, this is represented.
by increasing development of heavy industry, maintenance facilities and
special v ons production. For developing powers, increasing per
capita incane may be a better predictor.

Third, and least susceptible to measurement, is A's increasing
~uceptance of the risks involved in order to achieve . its state objectives.

Nuclear Technology and National Power

In the 1960's, nuclear weapons may be considered the prestige element
of power. . It is, however, doubtful whether the increment of national
power which results from their deployment is anywhere near the
increment in destructive power which would derive from their use,

There are two major reasons for this difference; first, nuclear
weapons are credible elements of power to protect a country against
total annihilation. Few countries in the world today have as a single
element of their foreign policy the total annexat:un or annihilation of

another power, UAR threats to Israel notwithstanding. Nuclear weapons

and the inherent accompanying danger of escalation may act as a limit
upon the degree to which one commits his power in support of limited
objectives. It would be hard to argue that in a world of nuclear pro-
liferation, nuclear weapons give the US more power to wage limited
conflicts, : :

Nuclear weapons do not appear to substantially increase ability to
obtain borrowed power. France's argument for an independent
nuclear force has been that it serves as a trigger, e.g., that it
increages her ability to borrow power. But this is true only in those




particular situations where her self-interest coincides with that of her
nuclear allies. In cases where her self-interest diverges from that of
her allies, it probably decreases her borrowgd power. ‘

In the more-difficult~to-quantify area of ''prestige,’ and independence - o

(for these too are characteristics of power), there is little doubt that
they have given her more independence, but the deszire for independent
action probably came first. Her capability to influence her neighbors
does not seem to have increased because of her nuclear weapons. But
this, in turn, is because she is in no position to threaten or reward her
neighbors with them. : ' '

It is more complicated to assess the impact of a nuclear arsenal on
the degree of commitment to influence a neighbor. Again a high degree
of tension and commitment to a long range hostile policy are usually
forerunners of the desire to obtain nuclear weapons. All of the cases
of "probable" proliferation involve countries that, with the exception
of Germany and Japan, have less capability to produce weapons than
Canada and Sweden. However, the probable nuclear powers share a
commitment to a hostile posture toward a neighbor (or a desire io

defend themselves against such neighbors).

In that nuclear weapons increase the military prestige of the middle
power vis-a-vis its neighbors, they will probably solidify the population

" behind the policy for which they have been obtained. This will be

particularly true if the hostile power also obtains these weapons.
However, if only one nation of a pair of hostile powers obtains these
weapons and there is a lack of national consensus, the commitment may

" weaken. The possible loss of borrowed power, as discussed in the

previous section, may also serve to lessen the commitment of the new
nuclear power to a continuing hostile policy, '

There are additional internal implications to be considered. If both
nations of a hostile pair have nuclear weapons, the ability to suatain
a non-nuclear conflict must also be maintained. For some middle
p wers like Israel, South Africa and Japan, {and czrtainly Germany)
obtaining or constructing nuclear weapons and their delivery systems
would not impair their growing or extant heavy industry capability nor
would it markedly affect their per capita income. For others, however,
such as the UAR, Indonesia, or India, indigenous development of.
nucléar weapons and delivery systems would have-a- marked impact on
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their economic and industrial strength. The impact of an indigencusly-
produced nuclear force upon the other elements of power will thus

tend to increase overall national power for some countries and reduce
it for others, '

Only whennuclear weapons use is credible does the threat of their use
produce an increment in the power of a niclear state in a military con<
frontation. The prestige generated from having nuclear weapons may
disappear among the non-aligned states as the number of nuclear powers

becomes larger. :

Will the new riuclear state decrease the risks inherent in a commit -~
ment to influence another nation simply oy adding nuclear weapons to its
arsenal? The answer to this question depends on the nature of its desired
influence, the actual and borrowed power {e.g., a nuclear guarantee)
of the other state, and the gtatus of the other state's nuclear deterrent,

If (1) it considers its vital interests involved in the commitment, (2)

the other state has no borrowed power, and (3) the other state has

either no nuclear weapong or a vulnerable nuclear deterrent, the nuclear
weapons would probably consitute a significant contribution to this
state's national power. : ' -

However, if (1) its goals and commitment are limited {vital interests
are not at stake), or (2) the other state has either considerable and
credible borrowed power or an invuinerable nuclear deterrent, then
nuclear weapons do not constitute a significant increment to this nation's

national power,

The measurernent and prediction of national power have been
differentiated and crucial elements in the calculation of the latter
suggested. The impact of nuclear weapons upon these elements has
been estimated, Although each case must ultimately be considered as
separate and distinct, the following tentative conclusions are suggested
as hypotheses: ' ‘ :

Nuclear weapons may be an increment to national power when: (1) the
policy of the state obtaining weapons is consistent with the policies of
more powerful states from whom she receives borrowed power; (2} if a-
long-standing policy is reinforced in the eyes of the population by the
added prestige of a credible nuclear force; {3) when this force can be
obtained without sacrificing national goals of development and industri-




 alization; (4) when the party toc be influenced has not borrowed power
and no invulnerable nuclear deterrent, and this state's vital interests
are at stake,.

Nuclear weapons, on the other hand, may decrease a state's national
power, or be of little influence except in terms of prestige, when: (1)
the nuclear capability of the state decreases its borrowed power; (2) if
the state's hostile policy is not increaring in intensity and does not
command respect and adherence among major elites in the population;
(3) when significant sacrifices in economic development and industrializa-
tion must be made to obtain a nuclear force; and (4) when no vital.
interests are served by the influence intended, or when the party to be -
influenced has significant borrowed power or an invulnerable nuclear
daterrent. ' :

THE BALANCE OF POWER

.~ We have suggested that power is best understood in its cornparative
sense, when two or more nations are being evaluated vis-a-vis each
other. The balance of power has been used as a justification for alliance
between nations for several centuries. I[ts applicability in the nuclear
age must be examined before proceeding with an investigation of the
impact of nuclear proliferation on polarity, coalitions and US power.

Introduction

It has long been a popular notion that the nation which can successfully
balance! the power of his opponent will ke able to prevent aggressive
behavior by that opponent and will, thereby, be successful in the grand
game of coiapetitive inter-nation politics. Indeed, the deliberate pursuit
of this "balancing' of power distribution among nations has been a '
declared part of the official foreign policy of nuimerous European states
for several centuries. The policy became a means to increase one's. '
own national power and influence by offering it selectively to support
one or another coalition. Whereas, today, virtually all foreign policy
is justified, by almost every statesman, in terms of aiding "world
peace,' in times past the justification for the foreign policy of
occidental states was generally couched in terms of the maintenance
and, if need be, the defense and restoration of a "balance of power*!
in the region. :

13 ohn H. Herz, Political Realism and Political Idealism: A Study in
Theories and Realities (Chicago:University of Chicago Press, 1951),
p. 207. ' ' _




David Hume has suggested that nations and atates acted as if they were
pursuing a balance of power policy long before the word came into
common usage in the Europe of the 18th and 19th centuries, This balance
has been conceived both as an automatic principle of nation-state '

~behavior and as a conscious policy for maintaining national power.

In much of the literature on the 'balance of power, " one finds an
underlying notion that somehow the balance- producing process is serni-
automatic, That is, out of the laissez-fuire competition for power and
influence in any arena, there will evolve some form of equilibrium,
regional stabil‘‘y, or mutually neutralized power. '* Some students of
the "international balance of power" over the years have viewed inter-
nation equilibrium as evolving when '"one power proves too weak to
destroy the next strongest one without provoking the successful re-
gistance of all the other units, which combined are capable of resisting
its might. 15 11 this view, when a nation's ability to make its will
felt upon its competitors is "balanced, it is effectively neutralized,
thereby nurturing systemic equilibrium,

Diplomats have long viewed the balance of power proceas among
states as being essentially a situation wherein independent entities -
opérate with relative autonomy in the manipulation of power relation~
ships among themselves. There has been the notion in policy circles
that balanced power is somehow neutralized and, hence, immobilized
power, The roots of this lingering concept are found in the political
wriungs of the diplomai% and pelitical analysts of England over the

. last several centuries. If the goal of the system, and hence its
members, is, therefore, the neutralization of the hegemony-seeker's.
power by means of a countervailing power build-up or rearrangerment,

14 Spykrhan. op. cit., p. 21. o

15 terz, op. cit,, p. 206 _ ' o : _

16 See for example, Sir Eyre Crowe, "Memorand m on the Present State
of British Relations with France and Germany, * in G. P. Gooch and
Harold Temperley, {eds. ), British Documents on the Origins of the
War, 1898-1914 (London: Her Majesty’'s Stationery Office, 1928},

Vol. 3. ' : :
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iogically the state fancying itself the balancer, as did England, would
have to treat with complete equanimity the relative meritg of the
arguments of the diaputants in various conﬂicts_’ real or potential, and
unswervirgly come to the aid of the underdog.

In the foreseeable future, one may envision the continuing existence
of numerous oificiclly sovereign states who will, with the aid of
various internitional or supranational organizations, manipulate the
distribution of power among themselves via tze shared management of
the international system. However, at the same time that the national
actors.in the international arena are eng:.ged in sharing the management
of that system, among other goals each nation will predictably seek,
individually and via the aid of coalitinns,is the enhancement of his
respective power position. '

The main ideas in tae theory of balance of power might be summa-
rized as {ullows: nations in the international arena, of varying degrees
and forms of power, share the same basic goal of desiring to maximize
their respective power positicns vis-a-vis all others, as a means of
satisfying that supreme instinct of all human beings and groups, seli-
survival. Somehow, from this competitive process of the mutual search
for power maximi zation will evolve a fairly equal diastribution of power
among the entities; that is, a "balanced" power distribution. Theoreti-
cally, this end will evolve from the competitive process as nations will
tendto group themselves together in such a way that no single nation
or group of nations can become strong anought to swallow up the others.
The underlying hope and supposition is, of course, that as long as this
"balance can be maiatained, there will be relative peace over the system,
while simultaneously ‘he independence of small nations will be assured.
Unfortunately, such a theory his not been without its myths, ambiguities,

- and contradictions, most of which are the result of the use of balance

of power ideas as rationalizations for national behavior.

The Uses of the Balance of Power

The ambiguous concepts of ''balancing power, " the “international -

17 Se'e, Ernest B, Haé.s; #The Balance of Power as a Guide to Pblié_:yr-'-.
Making, " Journal of Politics, XV {August, 1953), pp. 373-379{f.

18 1nis L. Claude, Jr., Power and International Relations {New York:
Random House, 1962), p. 93. ' '
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balance of ¢ swer, ! and the 'balancer" of power, perhaps in spite of
and perhaps by virtue of their collective vagueness, have become a
"basic principle" of international relations. One student has cogently
summarized the ambiguities of the balance of power by suggesting
that:

To say that a balance of power exists usually means that
there is at Jeast a rough equilibrium,. To say that one

side or another has the balance of power usuzlly means

that it has a superiority of power. To say that one group
has the balance of power between two others usually means
that the latter are 8o near equality that the first, though
perhaps weakfa.than either of them, can decide the course
for all three, : : ' :

It is apparent that the ""balance of power'" can be all things to all

~statesmen; perhaps explaining in part why so much foreign policy has,

over the lagt aeveral centuries, been jur.ified by and explained in terms
of the balancing of hostile power. As we noted earlier, the essential
ambiguity in the terin '"balance™ hag thus far been able, and shows
promise of continuing, to encourage statemen and students alike to

~utilize in almost the same breath the term in reference to an approxi-

mately squal distribution of power, a preponderance of power, and
even to an existing distribution of power regardless of whether it is

_ "balanced" or not,

The concept of the "balancer state'' is integral to the entire tradition-
al theory of the balance of pawer, for in instances where the actors

cannot redistribute power among themselves effectively to counteract the

impending hegemony of one member of a subgroup, someone has to be
there to call upon to ""rebalance' a system that is perceived as out of
"equilibrium.* When applying this notion of reshuffling power to the
current world, some observers would suggest that in terms of the
aggregate international system the balance of power process is not
feasible, for the rigidly bi-polar alliances of today make impracticable

19 Percy Ellwood Corbett, Morals, Law arid Power in International
Relations (Pasadena, California: Castle Press, 1956), p. 39.

20 A, F.K. Organski, World Politics (New Vork: Alfred A. Knopf,
1958), p. 285; and Wolfers, op.cit., p. 118, ' :
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the largely unhindered lateral mobility of nationa which would be
necessary for effective ''power balancing. "

Applying these notions of the "balancer’ to the current world, one
must ask if balanced power is to be interpreted as meaning an equaliza-
tion of the power distribution pattern, or a pragmatically unequal
distribution of power, -

1f unwillingness to resort to hostilities is an effective limitation on
the "balancing of power" among major nations today, the adoption of
means short of open military engagement would appear necessary. In
this light, the situation may not be radically difierer' from certain.
practices qf former major powers who sought to balence competing
power. To this end, nations throughout history have utilized a variety -
of techniques short of war to achieve their stated goals of re-establishing
regional "equilibrium." o '

States have incrersed their own level of armamer*s, sought terri-
torial acquisitions, established buffer zones between themselves and
the perceived competitor, have meddied in the alliance patterns and
aven internal politics of the competitor, -and conversely have tightened
and strengthened their own coalitions. Re-arding the latter, older
twe-they' orientations by power competitors have given much ground
to broadened interpretations of friendship and ‘useful nonfriendship."
One need only chserve the varying degrees of "'nonalliance! among states
in the southern hemisphere today to note that recent coalition~enhancing
foreign policies of major nation competitors have produced forms and
degrees of rapport and ng¢riendship" with those smaller nations not
heretofore characteristic of ''balance of power'' competition.

The circumstances that were officially sought and the means utilized
to attain them bred the seeds of their own Jefeat; for by maintaining.
numernus autonomous nation-states, all.competing with each other and
forming various coalitions and friendships for largely selfish reasons,
balance of power" systema were pervaded by a s;oirit' of rivalry which
often nurtured a basically unstable equilibrium. 23 1n spite of frequent
failures in the past, the desire for a balanced aystem is still sought

and spheres of influence still recommended by such authors as Kennan

21 Sec, Organski, op. Cit:, pp. 275-278.
22 See, Wolfers, op. cit., p. 23 1f.
23 Claude, op. cit., p. 88
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and Lippman. The methods being employed since 1945 have a familiar
ring: territorial acquisitions, buffer zones, meddling in alhance
patterns and interferare in internal politica, Perhaps David Hume was
right, that although our strategies are those of nuclear detarrence and
osur goal world peace, we are following balance of power pohcles without
using the name,

The Balance in the Sixties

Coramenting on the applicability of "'balancing!' power in the modern
world and on some of the difficulties and ambiguities therein, students
of world pilitics have urged that in order for the process to function in
the nuclcar age, the decision-making groups of major states would have
to be substantially better 2ble to react with speed and efficiency in
choosing from numerous ready means of response to systemic stimuii,
without being obliged o consult citizens' and legislative groups, and
without giving overriding concern to existing coalition arrangements or
the moral baggage surrounding various policy alternativea.

Similarly, the effectwe practice of a balance of power foreign pohcy
by major states today would require a clear notion by the parnﬂpants of
where the "point of balance,’ equilibrium, or relative equality is, as
well as an ability to adjust the speeds of respective power development
programes to that floating point of equilibrium in dynamic circumstances
of rapid societal growth and industrial development. 24 Perhaps most
significantly, it would also require that men rationally perceive con«
ditions of equilibrium wherein the continuing growth of competing actors
in the system is not perceived as hegemony-seeking and’ threat mst:gat:rn.

Several students of world politics today point to the mu1t1d1men§mn..l
ties that characterize the major world coalitions, and the absence of any
nation or group of nations more powerful than either the Urited States
of the Soviet Union, in suggesting that the "classical' balauce of power -
principle can no longer function because its essential ingredients no
longer exist.

24 Corbett.- op. cit., p. 39.
25 Organski, op. cit., p. 275,
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Further, the balance of power has normaily been viewed as resting
in the final analyeis upon the ability and will of the menaced disputants
to engage in large-acale hostilities with the hegemony-seeker ii all other
efforts to limit his rise to greater power have failed. 2% 1n this light,a
further circurmnscription is placed upon the balance of power principle,
for in the nuclear era there would appear ta exist neither a potential
nuclear balancer force stronger than the two ¢competitors nor the mrotiva-
tion on the part of the disputants to resort to open hostilities as a final
solution to the power competiticn dilemma,

In referring to the "strategi-. balance of pdw'er. " is it accurate to
utilize the notion of an essentially bipolar power balance, or distribution--
presumably in an aggregate sense rather than by functional areas ?

If nuclear weapons make the attainment of objectives of territorial
expansion too risky and, through fear of escalation, restrict the use of
our military power i» pursuing limited objectives, we may find that it is
other types of pow:r which are active in the international systern. As
inferred eariier, iuclear weapons may not be the ultimate increment in
national power nor necessarily the most useful power factor for pursuing
limited goals in: the international system. In eéxamining this question,
we must consider other factors, which may be poor coercive instruments
but useful means of influence. : '

The extension of power through influence in the form of economic
incentives, psychological subversion, guerrilla warfare and perhaps
moral persuasion, has been common in the last twenty years along with
the use of nuclear threats to militarily coerce neighboring states. The
utilization by an external power, directly or indirectly, of the population.
within a state to influence its behavior is perhaps more common than the
application of external pressures. Moreover, the type of military power
which is uséful in making such persuasiin credible and effective is
significantly different from that required in classical balance of power -
descriptions., o

Since, tc a certain extent, both great powers have conflicting
ideologies, the ability of the third world to remain non-aligned con-
sti‘.;tes a source of power in itself--th2 ability to deny sole allegiance
to either superpower., Since neither great power is likely to exert direct

26 Haas, op. cit.




military pressure over significant areas in this third world, the radio
station, the proferring of cconomic incentives, the offser of alliances or
guaraniees and the ability to identify with the aspirations of the develop-
ing world have become important elements of national power. '

Thus, in discussing the world-wide balance of power in the 1960's,
we are referring to certain functional applications of national power which
differ from the classical factors of military power, coercion and hegemo- -
ny. Nuclear weapons have made military coercive power less credible

because the risks invelved in their use are inappropriate for pursuing
liniited objectives. o

Within particular regions of the global system, more classical con-
cepts of power remain and regional balances, as long as they are quasi-
independent from the bigolar confrontations, are more apt to be in-
fluenced by classical power factors such as geography, population, per
capita income, industrialization, military power and organization, Even
in these cases, nuclear weapons do not necessarily constitute a ''great
leap forward" in terms of national power. Some of the balances are

discussed in the next section.

Even though the term "balance of power' is not frequently employed
to describe the current state of international relations, there are a
number of examples of great power competition which make it appear
that the balance of power is more active in the sixties than it was in the
previous decade. Reasons for this can be found in the increasing ;
strength of China, the emergence of new nations and the disappearance
of colonialism. As we shall see below, the fragmenting of coalitions
and the advent of new nuclear powers within these coalitions have also
served to decrease bipolarity and add more flexibility to the international '
systemn. -

_ Althouzh ideological cleavages, messianic tendencies and unwilling~
ness to credibly threaten the use of nuclear power would seem to argue
against a communist state acting as a balancer, the ideolcgical and
economic median position in which the Soviet Union now finds itself
suggests it may occupy this role in the future vis-a-vis the United States
and China. The latter two powers are by no means equal, and the addition
of Soviei to Chinese power would hot objectively offset the US pre-
p_ohderance of nuclear power., However, Soviet restraint in wars of




national liberation, as opposed to actively pursuing them in conjunction
with the Chinese, might tip the balance of influence, and US participation
in a nuclear war against an Asian nation would certainly affect its
_influence in the third world in unfortunate ways.

e

The Soviet Union cannot, of course, pursue a classical balance
role since she is not a disinterested bystander immune from the
intentions of other powers. Her behavior in occupying the middle ground
geographically, economically, and technologically between China and
the United States, however, suggests that she may attempt this role.
Moreover, US policies which are aimed at preventing a joint Sino-Soviet
confrontation with the United States and which encourage Soviet foreign
policies which (as in the India~ Pakistan dispute) lean toward promoting
stability, seem to recognize that the Soviets can play the role of the
balancer if they will. -

A more obvious attempt at creating a balancing force, one which
would rely on the more classical factors of power,.is represented by
attempts at-a United Europe. Indeed, the.long-range geal of the French
nuclear program may be to supply the teeth for sucha force. In this
case, Europe would be the weaker balancer, which might maintain the
balance by allying herself, when necessary, with either of the two power
blocs. Current French policy in seeking a d€tente with the Soviets '
‘appears, as well as the economic probes toward China, to presage such

a policy.

A third evidence of the utilization of concepts similar to the balance
of power, but one which relies mostly on non-military factors of power,
is represented by the non-aligned world, Here (as in Europe) we see an
attempt to balance coalitions rather than individual powers. Although
the entire Afro-Asian bloc cannot be considered seriously as a military
balancer in world affairs, it can strongly influence the power of per=
suasion of East and West, and it indeed performs this function in at
least three ways:

{1} In the UN, as a voting bloc, it can give or withhold victory
from either side and even change the interpretation of the
-Charter; ' :

(2; It can mcderate the policies of the major powers through
joint representations in both capitals; and , '




{3) It can directly affect the Soviet-US competition in the third
world by its choice of supphers of economic, political, and
military aid. .

Until about 1945, international "equilibrists'' normally contended
that situations of "balanced" power are best viewed "as bemgzglinpointed-
and as appearing in rather well-defined geographical areas." In this
connection, balances of powar in regional subsystems take on locational
and individualizing characteristics, as they function in relatively distinct
areas. Equilibrists would contend that such aubsystemic balances operate
in discrete and peculiar systems, where ea.ch suba.rena. though united
to the whole, enjoys a separate mdivxduahty '

On tlns point, howcever, we must return to our former discussion of
the relations of the Soviet Union and the United States with virtually all
regional systems in the world today. In view of the existence of intricate
political, economic, and cultural ties laterally and lineally in the inter~
national system today, isit realistic to allow the traditional contentions
of the existence of relatively autonomous regional “balances' of power -
to go uncha.henged? '

No matter how unreahstxc the concegt of independent regional
balances may appear today, both the United States and the Soviet Union
act as ii they indeed exist, and use the concept of maintaining regional
stabilaty (e.g., a regional balance) to Justtfy their policies towaxd the
states in that regxon.

_ Although theoretxcally cach region might be characterized as con-~
sisting of a number of states, one of whom might take the part of the
balancer, with few exceptions the regions upon which our interest is

_concer ‘rated are more often characterized by two powers, and it is the

external great powers which act as the balancer, Great power acts in
regional areas to re-establish a balance can take at least three forms:

21 &reau. OE. cit., p. 7

\, e 28. See, for exampie, the discussion of equilibrium and symnetry in
RSt subsystems in Wolfram Hanrieder, "'The International System:
R Bipolar or Multidloe, " Journal of Confhct Resolution, 1X, No. 3
e (Saptember 1965), pp. 299-308.
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(1) Open or clanestine intervention on the side of a power, e g,
lending power; '

(2) Provision of weapons and military aid to one of the powers;

(3) Refusing assistance or aid.

In regional areas of vital interest to great powers, the first course’
is most likely--as in Berlin. In cases where significant economic or
political prestige or influence is tied to one of the parties, the second
alternative is more likely, as in the case of the Arab-Israeli competition.
Finally, when the conflict occurs over objectives and between countries '
which are not directly involved in the ideological dispute, the refusal of
support by other great powers essentially maintains the balance as far as
the disputants are concerned. The behavior of both the United States
and the Soviet Union in the India-Pakistan crisis is an example of great
powers functioning as a balance to prevent outbreak or escalation of a

conflict.

In this section, we have examined some classical concepts of balance
of power and reviewed briefly the various methods of implementing
balance of power concepts. It has been suggested that nations siill act
as though a balance of power approach to world politics is applicable,
but that the kind of power involved has changed. Nuclear weapons may
emphasize the importance of power factors other than military strength
in the balance -e-q_uations.. Regional balances are still used as justifica=-

_tion for great power activity in the third world and the third world's

non-miilitary power in turn has an influence on the nuclear powers.

POLARITY, CO.A LITIONS AND PROLI_FERATION |

The proposals for creating additional power blocs as balancing
mechanisms are but one indication of the changing nature of world:
politics. It is useful toassess the in{luence of new nuclear nations on
polarity and coalitions, but history suggests that it is less the weapons
which create policies than policies which create the need for weapons.

‘The Status of Bipolarity

Ir. considering polarity in a future world containing many more nuclear
powers, it is initially necessary to define the frame of reference, or




functional area of world politi¢cs, from which ore views poles and power
distributions. The current "balance of power'' in the world is often
said to be a bipolar distribution of military might between the United
States and its allies on the one hand, and the Soviet Union and its allies
on the other, o

There is a commeon tendency among writers on world politics to
consider military power in an ayggregate sense, implying that the re-
lative size of a nation’s arsenal is matched by proportionate degrees
of power or influence vis-a~vis competitors in all other spheres of inter-
naticn exchange and interaction. Regrettably, such is not the case and
must here be so specifizd, before a discussion is undertaken concerning
variations in the distribution patterns of power in several functional
areas of future world pohhca.

Based upon an apprcciaticn for the current preponderance of
American and Soviet eccnomic structures and military arsenals, one
might well predict that, despite the addition of future memusrs to the
nuclear club, the lead achieved by the two superpowers will assure that
their ability to wage global war will not be seriously challenged in the
. near {uture, ' :

Bipolarity will remain with us in such important respects as global
deterrence, and a tense relationship between the United States and the
- Soviet Union is likely to continue. In the realm of global war - making
and deterrence, an aggregate nuclear power duopoly will continue as
long as no other single nation or group of nations achieves a meaning-
ful. "passive deterrent'' system, or credible second strike capability.
However, this is a bipolarity of destructive potent:a_} which does not
translate itself readily into a bipolarity of influence. A bipolarity of
influence is not the same thing as a bipolarity of nuclear power.
Polycentrism and proliferation are indicators that there may be more
centers of influence in the world than there are major nuclear powers,

29 Charles T. Stewart, "The Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons, "
"Military Review, XLIV, No. 10 (October 1964), p. 8

30 Ernest B. Haas, Beyond the Nation-State {Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1964), p. 484, Of interest are pages 483~
497, which 1eal with prognostication of the nature of future
world syateme., : :
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In situations short of global war, the utilization of nuclear weapons will
be severly circumacribed--if indeed they are fired at all in the context
of a limited conflict=--by the fear of retaliation {rom one of several of
the nuclear powers., Under such circumscribed conditions, the threat
value of nuclear weapons will presumably continue to be utilized in
world politics, although it is unlikely that these weapons will be used.

There is no doubt that the new nuclear powers, which have grown
up in the Communist and Western alliance systems, have stimulated and
supported polycentrist tendencies. It is easier to be independent
politically once you become quasi~independent militarily. As the case
of Yugoslavia indicates, nuclear weapons are not a sine-qua non for

increasing independence within the bloc. It is probably safer to get out

of the bloc with them than without them, however,

France and China are currently on the threshold of creating
meaningful nuclear offensive capabilities, However, the economic and
scientific case of neither nation is at all approximate to that of the
United States or that of the Soviet Union, at the present time. Thus,
barring the formation of a significant third force of nations around
France, or tréemendous economic growth in mainland China, which
might rival the pre-eminence of the two current superpowers in the
aggregate size of their scientific and economic bases, the widening
gap between other nations and the two frontrunners in technology and.
production makes it appear unlikely that these other nations will be able .
to overcome the infiuence of the Soviet Union or the United States by
virtue of weaponry alone, . '

Proliferation within coalitions, while it may stimulate poll-y_centrism.'

- does not pose a direct military threat against either great power.
'Moreover, the use of such weapons .n an ideological Fast-West dispute

is probably no more likely than it was when two powers had the bomb.
The borrowed nuclear power of any current nuclear power is probably
sufficient to allow it to remain secure. ' ‘

While the third, fourth and fifth nuclear powerﬁ were members of

'one or the other major coalition, some estima.teu_s of future proliferation.
suggest that the sixth, seventh and eighth will be in the "third world."

Much recent American political thought is couched in a pesaimistic
tone when concerned with the prospects of the proliferation of nuclear

B-21




weapons to many more '‘poles’ within the international system. Latent in
such reflection is the underlying presumption that it is better and easier

to deal with just one major opponent than a large number of “irresponsible"
new nuclear nations, That is, barter in a bipolar world is far pre«

ferable to a nuclear "market" community.

Conversely, the opposite means to the same end is urged by many
official French and Chinese spckesmen today. It isa contended in Paris
and Peking that in a bipolar nuclear system-~-far from being stable and
free from the danger of general war«- the likelihood is much greater,
when all attention i# turned to a eingle opponent, That is, in a bimodal
confrontation, one's fears and premonitions will so distort perception
of the opponents intentions and actions as to nurture gross misinterpre-

tation.and perceptive rigidity concerning his maneuvers. " FHence,
the advocates of a multipolar nuclear power distribution urge that in the.
nuclear duopoly of the 1940's, there is danger for the entire international .
system that either of the two nuclear superpowers will precipitously
involve not only his opponent but the better part of mankind in a counter-
action or reaction to distoried threat perceptions. ' '

André Beaufre has voiced the French position regarding additional
nuclear poles, or "independent nuclear forces." His advocacy of
multiple nuclear decision centers is based upon the desirability of
' providing the international system with a means of assuring that n2» <ae
course of events is inevitable in case of a major cenflict,

In advocating multiple nuclear decision centers, Beauire suggests
that the potential belligerent would kave to consider counter-attacks
from several sides and would, ‘hence, shy away from escalating crisis
aituations. Beaufre sums up his argument for multiple nuclear decision
centers with the admonition that ngpecial efforts need to be made to -
preserve for nuclear weapons that _capa.city'fo.;zengend‘eri_n_g fear from
which we have hitherto so greatly benefited.' .

31 yarl Deutsch and J. David Singer, '"Multi-Polar Power Systems
and International Stability, ' World Politics, XVI, No. 3{April
1964), pp. 393f. ' | ‘

32 Andre Beaufre, "The Sharing of Nuclear Rasponsibilities--A

" Problem in Need of Solution, " International Affairs, Vol, 41,
No. 3 (July 1965), p. 415. ‘ '
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Such a view assumes that several Nth countries will have the
capat ity to "counterattack from several sides.' It is doubtful
wuaether the most likely Nth countries would, even if they could, develop
this type of capability when political factors oﬁen demand that they
concentrate on a spevific ‘ocal concern, .

The most obvious effect of broddening the ranks of nué¢lear actors
in the third world would be to increase the number of possitle inter-
nation nuclear exchanges. 3 Perceiving themselves as substantially
free from the leadership of a superpower, new nuclear nations might
well act with greater autonomy in a wider range of exchanges with other
nations of the system. In so acting, as Beaufre would suggest, it
might well result that the scopé of bargaining and adjustmients possible
to the competitors and actors would be gignificantly widened, The end
result, once achieved, might be no more destabilizing in terms of
world conflict than the present, nearly bipolar, distribution.

Proliferation and Freedom ¢” Action

: If proliferation, either within or without cdrrént a.lliance patierns,
will not directly challenge US and Soviet military capabilities, how

- may it affect ather factors o£ US power ?

Although the prol: feration of military nuclear capabilities across
the globe, in the ensuing years, will not challenge the predominant.
strategic nuclear posi.ions of either Moscow or Washington, it will add
important new dimensions to the overall nuclear posture of the world.
Today, nuclear weapons are distributed in an essentially. symmetncal N
pattern. With the addition of new "polés' or members to the nuclear
distribution pattern, nuclear clusters will predictably have great )
impact upon their. regional politics, ‘although the nuclear clusters may
not be strowng enough to challenge the nuclear pre-emmeuce of the two

larger auclear poles,

Foreseeing these developments, one might conclude that, although
the gap between the sophistication characlerizing the strategic nuclear
capabilities of current superpowers and second level nuclear nations
will remain greatin the foreseeable future, there are indications that
the hegemany of the Soviet Union and the United States in numernus
other areas of international exchange and competition will be ngmﬁcantly

_altered.

33 Deutsch and Singer, op. cit., p. 392

34 Haas, op. cit., p. 484.
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Such a view sugges:is the inapplicability of former terminology, such
as "bipolarity' or "balanced power," which have been used to describe
~ the distribution of aggregate ‘'power among nationsg" in nearly all areas
of inter-nation exchange during the first two decades after the Second
World War. In future international systems, at certain levels, the
term "multibloc" may indeed by applicable, whereas on Gther issues
more affected by the degree of sophistication in aggregate military
hardware, the term "'bipolar' will still be applicable to describe, in
general terms, the power distribution pattern. But the "then-from-
now'" distinctions are not entirely valid, for even today, almost all
important international relationships are characterized by both funda-
mental bipolar tension and centrifugal international forces.

This suggests that world politics will continue to experience the
utilization of varying degrees and forms of power resources, other .
than active nuclear firepower, by political actors. Under auch cir-
‘cumstances, it might be asked whether the ''comparative power" status
of nations will not, in many respects, continue to be bagéd upon the C
evaluation of conventional power factors, ‘rather thanon the size and
sophistication of nuclear weapons resting in one's own arsenal or that.
cf a_competitor. 5 If suth e the case, it will be necessary to include
those factors relating to acceptance of risks as suggested above (see
page  E-5 ). Tke potential power of a number of new coalitions.could -
thus severely restrict the relative freedom of action in non-military
areas that the US enjoys. in a large part of the world today. -

Coalition Chfa_nggs and Nuclear Sprea‘d :

The major coalitions, which were formed around single powerful
natiors, are in the process of change. As the large post-war coalitions
were originally predicated on the premise that global war was a real
possibility, such groupings may be expected to experience diminishing
emphasis as political bases of power for the lesser members expand.

In the case of the major military coalitions which were for_ma'd_
after the Second World War, as inter-coalition competition shifts to
economic and political spheres, intra-coalition pressures are

35 John H, Hersz, JInternational Politics in the Atomic Age (New York: -
Co_lumbia. University Press, 1959), pp. 32-33. .
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increasingly generated by second-level members anxious to explore
previousiy forbidden realms of exchange with competitors and opponents..
This process is reinforced by the fact that aspirations of middie states

" for greater militarily-based influence within superpower-led coalitions

are effectively limited by the massive gap separating the technological
sophistication of nuclear weapons possessed by the two superpowers and.
those weapons to which lesser members of the groupings could aspire.

Nevertheless, the search for a nuclear capability by middle states
in coalitions will in ali probability continue. Indeed, statesmen, at
times, are even prompted to conclude that it has becor.: virtually.
impostible for middle-rank states to substantially increase their power
in the international arena, or to independently assure their own defense,

without gome form of nuclear capability. ‘However, nuclear weapons

may not be the sole guarantee for enhancing one's national power. As
the non-stationing policy of Denmark and Norway indicates, there are
pros and cons in the desirability of nuclear capabiiities, and movement.
toward neutrality may be more beneficial to the international influence
of some states than their former alliances. Real defense interests may
demand a separate nuclear capability in order to-avoid their coms
prormise. : ' : : ' : L

As American military and economic commitments in other areas of
the world seem to rise, European opinion boids that Washington will be -
more receptive to Furopean initiatives. One solution, in view of this re+
duction in the amount of influence that Washington can apply to the =
strategic problems of Europe, would be for the United States to cater
to the establishiment of greater European initiatives, 80 that the slack
might be taken up as European states, in coalition with the United States,
contributed more to their own security. e

Alternate suggestions have been made that Washington selectively

transfer certain nuclear weapons systems to "trustworthy" European.

states, presumably those members of NATO who have enjoyed the = -
warmest friendship with the United States over the past years. Howaver,

it could trauspire that if the control over certain nuclear weapons systems

in Eurqu'w ould be unconditionally transisrzed 0 some individual
NATO members, the *bloc' could become le sz firm and cohesive as’
an entity, for recent events have shown that nuclearized simall nations

. become convinced that their new weapons could-and should provide a

platiorm from which their respective “independent'* voices. could be
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" heard louder in coalition and regional affairs. This doee not suggest
‘that —embers of the major Western and Eastern coalitions would
becor » autonomous enough to roam the international. landccape into
and cut of a host of freewheeling cooperative 2rrangements and
- ‘ . military coalitions, without regarc to their ties to the superpowers.
Among other factors, economic mterdependence among participants
within the major groupings will largely preclude any ability on the part
of middle power rnembers to vompl=tely control and determine their own
- destiny. 36 1t does mean that the European intexests in cultivating US
ties for the protection of particular national concerns vis-a-vis une
another, will become more pronounced than their interert in collectively
submitting to the United States' definition of their national security.

~ Therefore, nuclear weapons prolifsration or transfer within the
g current Eastern and Western alliances would certainly multiplv defense
problers, pose difficulties In conflict management, and parhaps
exacer, atv regional tensions. It is unlikely that such proliferation,
itself, wonld destroy the influence of the United States in Eurcpe, or
that ap isible nuclear sharing policy could in and of itself prevent
such ¢.  ifugal tcﬂdencies now existing in the coalition.

[ In this discussion of alliances and coalitions, and thé manner in
’ o which they may be aifected by the proliferation of nuciear weapons, it
1s important to analyze the responses of Moscow and Washington to the
: _ spread of nuclear capabilities across the globe among several states
e ' with which they rnay be involved in any of several forms of “alliance!
and coalition. However, with the expansion of the ranks of middle and
i lesser states in the world who are not formally aligned with either

x .:.-’?’ - ‘ superpower in a major military alliance, it becomes inadequate to

R : merely focus discussion on formally-organized treaty crganizations.

At tnis writing, Washington has no formal defense treaties with
cither India or South Vietnam, but the evidence is clear enough that
- - this has not prevented the cormmmitment of massive amounts of American
- _ economic and military aid to those two nations. Hence, ‘o obtain a
' clearer appreciation of the effect that the prnliferation of nuclear weapons

| ';"\ i and 2}iiances in the perspective of ""effective cooperative arrangemnents,"
3 o 3% pora discussion of inter-coalition movement see Deutsch and
,“ Singer, op. cit., pp. 390-406.
o
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With this perspective in mind, we may now return to the question
raised earlier roncerning alternative policies of the 3uperpowers in the
face of probable proliferation of nuclear wéapons, not just among '
nations with whom they are formally associated in major military alliances,
but with those non-aligned states with whom they are involved in real
cooperative arrangements and whose destiny is of urgent concern to

them,

One policy alternative for the United States, in the face of the
proliferation of military nuclear systems among middle states, could
be to immediately seek the inclusion of the new nuclear states into
one of the two major spheres of superpower influence, or coalitions,
by transfer agreements. This would be an attempt to effeciively curb
any recklessness that the new nuclear rations might develop and, hence,
would secure for the international system at least a modicum more of
stability than would be the case if the new nuclear nation were "allowed
to run loose. " '

The proliferation of nuclear weapons will unavoidably have a great
impact upon American interests and pclicies. For example, con- =
commitant with the process of nuclear proliferation is the need for
considerable economic aid. Although the presence of substantial
economic and technical aid by the United States might not by itself be
sufficient to render the middle nation politically beholden to the
benefactor, in instances whare the aspiring nuclear state is severely
limited in its industrial capabilities it may be that American economic
aid and guidance could create circumstances where the "use" of a
new nuclear arsenal could be structured, conditioned, or even cir-
cumnscribed. - : '

Anocther alternative in the face of proliferation is to isolate the
new nuclear power and provide guarantees to its potential non-nuclear
adversaries. If its major potential antagonist is also nuclear armed,
~ he too could be isolated, e.g., denied borrowed power. To be
successful, such a policy would require substantial agreement among
all five of the current nuclear powers.

31 Oskar Morgenstern, "The Nth Country Problem, ' Fortune,
LXIII, No. 3 (March 1961), p. 208, :
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A major dilemma confronting American policy~-makers today lies
in the fact that tensions and conflict are continuing ard potentially
.nuclear nations, engaged in’ regional conflicts, are attracted to the
- possession of nuclear arsenals which might effectively "deter" an
. actual attack upon them. The problem for the United States is how to
keep the positive aspects of the coalition or zliance alive by virtue
.. of transfer agreeme nts while minimizing the dangera of nuclear pro-
. liferation. . : : :

The foregoing discussion of selected nuclear transfer, nuclear
assistance and nuclear isolation within America's formally organized
. alliance structures might well be applicable to several regional _
" coalitions and informal coalitions involving the United States. Certain
stable middle nations and groups of nations that perceive a need >f nuclear
weapons and show promise of adopting a prudent policy regarding their
use might be encouraged in cooperative ventures by the United States
- and aid might be extended to achieve those goals, ' :

In summary, the breaking down of the bipolar coalitions is a

process which may be accelerated by the selective proliferation of
‘nuclear weapons, The transfer of nuclear v - ipons to truly collective
leadership in a coalition or alliance would probably slow down the _
desires for independent weapons and promote cohesion. Such a policy
might also substantially reduce the relative influence of the United
States within a "bloc' of countries. On the other hand, the policy of
joint US-Soviet non-assistance and isolation of new nuclear powers
may assist in reducing Fast-West tensions, but would ‘certainly
speed up the disintegration of curtent coalitions and alliances.

PROLIFERATION.AND MILITARY STABILI TY

Granted a slowly dissolving system of East-West coalitions as a
result of resurgent nationalism and a relaxation of tension between the
US and the USSR, and the high prestige value of nuclear forces as a .
symbol of national virility, there is a strong probability that pro-
liferation will take place. What will be the influence of this proliferation’
on military stability? ‘
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The Meaning of Military Stability
Military stability has meaning only when the area and nations
concerned are defined. Acceptance of the prevziling distribution of
national influence by nations within the geographically defined system
nurtures the stability and continuity of the groupings. The intefnational
gystem, as a totality, as well as its various subsystems and regional
aggregations, is stable as long as it can restructure and adapt political .
_influence patterns in response to fundamental economic and social
changes in the relative importance {scope and intensity of national -
interests and concerns) of its constituent social or national units. Four
stability models are discussed in the following section. The individual
state, a two or three state system, a region and the world system. The
influence of nuclear proliferation upon these systems is examined
later in this chapter.

Intra-state stability is a function of the state's political, economic
and social organizations and of the degree to which these organizations
‘provide non-violent methods for satisfying the changing aspirations of
various subnational groups. Intra-state military stability is likely to
continue even if no means for non-vioclent change are present, if the
. desire for change among the population or political elites is low. .

" On the other hand, intra-state military stability is likely to decline
when the aspirations of various sub-national groups (either interest or
jdeological in character) are high and there is no agreement among the
political and military elites as to (a) the value of the desired change,
and {b) how to satisfy these often conflicting aspirations. '

Stability batween two competing states is largely a function of the
degree to which the nrational power {political influence) available to
each is relatively equivalent to the degree of social and economic .
_ influence each exarcises in its relationships with other states. Conflict

is more likely to occur when a state's national power (political influence)
ceases to reflect the real distribution of its social and economic
infiuence among other states. However, as we have indicated, such
factors as willingness to risk destruction for specified vital interest
and.the cohesiveness of the society are also important factors in a
state's political influence. The Egyptian-Israeli competition suggests
that the concern of Egypt to maintain a level of national power (political
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influence) dxsproportmnate to the actual influence of its social and
economic systems among other states produces an unstable arms race.

"This instability will remain as long as the Egyptian emphasis on

coercive influence continues to mask the state's basic lack of economic
or social influence among other states. The real basis for Egyptian
national power (political influence)tohy is borrowed arms, given by

the lender for good will and the future promise that Egypt's large
human resources, when matched with technology, will produce truly
significant social and economic influence in the Middle East. -

' Regional stability can result from at least three types of power
distribution. First, the unquestioned hegemony of a single power in
the region may provide stability, even though individual states within
the region are unstable. Second, a region dominated by inter-state
competition of relatively equal states may be stable when the states.
within it succesafully pursue a balance of power policy. A third
type of military stability may result when all natiors in a region are
internally-oriented, e.g., almost totally occupied with maintaining

-their national identity through national pohtical and economic develoP-
~ment,

World stability depends largely upon the willingness of the major
nuclear powers to avoid provocations which threaten the vital interests
of the others and to abstain from intervention in regicnal conflicts
which might escalate intc major power confrontations. Although both
East and West have prow.ded armaments to the Arab- Israeli d:.sputan*s.
often in the name of maintaining the balance, the recent refusal of the
Soviets to supply nuc¢lear weapons to the UAR may indiczte an under-
standing of the need to keep latent conflicts limited. This type of
understanding of both the responsibilities and the dangers of power
must include the Chinese. But it iz doubtful whether other new nuclear
nations will ever be asked to share auch mutual responsibilities.
World stability, therefore, depends to a large degree on great power
agreement concerning the degree of interstate conflict each nation
can tolerate. The UN Charter recognizes world stability as a function
of minimum agreement by the great powers concerning their selfe
interests, Whether this is called balance of power or nuclear
deterrence, some form of at least tacit understanding must exist,

gy
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The process of proliferation will create great diversity in the re-
spective nuclear capabilities of the several new nuclear nations, Indeed,
it will probably be only at the very top levels of the nuclear club that any
meaningful second~strike capabilities will-exist, leaving ‘most middle-
rank nations to operate in a context of mutual vulnerability vis-a-vis
regional nuclear competitors. Itis necessary, therefore, to cons-der both
the various means of obtaining nuclear weapons and the types of weapon
systems obtained, before estimating the influence of a specific type or
case of proliferation upon military stability.

One policy of regional nuclear states may be to maximize the use of
the threat value of nuclear weapons even before they are operational.
Suach a palicy would tend to make use of a slowly-developed indigerious
capability over a long period of time. The "intent to obtain' weapons
thus acts as a factor of power. ' '

Not surprisingly, when a middle nation still lacks a functioning system
of nuclear arms and is in the process of creating a nvclear capability,
there may well be even greater tendencies to make up in words for what
they may still be lacking in raeans, in order to make threats and ‘demands
more meaningful in the interim. 38 This was a policy used succeasfully
by Khruschkev in the fifties. Another option is to remain completely
silent about your nuclear program, assuming that the competitor will
overestimate its progress, This lattar approach seems to be the policy
of Israel. Sukarnc has used the words-in-lieu-of~weapons approach in
his predictions concerning the Indonesian nuclear program. The obvious
danger in such a policy of enhancement is that the threatened party may
feel justified in attempting to preempz the embryonic nuclear capability
without using nuclear weapons,

The speed with which a country can obtain a nuclear weapons
capability is, therefore, a critical parameter in assessing the influence
of such proliferation on military stability. In general, the quicker they
can be obtained and deployed, the l=ss destabilizing will be the result,
However, a nuclear capability can only be obtained quickly by a direct
transfer or stationing of nuclear weapons by an externzl nuclear power.

Such a policy, while it may also endow the new nuclear nation with -

considerabie borrowed power, might invite other great powers to
intervene on' behalf of local competitora. While such transfers may make

38 Lloyd Jensen, '"Military Capabilities and Bargaining Behavior,"
Journal of Conflict Resolution, IX,. ‘No. 2 {June 1965), p. 157.
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a preventitive attack by the hostile regional antagonist less likely, they
may increase the probability of a conflict escalating once it begins.

Unless all nations with nuclear ambitions in a region can satisfy
these ambitions at the same relative rate, instability is almost certain
to result. The type of weapons obtairied also influences ke stability of -
the inter-state or regional system.

Not only is the rate of acquiring nuclear weapons a factor in regional
nuclear stability. but the characteristics of delivery sysiems employed
also are factors in the balance. ' '

When a nation estimates the size of a nuclear competitor's weapons,
the second-strike capability must be considered in addition to first '
strike capabilities, In this regard, one might wonder if Israel should be
considered an imposing nuclear power, were a swift single attack by
Egyptian planes able to destroy virtually the entire Israeli nuclear
facilities concentrated on the Negev, -

_ When surveying other potential nuclear powers for the future, one
must realistically foresee that even with the acquisitionof a relatively

sophisticated system of vulnerable first-strike weapons, most middle-
level nuclear states will continue to be very vulnerable to suprise

attack,

No new nuclear nation is likely to build, or to recezive from super
powers, advanced, hardened delivery gystems and associated command
and control structures. However, the nuclear strike force they do receive
may be made more credible by advanced anti-aircraft missiles and by a
sufficient intelligence network to provide an advance warning of attack,
The critical criteria for comparison is not what superpowers can build,
but what hostile nations in the areas have, ' T ‘

It is possible, therefore, that aircraft sufficiently alerted before an
attack may constitute a second-strike capability for some middle powers.
Certa:ln\.'ly', efforts will be made by Nth states to develop some form of

gecond-strike capability, and predictably disproportionate attempts will

be made to convince potential adversaries of the functioning exisience
of impresaive second-strike systems. In this way, perception by

‘competitors of a difference between the quality of one's first and second-
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strike capabilities will, hopefully, encourage him to calculate small
utility in striking first, for fear that all of the opposing nuclear arsenal

_would not be eliminated.

For these reasons, when a regional nuclear power boasts of being
able to endure any attack and subsequently strike with a retiliatory round
bigger than the one received, his boasts will lack credibility unless he
can enhance the real nature of his second~strike capability with a shroud
of self-inflating mystery or the borrowed power of an ally. Of course,
for most middle nuclear powers the actual second-strike capability will
be far short of minimal deterrent requirements, but the credibility of a
first strike by many middle nuclear powers ray similarly be open to
question. ' '

Strategic Fostures - Uncertainties and Stability

Even assuming that neither adversary in a regional confrontation
actually planned a first strike with nuclear weapons, there are a numhber
of factors which might result in miscalculation or irrationality. Some
of these are discussed in the following paragraphs.

In unstable regional nuclear environments, miscalculation--although
not necessarily fatal in instances of limited conventional hostilities~=
could bring chaos to the area, for the limitation of conflict depends on
the rational calculation of utilities and disutilities by all participants.

The d-ager of the outbreak of nuclearized hostilities becomes the :
greater, therefore, when the rationality of actors is distorted by the heat
of conflict, the tension of the moment, and the fear of submission.

In situations of high tenaion and perceived danger, the behavior of
decision makers is more likely to be determined "by anxiety, stéreotypes,
self-esteem, defense maneuvers, and social conformity pressureé than
by single rational estimates of ... loss and gain." Thus, in response
to the "evidence' coming into the decision arena--particularly as those

39 The utility of projectiny the impression of 2 small gap between
effective first ahd second-strike capabilities is discussed in
Henry A. Kissinger, The Necessity of Choice: Prospects of
American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961),
pp. 18811, : _ : o
40 Morton Deutach, "Some Considerations Relevant to National Policy, "
Journal of Social Issues, XVII (1961), p. 64.
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inputs become transformed by the perception of the threatened nation's .
decision makers--irrationality of option choosing ""may take the form
either of failing to act in accordance with one's best estimate of cost
gains and probabilities, or of fa‘ﬁty calculation of these factors in the
-1ght of the evidencé available. "

Similarly, when a society in tension becomes a breading ground for
dissident factions which might challenge the authority of the central
administration, the naitional leadership could feel obliged to retain
portions of the national forces to preserve reliable internal control. These
circumstances might aven evolve into a rigid authoritarianism or
despotism, if the leadership were to feel threats from small military
and political groups, within the society, which desired to seize political
power and perhaps parts of the nuclear arsgenal as well, ™

In the face of potential nuclear host:.htms, when confronted by

_ "conspxrators" and "inevitable war' elements of society, the decision

group might simply fragment. Extreme responses might result from the
tensions bearing upon the leadership of the nation and from the compe-
tition for.the loyalty and patriotism of key groups by the government,
all of which tends to produce and encourage a go-for-broke utilization
of the nation's power to meet the challenge, '

This is a serious problem when one considers that several of the
potential Nth countries havé no estakblished patterns of political
succession, no popular and responsible political parties, are governed
by the military or have a tradition of coups d'etat, and'are primarily
concerned with harnessing popular nationalisra to the regime in power.

In contexts where irrationality, hastiness, and miscalculation are in
large measure functions of the tensions of the moment, the process may '
become virtually self-perpetuating and seemingly irreversible. Threat
mmay beget counter~threat as the party in peril feels the need to snarl -

4l ' Glenn H. Snyder, ''Deterrence and Power," Journai of Ccmfhct
Resgolution, IV, No. 2 (June 1960), p. 174.

42 Herman Kahn, "The Arms Race and World Order, ** in Morton Kaplan
{ed. ), The Revolution in World Pohtica (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1962), p. 339.
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back at all real or imagined advevsaries simultanecusly, in hopee of
presenting, {or external as well as internal reasone, a facade of stern
determination. S ‘

Each tirme a threat is either not pushed, pushed and rebuffed, or
proven to be a bluff, there could well evolve a tendency on the part of -
the threatener to make the next threat just a little more plansible,
partly to save face, and partly to achieve the face value of the demand.
In context of demands by nuclear states, the trend toward dual-escalation
may be encouraged by the existence of the "ever-dimmishmg plausibility
of the nuclear threat.' In the process, signals: may be generated by
*defensive! actions from one side, which touch off reaciions by the other
side, in turn generatmg signals that cause the first to take additional
precautions, and so on. ‘Under these circumnstances, conflict limitation
would require a clear knowledge of what one's oppOnent consxdera to be
his vital interests.

. This would aeem to suggest that in order to keep tensions limited
among tw : or inore !'fairly nuclear" middle powers, fairly widespread
rationality ..iust be present, Similarly, graduated ‘deterrence, involving
the selection of certain forms of nuclear weapons from one's arsenal to fit
the preceived situation, also requires that the actors in the game "know
exactly at every moment of the compeutmn what kmd of nuclear weapons
it is necessary and prudent to use, "

However, it is just in this capa_,b‘ility for flexibility that middle.
powers may fail because of the limited types of nuclear and ¢conventional

~ weapons and delivery systems available to them, Weapon and technologi-

cal constraints on middle powers may, therefc.e, prevent the use of
great power strategies of counte orce, graduated deterrence and a

flexible response.

In & larger view of the limitation of potential nuclear conflict, one
might conclude that in the several instances of potential regional
hostilities that can be envisioned, to successfully keep conflicts below

- the nuclear threshold and in some form of conventional weapons cor.te:.t
‘disputants must first possess the ability to use and control their means

of force while. sha.rmft the desire not to involve .:.311- own or the vital

4'3 ‘Morgentha.u, op. cit., p. 26
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interests of their opponents as issues in the dispute. Even if such

desires are present, ‘it is. doubtful whether strategic flexibility and

command capabilities will be obtained as rapidly as a crude nuclear
force, Technology rarely spreads. that even]y

~In summary, the view of a world in which nuclear proliferation has
occurred as being a militarily stable world seems valid only if we assume
that every new nuclear natic. has advanced weapons systems, a united
society, sophisticated command and control systems, and an appreciation
of the finer puints of nuclear strategy...in short, if they are like us.
Since we ara unlikely to give them these capabilities, the best that can
be said is that regional competition between new nuclear powers may be
eafer and less subject to great power influence if national objectives
are limited. Once tensions increase to the point where vital interests
are involved, it is less certain that Western strategies of deterrence
will be successful in preventing nuclear confhct among new nuclear
middle powers,

IMPLICATIONS OF PROLIFERATION FOR US'POW_ER

In the 'previous sections, we have discussed proliferation in terms
of its effect on national power, the balance of power, polarity, alliancus
and stabili'v. In this section, we shall first survey some possible general
policies for ineeving instabilities caused by nuclear proliferation. We
shall then review the applicability of these options in the light of probable
types or cases cf proliferatien and finally, we shall discuss the implica-
tzons of these optmns for US power.

Throughout_the paper; we have occacionally .refe.r_'re'd'tb possible US
policies for meeting tareats to stabilily deviving from nuclear prolifera-
tion. This section surveys, in greater detail, possible US aciions after

proliferation but before conflict. The next section diacusses US parucipa-'

tion after a possible nuclear regional conflict begms.

us Pol:cws Toward New Nuclear States

No matter how hard the current nuclear states may urge the rest
of the world not to "go nuclear, ' the motivation among middle states to
gain the prestige of nuclear possession and their desire to be able to
‘"deter'' and threaten opponents will be largely undaunted. If one accepts

i
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' this proposition, the delaying tactics of current American policy will

presumably do little to prepare the way for dealing with potential problems
stemining from nuclear prolileration.. Several alternatives are suggested

_in the following paragraphs.

One means 3y which the intérest. and power of the United States .in
future world systems could be well served might be the negotiation of

- technical information exchange agreements with certain stable nuclear

aspirants, in order to encourage maximum appreciation for the safety
requirem. its, for the technical dangers inherent in possession, and for
the optimal command and control devices to be used once nuclear
aspirations are fulfilled. '

Through the International Atomic Energy Commission, the United
States har already shared much "peaceful" atomic information., A large
portion ot this bank of technical knowledge is convertible to military
purposes should that be desired by the sharing nations. Of greater
utility for the world might be, therefore, to insure that should such _
conversion become desired by the sharing nations, they would be abiew-
based upon substantial sharing of principles and data by current nuclear
states~-to make the conversion with a minimum of technical accident or '
misinterpretation of safety and control needs, '

. Similarly, the interests of the United States, and its relationship-
with, and commitments to several middle states across the glob’e-would
be well served were the "hot-line' principle of reliable direct commu=
nication between competitors introduced into regional conflict atmos-~
pheres. With technological aid from the Unitéd States, such commu-~
nication installations could serve to reduce the chances that probes,
threats, and parries would be mistakenly interpreted as gravely menacing
when not so intended., However, this need not be limited to sophisticated
teletype communications. It might include the use of economic incentives '
to further discussions between heads of states, encourage joint projects,
etc. :

In this regard, the contribution of sophisticated warning and defense
systems to regional disputants might do much to strengthen the "be-
lieveability" of rudimentary second-strike capabilities of-the disputants
and, thereby, serve to reduce the inherent proclivities. toward instability
found in situations of high mutual vulnerability. In addition to giving or
ti’-a.nsferr_'ing control over such systems to new nuclear powers, there
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are unilateral measures which the US might take,

Besides contributing hardware and data, there are additional ways
~in"which the United States might contribute to the limitation of regional
conflicts. For example, American monitoring and surveillance systems
overgeeing the activities of potentially bellicuse regional nuclear nations
could add a measure of data-gathering and threat reduction that might
otherwise be unobtainable to threatened neighbors, ‘

Thus, if Indonesia were to achieve a rudimentary form of submarine-
launched nuclear missile capability, probably through the cooperation of
a major non-Western state, and seemed willing o use it against her
regional oppunents when the moment seemed auspicicus, American
monitoring activities and associated data reduction could do much to
supplement the defense and monitoring systems of Indonesia's potential
target nations. Such measures would, of course, be partof a larger
program of the limitation of potential nuclear conflicts across the globe
on the part of the United States, and would presumably be resocted to only
under conditions where the "persuasive" and coercive efforts of the :
United States or her friends had apparently failed to dampen the aggressive
‘spirit of a nuclear Indonesia. . ' B

There are, however, some more active policies which the US could
take which would involve her more directly in an eventful conflict.

The US has been inclined to provide military aid in pursuit of a
balancing policy in non-nuclear situations, both in regional disputes
as with Israel, and in the general context of the containment policy,

In the face of escalating regional hostilities which might evolve from
the conflicts involving nuclear middle states, one immediate response
for tha United States could be a very large overt supplemental arms
buildup of the underdog nation, probably to include interceptor aircraft
and the latest in radar and other air defense equipment. Were it
accomplished speedily, before a nuclear strike occurred, it might do
much to reduce the threatener's expectations that much of his attack
forces would be able to effectively hit their targets. :

The United States has already agreed, in general terms, to offer a
guarartee against nuclear threats to countries which do not have nuclear
weapons but may soon have a nuclear antagonist. Such a policy, though




somewhat short of a major coalition described in the next section, would
be likely to involve the United States in nuclear warfare should the
guarantee not prove an adequate deterrent. Such agreements need not

be nuclear~-conventional bombing may suffice. These guarantees might
also tie into the measures just discussed, such as improving communica-=-
tion between possible disputants, passive surveillance and information
exchanges, and balancing military aid. '

' One solution to this potential dilerama for the American decision
makers might be an active campaign of preventive maintenance for
regional stability, before suchragent-prcwncateur motivations become '
strong. To this end, a symmetrical bipolar power distribution in the
world would be maintained as the best means of attaining world peace.
it is suggested that an extension of defense arrangements in current
coalitions would be able to impose effez&ive limitations upon the "use'!
of those new nuclear weapons systems. Thereby, the use of the new
nuclear arsenals in regional hostilities would, hopefully, be prevented
for the deterrent of a major power commitment would discourage further
threats by competing neighbors. While recent history suggests that
such bipolar nuclear coalitions are stable via-a-vis each other, they
also appear to be disintegrating from within, in addition, though sucha
policy might reduce the frequency of regional nuclear conflicts, it might
also be designed to keep them limited once they occur, through consulta-
tion agreements and strictly contingent aid and military commitments.

Policy After Onset of Conflict

After hostilities occar, the policy to be implemented by the United
States, even if nuclear weapons hawve not yet béen used, will fall info
one of two major categories, disassociation or pavticipation.’ Regard~
less of the policy in existence before the conflict begina, there is always
the possibility that this policy can be reversed. A nuclear guarantee '
can be deemed irrelevant because nour men't started it; weapons trade
and economic assistance can be termina ted; and it is even possible that
limited military contingents could be withdrawn or the stability of the
existing regime jeopardized by its pursuit of a policy meeting with
American disapproval. S ' o

The policy that we shall follow will depend at least as much upon
the sperific naturae of the conflict and degree of bilateral US-Soviet
interest in seeing it gsettled, as it will uron prior US commitments in the
area, '

44 ‘Morgenstern, op. cit., p. 208




"When neither or both of the combatants are communist states, Soviet
and US mutual interest in avoiding an East-West nuclear conflict may
. allow both to follow a policy of isolating the combatants. It is essential
to realize that at least a tacit US-Soviet understanding must exist to allow
either major power to pursue this policy successfully, '

- The degree of tacit cooperation on regional conflict control between
Moscow and Washington that is visible io regional states--such as joint
efforts to control i<e 1965 Kashmir conflict--would seem to offer _
ambiguous ''deterrent pay-offs' to countries seeking borrowed power in
the future, This appreach would reduce the threat perception of the

‘major powers, latent in every local situation, but enhancing their mutual .
interest in avoiding central nuclear war and encouraging a more tolarant
view of adversary objectives in 2 particular area.

US and Soviet reaction to the process of nuclear proliferation has =o
far been to deny, to all but closest friends, their military nuclear secrets,
in apparent hopes of keeping the damper on the process of proliferation
as long as possible. ‘This is largely a delaying tactic, and not one _
designed to meet the problem of "after it happens.'" Then what?

Both sides have sugpgested nuclear guarantees, the Soviets in the
specific case of Egypt, but both have been careful to keep the wording of
such guarantees flex:"le to allow them room for furthes options, Neither
has recently opted for increasing the size of its coalition, a policy which -
would make disassociation from a future regional nuclear conflict - '

~extremely difficult. B

‘While the India-Pakistan conflict is often cited as an example of
great power conflict control, it was, in many wayg, a special case and
it i3 hard to generalize from it to a nuclear conflict beiween the same
- combatants. One of the major reasons for Soviet desires to control such. o
a conflict was their wish to prevent a power vacuum resulting from a
larger war, a vacuum which would invite a Sino-Soviet confrontation or
American inroads in South Asia. It was probably possible to settle the
crisis in this manner bécause the objectives of the participants were
limited. Any regional conflict which may become nuclear may eventually
be fought for unlimited objectives, and such a nuclea~ conflict may leave .
a power vacuum, ...e.speciarlly—when great nuclear powers do not intervene. .
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The situation after a regional nuclear conflict, therefore, must be
evaluated against the probability of escalation, in order for the great
powers to assess the advisability of disassociation and non-intervention.

A policy of superpower disassociation has been . criticized, in
advance, by the suggestion that in the long run the price paid would be
‘greater than the benefits gained, for a renunciation of superpower
interests in several regions of the globe and a concomitant return to the
relative isolationism of protecting immediate vital national intgrests
could virtually write a blueprint for unlimited confl:ct in Africa, the
Middle East, and Asia.*5 '

Once participation has been decided upon, a host of new problems
arise. In the face of potentially-nuclearized regional hostilities, the
need for big powers to speed up their reaction time--in response to the
added menace to regional stability stemming from the possible use of
local nuclear arsenals in anger--would leave little time for the subtle
application of political pressures, anegotiations, and the use of world
organizations such as the United Nat:ons. 46

Within this ci’rcumscribed reaction period, responses by the
United States to potentially nuclear regional conflicts, such as escalating.
exchanges of fire along the Gaza Strip, could take many forms and invelve
American resources in a number of ways. A Cyprus or Lebanori-type
"peace force' is ane example. However, reluctance and hesitation by
Washington to use American troops and, hence, to further attract
interventionist labels or Communist-countermoves would add to the lag
time between crisis perception and decision application.

While some participation .in the pre -war phases of a confhct may
not guarantee participation in hostilities after they break out, previous
.- action concerning the participants will influence US behavior if it decides
to take an active part in the conflict. ' :

45 William C. Foster,'New Directions in Arms Control and
Disarmament, " Foreign Affairs, Vol 43, No. 4 (July 1965)
p. 590. In this regard, presumably Foster expressed official
government feelmg on disassociation.

46

Morgenstern, op. cit., P. 206
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Although not bound by formal alliance with the United States,
regional disputants may nevertheless be special "protégés, ' making
conflicts involving those nations or groups of great interest to Washing-
ton. Indeed, American prestige may even become inextricably involved

in determining the destiny of certain of its protégés.

The US options for participation in a reégional nuclear conflict will
be most influenced by the nature of the pcwer opposing the United States'
ally or prgte'gé. :

Assistance can perha.ps be limited to weapons, technical assistance
and military advisory groups only in cases where no vital US interests
are at stake and where the opponent poses no threat, ideolegically or

-othei'wise. to the United States. Conflicts involving a nuclear South

Africa might fall into this category.

Even if the protegé's opponent is non-Communist, limitation of
assistance to the protégé will be increasingly difficult 2s more vital
interests are at stake, More direct US participation, including limited .
conventional attacks on UAR or Indonesian nuclear facilities, would be hard
to avoid in a UAR-Israel or Indonesian~Australian conflict, In the one
case, the stability of the Middle East and ¢il reserves are at stake. In
the Australian case, defense of Western interests in Asia and control of
sea lanes are at stake. - . :

Direct nuclear confrontation of East and West might be unavoidable
if members of both coalitions, with significant Soviet and US support,
were involved. In the case of a conflict between a nuclear East and

‘West Germany, or one between Japan and China, direct attack by the

United States on the aggressor (assuming it is the other side) may be
required. This would be the type of conflict most difficult to prevent
from escalating and should be the priority case for control,

Another critical variable in determining the effect of conflicts
between nuclear nations on US power is the character of the outbreak
of the conflict. If the protégé's antagonist has obviously been the
aggressor, US policy is somewhat clearer than if the cause is ambiguous

47 see introductory remarks by Rosecrance m , Richard N.

Rosecrance (ed.), Dispersion of Nuclear Weapons: Strategy and
Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1964), p. 23,
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or if the protégé initiated the open hostilities. Similarly, the way the
conflict starts, regardless of the identify of the aggressor, has
irrwortant implications for US policy.

A conflict which begins with a nuclear attack will, because of the
nature of the weapons employed, rarely have an ambiguous aggressor.
No matter how rational the policy of first strike, the country which uses
nuclear weapons will be branded the aggressor and aid in his defense
will be an unpopular cause (and perhaps unnecessary) at best.

When the Qrotégé'_s antagonist attacks first, with nuclear weapons,

. US policy making will be severely restricted if it opts for participation

in the conflict. Who should be attacked, the aggressor or his guarantor? .
Is his guarantee still good? Does the protégé have weapons left, or

.must US forces be used? If, as scems reasonable, every effort will

still be made to limit the conflict, US strategy will be in approximately

this order of priority:

(1) To let the protégé retaliate with his own nuclear weapons;
{2) To retaliate against the aggréssor with conventional weaponé;._
(3) To retaliate against the aggressor with nuclear weapons.

If open conflict between two nuclear nations hegins with conventicnal
forces, there will probably be greater response time and more options
available to US decision makers. There may be time for US action,
backed up with unilateral or bilateralnuclear threats, embargoes, or
conventional great power strikes to neutralize auclear sirike forces.

Closely related to the quality of the outbreak of open ‘conflict are
the objectives of the participants. These will have been estimated in
advance, insofar as possible. Care must be taken not to agsume that
the availability of nuclear strike forces automatically presupposes
unli.m\ited objectives in future regional conflicts,

In pre-nuclear times, it would have been hard to imagine US cone
straint in the Cuban missile crisis. Thus far, wars in the nuclear age
have been limited conflicts with limited objectives. A Chinese ~Indian
border conflict is no more likely to be a conflict with unlimited objectives

when the Chinese have 100 bombs than when they had two.
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Perhaps, the areas of most dangerous potential conflict are those
where objectives could be unlimited, the Arab-lsraeli case and possibly
an East-West German conflict. Once a conflict starts, however, vital
national interests can quickly turn a border dispute into a war for
national survival, particularly after the first nuclear weapon is used,

If objectives remain limited, there is a greater possibility of non=
military intervention by great powers to achieve a settlament,

‘

In spite of the fact that potential nuclear combatants will attempt
to maintain a balance of power vis-a-vis their opponents, the rate of
nuclear development will not be equally distributed unless it is managed
by the superpowers. If the nuclear status of both disputants is' known,
it is unlikely, even with considerable "borrowed! nuclear power, that
the non~nuclear nation would strike first, Similarly, because of _
potential guarantees, it is unlikely that a nuclear opponent would begin
conflict with a known non-nuclear antagonist by striking with nuclear
weapons. In such cases of asymmetry, the nuclear threat becomes the
pi€ce de rdsistance-of ultimatums, quietly communicated in conjunction

~with a limited military advance. A UN action of interposition, ac=
companied perhaps by a great power guarantee to use nuclear weapons
against anyone who uses them on UN troops, might be a sufficient
. response, If such an option cannat be implemented, United States
guarantees to retaliate against the nuclear power if he uses such
weapons, combined with conventional support for the victim of age-
gression would be in order. In all cases, bilateral US-Soviet co-
operation should be sought both to increase the credibility of response
and reduce the chances of escalation. ;

Nuclear Proliferation and United States Power

Among nuclear actors in future international systems, the United
States will undoubtedly retain its stature as one of the two most militarily =
- powerful nations.Nevertheless, as the membership of the nuclear club -

- expands, nations which choose the costly road to nuclear development
will seek to "use' their new weapons systems to enhance their relative
influence or power vis-a-vis competitors and friends. US power must
be geared to preventing. use_of these_weapons in combat and to m.ini-
mizing the likelihood of their use as political threats to gain limited
objectives. In many cases,. this may require substantial retrenchme:t
of American freedom of action in an area in.accord.with the wishes of
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- weak nuclear powers. Non-use of nuclear weapons is closely conne(_:_ted

with peaceful political change and achievement of national influence for
many countries. For the power position of the United States, the
implications will be poignant.

While it is not likely that middle rank nuclear states will seek to
overtly threaten the United States, friends of this nation will often be
directly involved in the "use' of regional nuclear arsenals. To the
degree that the behavior patterns of the states of the world are altered
by the changing size and configuration of the nuclear club, the interests
and influences of the United States will concomitantly be involved.

By adopting more active policies to cope with nuclear proliferation,

‘the United States could thus contribute much to the control of future

regional conflicts and tensions across the globe. An approach which
seeks outright prevention or certain nuclear war is insufficiently
flexible and extremely short-sighted,

In considering the possible deleterious impact upon American power
were the United States to become involved in regional nuclear hostilities,
this nation might best seek to appreciate the extended scope and nature
of regional conflicts and tensions, and the motives participants may Lave
for introducing nuclear weapons into conflicts. In this manner, the
currently-widespread apocalyptic view concerning the "Nth country'
problem might be transformed into a more pragmatic search for means
of reducing and controlling danger, tension, and miscalculation to meet
predictable conditiona. . '

While no nation, in the foreseea.‘b};e future, will be able to pose a

‘devastating nuclear threat to the United States, they may be able to

involve this country in a number of potentially-nuclear regional con=-
flicts. Moreover, the rate of development of new nuclear states may
place many of these challenges to US allies in approximately the same
time period--roughly 1375-1980. If the United States were corimitted
to the defense of India, Japan, Australia and Israel, and nuclear threats
were to develop against all four of these states simultaneously, the
strain placed upon US forces would be impressive, unless each of the
threatened powers were capable of deterring the aggressor unassisted,
Even if the only requirements were those of augmenting nuclear forces
in allied states, the logistic and control problem would be immense.




CONCLUSIONS

The long-range prospects for US policy and for the power position of
the United States in the international system, given nuclear prcliferation,
"are as follows: :

* : {1) No nation is likely to be capable of posing a very large-
scale, direct, nuclear threat to the continental United
States, given our active defenses and retaliatory capability;

(2} The coalitions currently existix;g' will fragment, Barring a
war, and military cooperation with our current nuclear
allies will decrease;

(3) . As polycenirism progresses, the likelihood of being con-
fronted by a multi-nation nuclear bloc similarly decreases;

(4) . Assuming wide-spread nuclear proli,fer_a.t_i.on,' US-Soviet
interest in cooperating to p.event or limit future regional
conflicts seems both desirable and possible;. .

(5) Proliferation will probably not increase regional stability,

' ‘but the instabilities which result may continue to take the
form of limited internal wars and border disputes with
conventional weapons; ' =

(6) - US decision-making regarding these limited conflicts will
probably increase in complexity. Prior commitments to
potential nuclear states should retain for the US considerable
flexibility so that escalation can be minimized if regional
conflict occurs; S ' -

(7)  The United States should increase its sensitivity to qualitative

" factors in national power which may better predict 2 new
nuclear nation's behavior.
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APPENDIX F
THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND
THE OCCURRENCE OF WAR : ‘
‘ 1945-1965 :

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND RESEARCH STRATEGY

-One of the rmost important aspects of the spread of nuclear
weapons will be its eifect upon the occurrenceof war, In the investigation
of the relatiohship, it wae thought useful to examine 20 years of history
which includes both war and the spread of nuclear weapons, During
this period, nuclear wespoens have spread to four states and numerous
internal and interstate wars have occurred. The relationship can be
examined by carefully defining war and the spread of nuclear weapons,
coding information to make data, and relating the variables to test the
geaeral proposition that the: gpread of nuclear weapong will make war
more likely, While it cannot be 'said that this procedure vields reliable
predictions for the future, one can at least see how much relevant
experiencé is available, what it shows, and evaluate the factual founda-
tions for an oftstated éxpectation of one of the important effects of nuclear
proliferation. : s

_ Thus, the objective of the study reported here was to test some
- propos’iions concerning the affect of proliferation on the probability

of war to see if these propositions are supported in the 1945-1965 period.
The researcch strategy employed was as follows: '

1. . Examine available propesitiens concerning the relation-

. ship between proliferation and the probability of nuclear
ware ) . : -
Ze .Sele,ét armed conflicts which, in the period 1945-1965,

might conceivably have been related to nuclear proliferation.
'Essentially, this is the task of defining "war," ‘

3. Investigate intra-state and interretate behavior during
*  the periocd to generate war data for the period,

S |
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4, Devise some measures of nuclear proliferation
and conduct a statistical study of the relationship
between the amount of proliferation and the characteris*ics
of war to see if any relationship between proliferation
on one hand, and the values of these characteristics of
war on the other, can be found.

5, Assess the results of this fourth step in terms of its
possible significance for the effect of additional
proliferation beyond the present nuclear powers, and
the effact of such proliferation on the probability of
future war. :

PROPOSITIONS,'I' ASSUMP TIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

A general list of propoéitions concerning what effect prolifera~
tion would have on probability of war was drawn up from a variety of
sources. Generally the source material fell into two categories. First
there are the statements made by officials of major governments, and
second, there is scholarly literature, from bath of which were selected
certain statements regarding the relationship of war to nuclear pro-
liferation. In formirg our general list of propositions froin these two
kinds of sources, we attempted to represent a variety of political

and-scholazly positions., Thus, we included propasitions which
reflected the viewpoint of the United States and others in the NATO
alliance, the rather different viewpoint of the French goverament as’
well as those of the Soviet Union, From the scholarly community, we
tried to include not only those students of intefnational politics who - .
view the posgibility of proliferation with great alarm, but also those
who believe that the potential dangers of protiferation have been exag-

~ gerated relative to other potential problems. In conducting this search
for relevant propositions, we found that, sven after composing this
general list, a considerable process of winnowing wasg required,

. Freguently the statements made by individuals purpurting to discuss the

! The statements on the relationship of nuclear proliferation to the _
probability of war are really expectations but are often stated in terms
of absolute cértainty., We know of no empirically verified "laws" on _
the behavior of states with or without nuclear weapons, and have chosen
to modify such statements of expectation so that they are researchable
_propositions. '




effect of proli feration, were in fact, discussions of problem areas
which, while closely related--such as alliance problems--were still
distinguishable and different from our central question, We noted that’
individuals discussing proliferation and problems associated with it
tended to concentrate on (a) the question of the likelihood that various
countries would procure nuclear weapons, and (b} the prospects for U5
strategies for delayirg, minimizing, or heading off such proliieration,
rather than what for us was the central question: -“the relatiohship of

proliferation to the occuirence of war.

Still a third class of extraneous statements, were those which were
congerned with the result of proliferation on variables other than the '
occurence of war, It was frequently suggested, for example, that
widespread additional proliferation would weaken still further the
feasibility of strong alliance relationships between the United States
and other groups of non-Communist states. It seemed quite clear
from the start that even if proliferation were found to have no direct
effect on the probability of nuclear war, it might cause the breaking up
of allimces and increase the probability of eventual nuclear war, The
influence of proliferationon such intervening variables as alhance
relationships has not been included in this study. For this initial and
limited effort it seemed more desirable to concentrate on the con_)ectured
end result of proliferationlincreasing occurence of war)rather than to

 attempt to distinguish between direct and indirect mechanisms whereby

this might come about.

Having obtained a set of relevaut proposztxons, it was neceasary

to introduce certain modifications in their formulation m order to facilitate

an empirical investigation, ' Several of the propoaitions in their original-
formulation refer to only two posaible alternatives: "proliferation' and
"non-proliferation,' and the alle g ed consequences are postulated without .
reference to the number of additional states obtaining nuclear capabilities,
We considered this to be an unsatisfactory formulation for all cases
because to do so implies that the nnwanted proliferation effects do not
becomme noticeable until the number of countries with nuclear weapons
exceeds a certain threshold value, (not yet reached at the time the.
proposition is formulated), While such possibilities ave interesting, ‘they
could not be substantiated by our method, since by supposition all affects '
prior to threshold (i.e., at the present time) are excluded. However,

we found that when such statements were modified to presume the
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existence of the consequences of proliferation at all degrees of pro-
liferation, the resulting questions were often interesting in their own
right. ‘

There was also a need to substitute "war' for "'nuclear war'
because the actual experience of the world with combat use of nuclear
weapons in war is very limited. Nuclear weapons have been used in
armed combat on only two occasions.both of whick were during the
terminal stages of a very large war which had encompassed the entire
world, lasted for several years, been underway for several years prior
to nuclear use, and which appears to have been the product of a compli~
cated chain of events and circumstances extending backwards half a
century. While in a narrow sense wne could say that proliferation
occured when the number of nucleax powers increased from 0 to 1
immediately preceding Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the decision to use

. nuclear weapons in 1945 was conditioned by the considerations of a

period of time that seems quite different from the post-war period we
are presently studying. Thus, if the task is to determine the effect of
proliferation on the probability of nuclear war, we are presented with
a problem for which there is essentially no past experience.and_thus
no basis for direct empirical observation as a basis for forming _
generalizations. In view of this fact, it was decided to determine the:
effect of proliferation on the probability of war in general, rather than
of miclear war, This seemed intuitively sound in view of the «.” "'~
deterrence of surprise nuclear attack, and the widely held belief that .
nuclear war, if it occurs.will escalate from lower levels of warfare,
jees, the type included in this analysis.. ' o

it was also necessary to forego any formal treatment of the
problem of the “probability' of war.. The distinction between the
probability of an event and the frequency of an event is one which is
important for careful scientific work but frequently ignored in the
thinking about proliferation by both statesmen and acholars, While
it may be a relatively straightforward problem to determine. how the
frequency of war has varied as the number of nuclear powers has in-
cieased, the problem of determing probability of war, even of defining
what we vnean in this context by the term, probability, is an exceedingly

difficult one, Intuitively-the difference between the frequency of an event

and the probability of an event can be seen by the following common
sense ‘example; Consider the game of Russian Roulette. A groupof . =
persons playing this game take a six-shot revolver and place a live
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shell in one chamber, Each player in turn spins the cylinder of the
revolver, poinis the harrelat his head, and pulls the trigger. If the
gun does naot fire, he papies it 1o the next player who repeats the pro-
cedure. If the gun has six chambers and only one contains a live shell,
we can say that on the average, ‘the gun fires in one time catnf every
six that the trigger is pulled, and we can sz2y thus that ir the context of
this game-the probability that the gun will fire is onc-six:n, I.wever,
to generalize from a single gnme of Russian ‘Roulette t7 the more gneral
problem of deterinining thz year-to-year nrobability throughcat the
world that players will kill themselves iu this same, '8 gquite different
fran stating the probability that some play=r wiil kill him#aelf, Further+

_meve, we could note that, while the probability of a play=r losing ina

specific round may be unpleasantly high (one out of six), the year-to-
year frequency of deaths due to the game of Russian Roulette may be
fairly small, compared to fatalities induced by other causes, In the

same way, it may be a very difficult problem to.assign any meaning to

the concept of probability of war unless that probability is assessed in

a very specific context of geographical area, preceding events, partici-
pants and the like, - However, the concept of fre_quency_f of war throughout
the world, while different from probability, can still be useful in estab-
lishing the risks which may be involved in the proliferation of nuclear
capabilities. Furthermore such ‘nformation is a necessary prerequisite
to the movre difficult task of defining the concept of the probability of
war and of determining its magnitude. Thus, a key decision in the gtudy -
was to modify each of the selected proprsitions by substituting Wf{requency'’

~in place pf “probability."

One aspect stressed in the approach was that particular attention
be paid to the problem of defining the gquantities whereby proliferation
and the frequency of war are measured., Both prolifexation and occurence
of war need to be defined using empirical measurements of the real world, -
This was important for two reasons; first, it would permit other re-sea.rc_h'e.rs
in the area to raplicate the work without the possibility of ambiguity. _
Secondly, we might provide a basis for additional studies of the problem of
proliferation and its effects, Because these objectives are very importan®
'in the long run for gaining an understanding of the problem, we have gone
to considerable lengths to clearly define the terms of the study and to '
sndicate how the concepts are built up from physical measgurements.
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Some Sample Propositions

: ‘To illustrate more concretely how exrectations on proliferation
and war must be revised for the conduct of syatematic ingquiry, some
samples are listed below, in both original and final form, together with -
the specific reasoning for the modifications in each case.

(1) William C. Foster contends thats

The probability of nuclear weapons being used will alme -t
certainly increase ag the number of fingers on the trigger

increases, Moreover, the increase in probability will be

" more than proportional to the increase in numbers, par-
-ticularly as, in a world of manynuclear powers, there
may well be some whoeschave relatively little to ‘lose if
nuclear weapons are used. 2 (Emphasis added.) '

There are two difficulties inirolved_ in interpreting this statement
50 as to make it capable of verification,: First, there do not appear to

be any nuclear powers at present who '"have relatively little to lose' if
they are involved in a nuclear war., And, as noted above, with the
exception of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, no nuclear weapons have been
uged in combat and thus there is insufficient empiri~al data on nuclear
wars to validate the statement, The first difficulty is the easier one
to ignore because a small country that came into poss e sion of nuclear

- weapons would thereby have gained something very valuable (a nuclear

capability) which it would wish to protects Moreover, the acquisition

of a nuclear capability might be associated with the more general growth
of technological and industrial capabilities in that country, thus providing
an additional incentive for responsible behavior, :

‘The second difficulty appears inaurmounta.ble--the data on which
the analysis might be based is simply not available. However, as
suggested above, if the statement is rephrased so that it refers nct to

2."New Directions in Arms Cdntrol and Dis'armatﬁent. " Foreign Affairs,
July, 1965, P+ 591, '
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the probability of nuclear war,but of war in generaly then there is avail-
able a modest number of events in the post-war era of nuclear proliferation
from which data can'be obtained. - '

The proposition rephrased, then is as follows:

a, As the number of nuclear powers increases, the .
number of ware increases.

b. The ratio between the number of wars and the number
of nuclear powers increases as the number of nuclear
powers increases. :

Alternately, one might wish to determine whether that ratio

" remains constant, or decreases,

(2) Beaufre contends that

To a potential aggressor... the existence of several
focal points of independent decision complicates the
' deterrence problem to the point of preventing even
plausible predictions, This uncertainty is... a.
deterrent and stabilizing force. 3 (Erhphasis in the
original. ) : s

The proposition, rephrased, is:

. As the number of ﬁuclear powers incr_e’ases. . the
frequency: of war ‘decreases. ' '

(3) Ikle presents the view that:
The diffusion of nuclear capabilities might make the

involvement of major powers in local conflicts appear '
to be more risky, and hence render it less likely.

3Genera1 Andre Beaufre, "Nuclear Deterrence and World Strategy' in
Karl H, Cerny and Henry Briefs, NATO in Quest of Cohesion (New York -
Praeger, 1965), p. 221, : ' ' '

FfedwChanlea k13, "INth Countries and Disarmament!’ in Ernest W, . :
lefever {ed,}, Arms and Arms Control (New. York: Praeger, 1962,)

.

pe 241, This view is merely presented, not necessarily espouseéd by Ikle.
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The proposition, rephrased is:

As the number of nuzlear powers increases, the involve-
ment of major nations in non-nuclear war decreases.

(4) The Soviet Government has asserted that proliferation will =
increase the difficulties of avoiding war and that it wiil also mcrease the
difficulties of establishing international peace and secunty. A differen-
tiation is made here between establishing peace and security on one hand
and avoiding war on the other. We choose to interpret avoidance of war
as meaning avoidance of armed conflict of a high level of magnitude and
severity, 6 and es tablishing peace and security as meaning the avoidance
of armed conflict at a low level of magnitude and severity. Thus, the
proposition rephrased is:

As nuclear proliferation takes place;

a. the number of wars of ‘every magnitude increases,
b, the number of wars of every level of severity.
increases,

(5) The Soviet Government has also asserted that creaticn of

MLF would "increase imperialist and neo-colonialist pressure on the
liberated countries and on the countries fighting for independence.”?

This statement was primarily directed againat the putative granting of
access to nuclear weapons to a specific nation, the Federal Republic &f.
Germany. Since this constitutes a single instance of proliferation, and .~
since that case has not vet materialized, the proposition needs to be
modified to be susceptible to empirical mquuy. ‘ -

Sovzet Delegatmn to the United Na.tzona » "Expianatory Memorandum on
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, " United Nations General Assembly'
Twentieth Session; A/5976, 24 September 1965, p.2.

6 Whereby the "magnitude" of a war is meant the number of nations
involved times the length of their respective involvements, and by the
Mseverity' of 2 war is meant its destructiveness 28 measured by lxves
lost, property destroyed, and the like.

7Sowet Delegation to the Urited Natmns. Ops Citay po 3




We chose to modify it to the following forms:

v As the number of nations that are members of NATO,
and have a nuclear capability. increases, the involvement
in war of nations having inembership in NATO increases.

Thus the involvement of the 14 members of NATQ in war would be
compared for those periods when first the United States, then the U. K.,
and then France, acquired nuclear weapons, and the directness of relation
between involvement and number of NATO powers with nuclear capabilities
would be taken as a measure of the accuracy of the Soviet statement.

Thus, we have selected and miodified statements on proliferation
for verification in a systematic manner. There are admittedly two
important limitations on the relevance of these propositions. Iirst,
we are not directly addressing the covariance of preliferation and
nuclear war; and second, we have ‘chosen to address the more restricted
question of the froquency of war rather than the more difficult question
of the probability of war, However, we believe that the results of the
study are useful in tvo ways. Firat, our guantitative and restricted
results cdn'provide a helpful input to-more far-réaching and/or: deductive
studies of the effects of proliferation. In particular, by relating the
spread of weapons to war rather than nuclear was:is-to conjecture that
were a nuclear war to occur, it would be preceded by non-nuclear
o conflict of the kind included in this study, More generally, it may well
! be that if prolife'rat:ion gives rise to cdrtain intermediate influences

which increase the frequency of war in general. A second contribution -
is that some basic data have been developed for more far-ranging
= research which would deal more directly with the problem of the Pproba-
s ' bility of nuclear war, It would appear that such an inquiry should begin
with an analysis of the military behavior which nations have already
exh:Lited in the nuclear age.

"S- DEFINITIONS

hls
.

' "_‘C-ar_r}position of the International System
: . _ Bécause it wag necessary to classify armed conflict according
v to whether that conflict took place within a state or between states, a
i . clear notion of what constituted a nation state was required, The
. restriction was conBidered necessary to rule out small principalities,

i o - L Fe9




€. go» Monaco, which play no significant role in international politics.
We also wish to eliminate those political entities of such ambiguous
stitue, or of such little importance in world affairs, as to have failed
to have gained either recognition by the United States, by the Soviet
Union, or to have gained membership in the United Nations. Thus,
the following procedures were used to define international system
membership:

a, Find the polities qualifying as members of the
international system, 1946-1965,

b, Find the date that each polity first qualified as
" a member of the internatioral system in the
‘period Jan. 1, 1946 to Dec, 31, 1965,

¢, Find date that each polity lost its memberskip in
the international system, Jan. 1, 1946 to
Dec. 31, 1965, '

Definition: A polity is a member of the interantional.

system, if an only if (a) it is a member of the U. N.,

or it is extended de jure or de facto diplomatic o

recognition by the United States or the USSR, and {b) _ S
it has a population of 500, 000 or greater, 8 I

It is interesting to note also that the definition as formulated
permitted the classification of groups such as the Algerian FLN, havmg
important status in international conflict and major power competition,
but which for a number of years enjoyed only the status of an insurgency
group vying for control of territory of an established nation state. In
effect this definition of membership in the international system, although
somewhat unorthodox, allowed consideration of such "internal wars"
as the Algerian insurgency, which were closely assaciated with major
power competition, Soviet recognition of the Algerian FLN signified
to the world that the Soviet Union had a vested interest in the outcome
of that struggle.

% o 8..‘Je_e: Table 1 for the data developed from this procedure, .' . ;




Definition of War

: 2 A threshold for organized violence for political ends appears
L ‘useful to distinguish "'war'' from conflict in general, First, every 7
_instance of military and communal violence from 1946 to 1965 from open
sources, in which 1, 000 or more fatalities occurred, was listeds This
procedurc gives certain conflicts that were immediately uninteresting:
——-""Wwhile they resulted in 1, 000-or more fatalities, they produced those
fatalities over an extended period of years, so that the fatality rate
over time was quite low, Since many areas of the world experience
?_ sporadic conflicts for extended periods, the list of "wars" would be
(S ' cluttered with these low level conflicts which, for our purposes, were
uninteresting, Moraover;, it is essential that a definite beginning
point and end be assigned to each war, and this would be especmlly
difficult for the cases of sporadlc violence. .

Both of these difficulties were surmountable by eliminating all
conflicts in which fewer than 1, 000 people were killed within 1/2 year
preceding or following some date during conflict, The procedure for
forming this initial listing of coaflicts and classification rules employed
were as follows:

. . : a. Find those conflicts occuring between Jan. 1, 1946
: " and Dec. 31, 1965, for which 1,060 or more
fatalities occurred within 1/2 year of some point in
g time,
b. Find the date that each case begins. o
Definition: The beginning date is the first day on which fatalities
occur for which in the immediately subaequent time period of .
1 year, 1, 000 or more fatalities occur,

—

de List the total fatalitigs occuring between the begmm.ng
- and end dates, 1nc1uswe. for the War.

;- The data obtained following these criteria are much too :.nclus:.ve '
Z' . for the purpose of study, It seems obvious that the Korean War bore
' _~a much closer relation to possession of nuclear weapons by the partici.
“ o pants than, say communal violence in India., To relate all of these "“wayrs"




to proliferation would include many conflicts which were irrelevant, and
almost certainly dominated by factors other than the number of states
having nuclear weapons. However. the procedure does provide a tentative
list of wars from which one can se’ect a listing more appropriate for the
study. (see Table 3).. '

Type B.Wars: Parily interstate wars

A Type B war is a classification which represents a considerable
narrowing of the ini:ial list of conflicts, ‘Additional conditions are required
of the conflicts initially enumerated to insure that those classed a8 a Type B
will have a minirmurn of relevance to international confrontations 11kely to be
affected by, nuclear mpabxlitws.

1. Definition: Type B wars are those from the undifferentiated
' . list of conflicts (Table 2), which satisfy the following
additional cond1t1ons' : '

a. At least two factions, or sides, have been identified

{i.e., we wish to screen out unorganized group

violence. ) _
b. At least one member? of the internation'a.l'syst'ern" is Co
' aligned with, or constitutes one or more of the factions,

c. At least one of the members of the international system
satifying (b.) above, is involved in conflict on other
than its own metropolitan territory.

IAn international system member will be said to be invclved in a conflict
if, during the conflict, it has sustained 250 or more battle deaths in the
zone, or if it has transported goods from its metropolitan territory to
personnel of one of the factions, or if its formal military personnel or
nationals have traveled from its metropolitan territory to the combat
zone-and have rendered services. to personnel of one of the combatants.

LT
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d. At least 1, 000 Type Bm' battle deaths occur in the
war within 1/2 year of some point in time,

2. Definition: The beginning date of a Type B war is
characterized by one of the following: ‘

a, If a participating member of the international system:
issues a declaration of war and if no battle deaths are
incurred in the qu.arrel by a member of the international
community outside its own metropolitan territory prior
to the declaration, then the beginning date of the war is

the first day in which non-metropolitian battle deaths
are sustained by some member of the mternatmnal :

commumty.

1¢ Ty.e B battle death is any instance of one of the following:

ao_

C.

Q.

ro

Formal military personnel of a member of the international

system dead or permanently missing as a consequence of

deliberate acts by a faction of the deadly quarrel in question.

Formal military personnel or a member of the international
system dead from accidents, disease or exposure in the combat
zone of the deadly quarrel in question,

Combatant military personnel'not formally part of the forces

of a member of the intérnational system, dead or permanently

missing as a consejuence of dehberate acts by a facnon of the

deadly quarrel in question,

Combatant military personnel not formally part of the forces
of a member of the international system, dead from accidents,
disease or exposure in the combat zone of the dea.dly quarrei

- in question,

Non-~ comba.ta.nts in the combat zone dead or perm‘.nently missing
as a consequence of deliverate acts by combatant personnel of
the deadly quarrel in question.




b. If the conditions of {a.) are not all satisfied, then
the beginning date is the first day on which fatalities
are incurred by a nation-state outside its own metro-
politan territory and for which in the immediately
subsequent time period of 1 year, 1, 000 or more battle
deaths occur,

3. Definition: The end date of a Type B war is ckaracterzzed
by one of the following: '

a. If all factions agree to an armistice, and if no non-
metropolitan battle deaths are incurred in the quarrel
by a qualified nation subsequent to the armistice, then
the last day in which non-metropolitan deaths occur is
the end date of the war .,

b. If {(a.) is not satisfied, but the corresponding situation
holds for a peace treaty, then the last day of non-
metropolitan deaths is. still the end date of the war.

c. If neither {a.)} nor {b,) is satisfied, then the end date
is the last day both on which non-metropol‘tan' battle
deaths occurred, and for which in the im‘medlately :
preceding time permd of one year, 1, 000 or more
battle deaths ocecurred,

4, List the total Type B battle deaths between the beginning
and end of the war, '

It was found that Ty-pe B wars ware quite numerousin the
1946 1945 period, Thus the listing of such wars constitutes 2 large set
of cases that are m:mmally relevant to the basic question of the study
(See Table 3.

Type A Wars: Interstate Wars

We are now ready to discuss a more restnctwe class of
wWars that satisfied the intuitive concept of an international war, and -
that were potentially more related to the proliferation of nuclear capabilities.

Fol4




As before, the conditions required for a Class A war constituted a refine-
ment of the prior types of conflicts (i, ¢., of deadly conilicts producing

F ' over 1, 000 fatalities , and of Type B wars). In addition to satisiying the
conditions of a Type B war, these additional conditions were embodied in
the following definitioms,

Definition: A Type A war is a Type B war which satisfies the
following additional conditions:

a, At least two members of the international system
ate aligned against each other on opposing sides
or factions, '

b, At least two qualified nations satisfying (a.) above,
have sustained Type A battle deaths.

c; At least 1,000 Type A battle deaths o'cc-ur:ih the war
within 1/2 year of some point in time. :

Definition: A Type A battle death is any instance of one of the
“ollowing: : : :

a. Formal military personnel of a member of the

' ints rmational system dead or permanently missing
a5 a consequence of deliberate acts by a faction oi’
the ¢eadly quarrel in question.

B : b. Formal military personnel of a member of the

" international system dead from accidents, disease
ox exposure in the combat zone of the deadly quarrel
b _ ' , in question. o

Definition: The beginning date of a Type A war is characterized .
by one of the following: ' -

a. Ifa participating member of the international system .
issues a declaration of war and if no non-metropolitan
g . Type A battle deaths are incurred in the quarrel prior
® - to the declaration, then the beginning date of the war is
o : the first day in which Type A battle deaths are incurred
L : by some participant on other than its own metropoiitan
' territory. ' :

1 S B - | S F-15




b.

if the conditidns of {a.) are not all satisfied, then the

-beginning date is the first day on which Type A battle

deaths are incurred by some partigipant on other than
its own metropolitan territory and for which in the
immediately subsequent time period of one year, 1,000
or more Type A battle deaths occur.

Deﬁmt jon: The end date of a Type A war is characterized by one
of the following:

ae

.'b.

Co

d.

If one of the participating nations elfectively occupies '
all of the national territory of all opponent nations, then
the war ends on the first day of this effective occupation.

if (a.) is not satisfied and all participating nations agree
to an armistice, and if no non-metropolitan Type A
battle deaths are incurred subsequent to the armistice,

then the end date is the last day in which non-metropolitan

Tpe A deaths are incurred by some partidipant on other
than its - own metropohtan territory. o

If neither {a.) nor (b.) is satisfied, but the c'orrespond'i'ng :

situation holds for a peace treaty, then the last day of
non-metropolitan Type A deaths is st111 the end date of.
the Wars . o e

‘If neither (a.}, (b.}, nor (c.) is satisfied, then the end
date is the last day on which non-metropolitan Type A
deaths are incurred and- for which in the immediately
preceding time period of of ! year, 1,000 or more Type.
A deaths occurred :

~ The Type A wars from 1946-1965, shown in Table 3, have been so
infrequent that they do not constitute a large enough sub-population to
allow the inference of the influence of proliferation upon the frequency
of war. While this is unfortunate because we have aasumed that nuclear
warfare will grow out of escalation of conventional interstate wars, it

shows that the expectations in the propositions are based upon inadequate

historical experience. It was therefore necessary to foc-us the analys;s
on the less restrictive cases, the Type B wars.

£
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MEASUREMENT OF PROLIFERATION

There are a number of ways which might be employed for deter-
mining when a nation has developed a nuclear capability because of the
differing interpretations of what constitutes nuclear capability. Some of
these are: (1) development of production facilities for nuclear explosive
material; {2} the decision to build weapons; {3) the test of an operational
bomnb; (4) the completion of production of a nuclear weapon delivery
systems; (5} first deployment after producticn; and {6) the full scale
production and ceployment of such items in the form of an operationally
ready strike force, The most desirable kind of measure of proliferation
would be some procedure for assigning a value to each nation in the world

that would indicate how far it had progressed in its nuclear development, n

However, the care required in devising such a scale and the difficulty in '
acquiring the relevant information precluded thg employment of chis
criterion for proliferation, Instead a’single event was chosen which
would provide a clear indicator as to when a given nation achieved a
nuclear capability. It was also important that this event be not only an
unambiguous indicator of the state of nuclear progress ir the given nation,
but also that it be readily determined from open sources., The event
which was selected for this purpose was the {irst test explosion of either
a nuclear weapon or a nuclear device, By this definition five countries
presently possess a nuclear capability. The present nuclear powers,

then, and the dates of their respective first nuclear test explosion, are:l2
United States 16 July 1945
Soviet Union 29 August 1949
United Kingdom 3 October 1952
France 13 February 1960

Chinal3 16 October 1964

11'I‘h\.:.s, for example, by such a procedure, the United States and the
Soviet Union might each be assigned the value L0, Britain might be
assigned the-value 0.875, India G5, and China and France (75,

125, Glasstona (ed.}). The Effects of Nuclear Weapons Waahington; U. 8.
Atomic Energy Commission (GPO, 1962). pp. 672, 679, 680, o

1?'S't:atts':'r:ncﬂmt by President Johnson, White House Press Release, State |
Department Bulletin, 2 Nov, 64, p. 612.
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We now proceed to a discussion of how the developed data on the
incidence of war from 1946 to 1965 and the information.on the dates of the
first tests of the present nuclear powers were related.

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The Amount of War in the International System

As indicated above in a summary of the research strategy, the
objective of this study was to determine the influence of proliferation on
the amount of war in the international system in the past 20 years..
Although a number of criteria were devised in the course of the study for
measuring the amount of war in the system, resources did not permit the
use of all of them in the analysis and processing of information, and it '

~ was necessary to rely on a single measure of war involvement: The
number of wars in which system members first bacame involved in a
given time period. This was taken as indicative of the amount of war in
the system during that period, It should be noted that this measure is a
very indiscriminate one: it counts all wars in which a state was involved
 as equivalent regardless of the number-of fatalities incurred (above the
threshold), the number of combatants or amount of material involved, the
identity of the participants, the guographical locale of the conflict, its
duration, or the war outcome. And the measure does not take into account
jinvolvement in wars in a given period in which the participants have all
first become involved prior to that period. Thus there are significant
features of the wars counted in the analysis which are not reflected;
howeaver, the measure was adopted because it was simple to determine
and because intuitively it seemed closely related to the basic problem.
. of dstermining how proliferation affects the probability that nuclear war,:

in general, will begin,

The Maj.or .Syst em

. After examining modified propositions concerning the expected
influcnce of proliferation, it appeared that one of the most interesting
and direct relationships would be the number of nuclear powers and the
amount of war in the international system. If the data showed a steady

‘increase in the war involvement of the major powers, as nuclear weapons
were acquired by each of the five presently nuclear states, this might be
regarded as an indication that proliferation has, in fact, been accornpatied




We now proceed to a discussion of how the developed data on the
incidence of war from 1946 to 1965 and the information on the dates of the
first tests of the present nuclear powers were related. :

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The Amount of War in the International System

As indicated above in a summary of the research strategy, the
objective of this study was to determine the influence of proliferation on
the amount of war in the international system in the past 20 years,
Although a number of criteria were devised in the course of the study for

 measuring the amount of war in the system, resources did not permit the
use of all of them in the analysis and processing of information, and it
was necessary to rely on a single measure of war involvement: The
nurnber of wars in which system members first became involved in a
given time period. This was taken as indicative of the amount of war in
't.ne system during that period. It should be noted that this measure is a-
very indiscriminate one: it counts all wars in which a state was involved
a3 equivaient regardless of the number of fatalities incurred {above the
threshold), the number of combatants or amount of material involved, the
identity of the participan*s, the geographical locale of the conflict, its
duration, or the war outcome. And the measure does not take into account
involvement in wars ina given period in which the participants have all -
first become involved prior to that period, Thus there are significant
features of the wars counted in the analysis which are not reflected;
however, the measure was adopted because it was simple to determine
and because intuitively it seemed closely related to the basic problem

of determining how proliferation affects the probability that nuclear war,

in general, will begin,
The Major System

‘After examining modified propositions concerning the expected : -
influence of proliferation, it appeared that one of the most interesting
and direct relationships would be the number of nuclear powers and the

i amount of war in the international system. - If the data showed a steady ) o
e _ increase in the war involvement of the major powers, as nuclear weapons )
were acquired by each of the five presently nuclear states, this might he
regarded as-an indication that proliferation has, in fact, been accompanied -
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by an increased probability of war., We were interested ir looking at the
major states of the world because their great size, importance, and
presumably, their relatively high degree of industralization would make
them particularly susceptible to the dangers of nuclear war, Further-
more they would tend to interact with other nations on a more world-wide
basis than the smaller states. Thereis zlso the contemporary concept

‘that ™major powers:' are those states which now have, or can with relative

ease obtain, possession of nuclear capabilities. In short, the behavior of
the "major states" is interesting because they may be likely to become
involved in serious disagreements with nuclear powers because they are
the likely targets of nuclear weapons, and because they tend to have a
high potential for nuclear weapon capabilities, '

By the term "major state' we mean those states which interact

primarily with other nations on a world-wide rather than a regional or

local basis, Again, as with the other concepts developed, we were

faced with the problem of defining the concept in erapirical terms in such

a way that states thereby included satisfied our good sense of what con-
stitutes a major power, And again, it was necessary that the empirical
information required to enumecrate the major states be reasonably -
unambigucus and easy to collect, A number of tentative approaches to

this problem were attempted which employed information concerning the -
population, economic productivity, and degree of industralization of each
nation; however, these did not prove satisfactory, and in the end we

relied upon a simpler criterion.

Definition: A polity will be classed as a major power if and
only if:

a. It is a member of the international system (see
" digcussion of system compouition above and
Table 1) )

b, Its territory and people weare governed in 1945 by
a government which was granted permanent member- -
ship on the United Nations Security Council, ‘

A word of explanation is in order for part (b.) of this definition.

Permanent UN Security Council membership was taken as a
reasonable criterion for major power status at the end of World
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Wayr II because that membership was conferred on those states which
would be the major post-war powers. Even though the social system
and regime of one of those states(Thina )has dramatically changed and
although the importance of states obviously is subject to change over
the years, the judgment of the UN founders seems to have been sub-
stantiated by the first 20 years of post-war developments, ‘

The major states, then, according to this criterion are:

. United States

1

2, Soviet Union
3. DBritain

4, France

5, China

Tt is notable that these states deemed likely to be the major post-
war powers at the time of the San Francisco Conference in 1945 are also
those which have exploded a test nuclear device or weapon. Since, by
this definition the enumeration of the major powers is identical with the
enumeration of the nuclear powers, we will frequently refer to the "major
powers' and present 'nuclear powers' interchangeably. :

Time From First Nuclear Explosions versus Aggregate War
Involvement by Major System Members: A Substantive
Result of the Study :

The concept of aggregate war involvement is intuitively clear
although its precise formulation proved to be cumbersome. In what
follows a new variable is introduced, the concept of aggregate war
involvement is explained, its formulation presented, and the rationale
for choosing this particular way of using the war involvement and
proliferatioa data is presented, ' ' - o

Thus far, the numerical data developed has been of two kinds:
the war involvement of international system members,’ (i.e., the’
number of wars in which the membership became involved) and the
degree of proliferation, (i.e., the number of nations having exploded
at least one nuclear weapon or device).  Now wo introduce a third
variable: elapsed time from first nuclear explosion for a nuclear power
in year X, . ' '
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Definition: Gwen that a sta.te exploded its first nuclear dev1ce
or weapon in year Y, then the elapsed time from the first
nuclear explosxon for that state in any year X, is the value
X-Y years. :

We will refer to this value as the "elapsed time in X" for the
given state. For example, the elapsed time in 1955 for the United
States equals 1955-1945=1u years, When, for a given state, the year X
precedes the year in which the explosion takes place, the elapsed time
in year X for that nation has a negative value, For China, the elapsed
time in 1956 equals 1956-1964= «8 years, which indicates that the year
1956 precedsd China's first test explosionby 8 years. When X is the
year in whic};-the first nuclear explosion of the given nation took place,
the elapsed time in year X equals 0. For the Soviet Union, the elapsed
time in 1949: 0 since the first Soviet test explosion took place in 1949.

Given a value for X, the value of ""elapsed time in year X' depends
only on the date of the first nuclear test for the given country., Thus, the
"elapsed time" variable is a transformation of the original proliferation
variable (i, e., date of first test) into a new form. Using the transformed
proliferation variable, one can show relationship of it to aggregate war
involvement. Roughly, "aggregate war involvement' is a measurement
of the tendency of those nations which have acquired nuclear capabilities
to become involved in war when they are at comparable stages of develop-
ment of that nuclear capability. We assume that the influence of anticipated
or realized nuclear capabilities was egqual or following by an egual number

. of y.ars their respective first explosions. Thus, for example, the influence

of acquired nuclear capabihties on the military behavior of the United Statcs
in 1946, the Soviet Union in 1950, Britain in 1953, France in 1961, and China

" in 1965 (i, e., those years for which elapsed time equals one year for each

system meinber) are assumed equal,

Clearly, however, it inay be invalid in many of these cases to infer
that actual ~rilitary behavior would be influenced solely by their own nuclear
capabilities. It is necessary to filter out the affects of additional factors if
the affects oi the growth of nuclear capability are to be isolated. One '
isolation technique which might bs employed is simply to add the war involve-
ment values for all five nuclear nations for each elapsed tirme value for each
given year prececding or fsllowing the respective first nuclear explosions.
This would tend to dampen those "random' factors which increased the
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involvement in some cases, but decreased the war involvement in others.
In the terrms of the nomenclature developed above, one of the variables’
_ would be the transiormed proliferation variable, elapsed time in year X,

t If the typical value of this variabiec was n years, then the value of the
second variable would be the war involvement of the United States, n years
after or prior to its first explosion (depending on whether n was positive

_ or negative), plus the war involvement of the USSR n years after or prior

' o to its first explosion, and so on for Britain, France, and China. '

The rationale for this approach was that, while this aggregate
measure of war involvement would not characterize a given chronological
year, (X must have different values for the five nations to obtain equal
values of m), it might roughly characterize all points of nuclear develop-
ment for the five nuclear powers having comparable affects on major
power war involvement. However, this approach still contained numerous
sources of contamination. For one thing, for countries such as the United
States, which exploded a nuclear device early, war involvement prior to
the first explosion falls in the World War II period, or before, which is
beyond the s~c¢pe of the study, . If one wishes to treat the post-war period

. as qualitative - different from earlier periocds, the inclusion of pre-1945
war involveme. t data constitutes a distortion, This would seem to be
particularly tm yhere, since we wish to relate probability of war to
nuclear capabil. ies, and World War II was dominated by considerations
other than possession of nuclear capabilities. A second problem is that
for countries such as China, which exploded a first nuclear device only
recently, time for involvement in war following that explosion is relatively
short, : ‘ :

Thus, for a given n, the aggregate measure included the individual
war involvement of a given state only if that data was for a year from 1946
to 1965 inclusive, This in turn meant that the aggregate measure of war
involvement was obtained from differing groups of nations for differing
values of n, ‘The values of n, and the corresponding groups of nations
from which war involvement is aggregated are displayed below: .

h=20 years to n =17 years: Us
n=16 years ton = 14 years: US and USSR _

Y o -  n= 13 years ton= 6 years: US, USSK, and UK
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The war involvement experiences of the United States ar}rd' China
are the major contributors to the aggregate war involvement values for
the high positive and low negative values, respectively, of elapsed time.
- S Sir.ce both states have become involved in Type B wars relatively
frequently, measurements could exhibit unusually high or iow values
due to influences, other than the acquisition of nuclear weapons, which -
induced them to become involved in war. To correct for this bias, it
was sufficient to divide the war involvement value of each elapsed time
value for each of the five nations by their average war involvernent
over the twenty years from 1946 to 1965, Thus m_a—fg.-g”reggre-?a\?al‘vemr:nt
values would reflect only the relative invalvament of each nation compared
' to its twenty year experience. - , o

Even after having performed the above adjustments, it was found’
"that the behavior of states as represented by the corrected aggregate ‘
values exhibited large variance. This can be seen from the display of '
adjusted aggregate war involvement versus elapsed time counting nuclear
major state involvement in Type B wars, Figure 1, . : '

Pre-Nuclear . l . Post Nuclear
Acquistion Wars - L Acquisition Wars.
9 2 ] .
" Adjusted s
n= 18 . - JAggregate ] - m=20 , i
b= -.002 ' War. b =-,034 m
r= <, 02 L ] Starts for T T =-.004 . -
. - 3 . o
Five .
' | Nuclear _
P States 2 ' .
° s . ' . .
’ : #N\
L J - . -
e b
A P I W AC 0. a & a P
-20 -15 -10 -5 ' 5 10 15 20
Years : : . Years

Fig. 1 ‘Relationship of Type B Wars involving 5 Nuclear States
to Proliferation, 1946-65, :
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The inf erences drawn from the scattergrams, regression
lines and correlation coefficients in Figure 1 must be approached with
caution for a number of reasons, the most important being that war
starts are related only to the spread of nuclear weapons. While this is
the rela:ionship which we set out to discover, there are apparently many
factors which contribute to the causes of war or to the maintenance of
peace. No single factor expilanation of war is likely to account for much
of the war-like behavior of states, and this analysis does not contradict
such an expectation, Secondly, the period of time (20 years), the number
of nuclear states (5) aud the number of cases of war involving them are
quite limited. Indeed, it could be argued that several of the Type B '
wars involving the nuclear states which have been included here have
not caused serious disturbances in international politics even though
they exceeded a certain mortality level. Furthermore, important
attributes of warfare other than their dates of outbreak have been
ignored, e.g., length, number of states involved, total damage,
resources allocated, or political outcomes. Fourth, the "risk" or
probability of nuclear warfare as a functiou of proliferation has not
been measuréd directly. Risks are extremely hard to define and
measure, and there is no experience with nuclear wars. Simple

maodels’® which are based on the as sumption that all nuclear states

~ display equal proclivities toward nuclear war with all other states kave

been rejected in producing the data and in the analysis.

Finally, this analysis does not pretend to explain how prolifera-
tion relates to warfare, much less to predict the probability of war,
given the additional spread of nuclear weapons. What has been sought
is the modest goal of the degree of association between proliferation
and war outbreak as a means of testing the policy position that these
phenomena will bs-directly related. . : '

1+ M, | Ivov, "A Time of Choice, Izvestia, Oct. 21, 1965, p.2 in
Current Di&est of the Soviet Press, XVII, 42, p. 21: ']t is apparent

that if still other states gain access to nuclear weapons, then a kind of
chain reaction of weapons proliferation could arise among more and
more new states... The risk of war :sing nuclear weapons will grow
in geometric progression.” ' : : :
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Findings

1. The war behavior of the present five nuclear powers
before and after they acquired nuclear weapons has
not been significantly different,

2. Correlation between nuclear weapons and war involve-

ment is very low, before and after acquisition. In
other words, the possession or non-possession of
nuclear weapons accounts for only tmy portions of
variance in war involvement,

Another way of rélating war involvement of nuclear weapons
proliferation is shown in Figure 2, Here we see a confirmation of the

{indings from the more complex procednresused to develop Figure 1.

It is apparent that the rate (slope) of Type B war involvement for the
nuclear states over the twenty years has not changed markedly as
proliferation took place. One may speculate that reélatively small
increas: in numbers of great power war involvements in the early 50's
and mid 1960's may be due to the existence of large interstate wars
(Korea, Indochina) whlch involved and preoccupj ed the great powers.

5c:cp::'1-0:Jbaf:,we ev1dence on the relative stabxl;ty of numbers of conflicts

~over the 1946-1964 period is found in an independent study from open

sources conducted by R, P, Richardson and S. Wald:on, et al.,
"An Analysis of Recent Conflicts, ' Annex B to Navy Contributions
to-Deterrence-at Conflict-Levels L.ess than-General War; 1975-80,

Study 14, Center for Naval Analyses, Institute of Naval Studies:
Cambridge, 1966. This study uses a much broader definition of
conflict than the "war' criteria included here. The total number of
conflicts (including non-combative acts) is 380 with a mean of approx-

imuately 20 conflict starts per vear and range of 11 t0'30. When con-

flicts are adjusted to the number of states in the system the linear _
regression line is at 0.2 conflict starts per year per state with0 slope.

It is.also interesting that the INS and the Bendix studies found 79 and "

76 "wars'' respectively above the mortality threshold of 100,

F-26

-




30

Cumulative "
number of Type | »
B war starts ) ' o
. ' : F )
involving the - -
. 20
present 3 m_;clear; /
states and be- : o
‘ginning during ' '
¥ period of pro-
liferation.

|
. L - - ——— --v-—-r--
R C _ 1945 - vears. 1965
o o o | I Ty oy T, X..
B : . o : ,Number of Nuclear States

Fig. 2 Type B War Involvement of 5 Great Powers During
© Nuclear Proliferation

Findings:
1. 1f pro!iferation is influential at all in number of nuclear state
‘war starts, its influence is negative or iie’over-ridden.by other
stronger poténtially negative influences. - '
2. Froliferation may have little or no influence at all on -
nuclear-state involvement in Type B wars. '
Conclusions:
1. . The proposition that the spread of nuclear weapons will be

. accompanied by an increase in the probability of nuclear war
is not borne out by twenty years of history in the nuclear age, .
provided, TRat one establishes rules for what is war and that
one infers probability from the incidence of Type B war
starts involving nuclear states, -

~ Such as, decolonialization, a looseﬁing_of bipolarization, modernization
of underdeveloped regions, the U.N,'s. peacekeeping role, industrial re-
covery in Europe and Japan, the growth of integration (regiounal security
arrangements ), or increase in the effect of mutual nuclear deterrence,

I | - R L
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2. Recognize that there are no empirically verified generalizations
' which will predict the probability of war given the further
spread of nuclear weapons. Therefore, policy on the spread
of nuclear weapons should be based on considerations other
o : _ than its expected inflience upon the probability of war until
a stronger positive relationship can be found. :

Rerommendations for Further Study:

i, Use a measurement for proliferation other than the
first explosion of a device ard examine the temporal
covariance of war and proliferation.

‘ - 2 Expand the number of variables considered to include those
' ' which seem intuitively attractive as accounting for war
‘behavior in order better tc isolate the influence of prolif-
eration. ' :

3. Compare the post-World War II behavior of major powers
to that following other large wars; e.g., after 1815 or
. 1918, to see if behavior in the nuclear age is essentially
~ different than in prior periods following great wars,




TABLE 1 |
COMPOSITION OF THZ INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM, 1946-1965

Dé.te-of Qualification Criterion of Membership

System Mémbership for Membership - UN-US-USSR
Afghanistan _ 1946 ' UN.
Albania % us
Algeria | 1960 ‘ ' USSR
Argentina * . : | UN
Australia o x ~ ON
Austria * | : : : s
‘Belgium _ ‘ _ * ' | ‘ - UN
Bolivia | * . UN
Brazil _ , * _ UN
. Bulgaria Cox : USSR
' Burma. . o 1948 - . Us
Burundi 1962 | UN
Byelorussian SSR e UN
: S Cambodia;_ ' . 1950 ' . us
. Cameroon 1960 ' ‘ - US
éanada | _ % UN
Cent.ra.l African Republic 1960 | _ Us |
Ceylon B 1948 . _ _ - US
1 Chad | '_- 1960 - . Us

* Member of the system as of January 1, 1946

‘ { | | | S F-29 .
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TABLE 1 (Con't)

. . Date of 'Qualiﬁc:at.i_..on | Criterion o.f Mgmbfsr.le.hiér
System Membership for Membersghip UN-US-USSR
Chile | | * . - UN
China (Peoples' Republic) 1949 USSﬁ

o China (Taiwan) * | UN
Colombia = ) : * iJN
Congo {Braszaville) 1960 : us
Congo (Leopoldvme) 1960 : Us
Costa Rica * ,. ‘ UN.
Cuba | * | UN
Cyprus | 1960 '- o us
Czechoslovakia | 0  uN
Dahomey - | i9_6o - us
Denmark ) | R - ' UN
Dominican Republic | . S un
Ecuador | _ ) —_— o - UN
Egypt ' o . R UN
El Sai‘;ador . o® | | : UN
Ethiopia - | | * - ~ UN
Finland . . E CUN
France o . ' _ * o ' UN
Germany (East) o 1955 - . ussrR

* Member of the system as of January 1, 1946
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TABLE 1 (Con't)’ . ‘
Date of Qualification Criterion of Membership

System Membership for Membership _ UN-US-USSR
Panama o * | UN
Paraguay ' _ | * ' - UN
Peru : * . ‘ UN
Philippines | 1946 | 7 us
Poland #* _ | - UN
' Portugal | * , Us
Dumania * USSR
‘Pwanda 1962 _ us
Saud_i Arabia | o UN
: Seﬁegs-l | o  i960 - ' - us
Sierra Leone | 1961 - . us
Singapor'e. ' | 1965 . 3 USZ
Somali Republic © 1960 . ) _ us
South Africa * | . UN
Spain ' * . us
Sudan L 1956 | - us
f Sweden o : L .US..
Switzerland : * A | us
"_:Syri..a..- | ' * UN

[

* Member of the system as of Ja.nua.ry' 1, 1946

< Syria temvorerily lost membership in the international system'from 1958
to 1961 when it merged with Egypt to form the United Arab Republic.
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TABLE 1 {Con't)

Date of Qualification Criterion of Membezship

Systemn Membership for Membership U-N—.U'S«-USSR
Ta'nzaﬁi.a (Tanganyika

and Zanzibar}) 1961 ' UN
Thailand - . 1946 ' ) UN
Togo 1960 ' us
Trinidad and Tobago _ | 1962 | UN
Tunisia 1956 _ us
Turkey ' * : _ UN
Uganda 1962 N o ‘US
Ukranian S.5.R. ‘. * | 7 uN
USSR o * . LN
United Kingdom * - UN-
United States | * UN
VUp-per Voita 1960 o . us
Uruguay | * | | o UN
Venezuela o * o | o UN
Vietnam (Noxth) _ ' 1950 ' ) USSR
Vietnam {South) 1950 . Us
Yemen _ 1946 : N : Us.
Yugoslavia s un
Zambia 1964 | UN

N

* Member of the ‘system as of January I, 1946
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TABLE 2

UNDIF?ERENTMTED LIST OF CONFLICTS FROM WHICH
CLASS B WARS AND CLASS A WARS WERE TAKEN

'Syria

| Location Tirhe. Location Time
ASIA .

Tibet 11950-1952 Indonesia 1956-1959
Nepal | 1959-1962 Vietnam 1959-1966
Thail.a.nd 1962-1966 "Laos 1959-1966
China 1945-1949 West Irian 1960-1962
Malaya 1945-1956 | Goa 1961
Indonesia 1946-1949 India-China 1962

" Indochina 1946-1954 Malaysia-Indonesia| 1964-1965
Taiwan 1947 India-Pakistan 1965
Kashmir 1947-1949 | Indonesia 1965
Ceylon 1958 | MIDDLE EAST
Hyde r;a.bad 1948 lsrael-Arab States 1947-1949
Burma 1948-1951 ‘Sinat (Suez) ' 1956
Philippires 1948-1952 Yemen-Aden 1956-1950
Korea ..195'0-1953 Yemén | 1959-1966

| China-Burma  |1950-1953 | Iraq L1961-1966
Tibet 1956-1966 Israel-Syria-' | l..962'-l963
Quemo‘y.-.Mat.su 195‘4-1956 o Le_ba.non 1958

" Quemoy-Matsu :1958 - Iraq ié58-1959
India (Nagaland) | 1954-1963 | 19611962
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TABLE 2 (Con't)

1963-1965

‘Location | Time Location Time
Iran 1947-1949 - Jreece 194641949
AFRICA Hudgary 1956
Madagascar 1947-1948 LATIN AMERICA
Kenya 1952-1955 Paraguay 1947
Algeria 1954-1962 -Columbia. | 1948-1966
‘Cameroon 1956-1960 ' Guate_mala '1954-.1958
Burundi - 1959-~1964 Costa Rica 1947
Ethiopla-Somalia | 1960-1961 Bolivia 1946
Congo. 1960-1964 | Bolivia 1949
Angola 1960-1965 Bolivia 1950
Algeria-Morocco 1963-1964 Haiti | 1956-1957
Ethiopié.—'Soma.lia : 19_63«_-_1964 "Bay of ¥ " : 1961' -
French Morocco 1952-1956 Nicaragua~
: o Honduras 1957
Ethiopia 1960-1961 ' .
- | Cuba 1957-1959
Zanzibar 1962-1963 o -
_ ' | Venezuela 1957-1966
Zanzibar 1961-1962 ' o .
. Bolivia 1960-1966
Zanzibar 1964 _ _ - o
: . Dominican Republiz] 1961-1962
EUROPE | T |
o ' : i Dominican Republic ] 1956-1966
Cyprus 1955-1959 . -
. Cuba 11961-1966
Cyprus [ S
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TABLE 2 {Con't)

Time

Location

Bolivia 1952

Argentina 1955

Nicaragua~-Costa :
Rica ' 1955




TABLE 3 ENUMERATION OF TYPEB WARS AND TYPE A WARS

Name of War Type B Wars Type A Wars.
Start End Start. =nd
Date Date Date Date
ASIA
Chinese Civil War Inly 19,1946 |21 Apr. 1950 [N'A = N /A '
Korean War June 2£,1950 JAug. 5 1953 Juna 25 195Qaug 5 1953
'French Indochina Wer JDec. 1945 Junel,1954 ]ig9sC June L 1954
Taiwanese Rebellion" Mar.1947 Dec. 1947 |[N/A INTA
First Kashmir War May 1947 - }Jan ], 1949 May 1947 Pan L 1949
' Malayan Emergency June 1948 | Jan. 1956 N/A N/ A
Hukbala hap Uprising Han. 1949 1954 N7A NTA
(Philippines) 1
Tibetan War Oct, 7, 1950 |{May 23,1951 N'A N A
Tibetan Revolt Feb. 1956 Jan, 1962 N'A IN /A
Indonesian Rebellion Dec. 1956  |Dec. 1959 = IN’A N A
Vietnam War June 1959 |-~ . June 1959 }-- .
Sir o-Indian Border Dispute [Oct 20,1962 INowv. 22,1962 JOct 20,1962 PNov.22,1962
Second Kashmir War Aug. 51965 Sept. 23,1965 YAug. 5,1965 Sep.23, 1765
Indonesian Post-Coop Crisis |30 Sept. 1965 {Dec, 1965 [N/A - /A
Indonesian Revolution Jan., 1946 |Dec. 1949 |N/A N/A -
Burma o 1948 - 1951 N/ A N/ A
Laos . 1959 -- N/A N7A
Thailand 1962 - IN/A N'A
AFRICA and MIDDLE EAST]
Algerian War - 1 Nowv, 1954 [Mar, 1962 1960 NMar. 1962
Angolan Civil War Feh 4,1961 [July 1964 N/A NTA
Congo Rgbellion June 1960 Aug. 1965 [IN/A N/ A
Kurdish Rebellion Mar, 1961 1965 N/A N A
- {lragq} ‘ . - '
Israel-Arab States 1947 1949 N A NIA:
Kenya : ' : 1952 11955 NfA N/ A
Sues {Sihai Campaign) 1956 1956 . IN/ A Nra

* N/A means N'otApplic_aBle because this is not a Type A War.
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Name of War

{TABLE 3 Continued)

-} Sart ' End Start End
R : - | Date t te
AFRICA and MIDDLE EAST ate ate ate
{Cont.) :
. Burundi 1359 . {964 In/a IN/A
EUROPE
Hungarian Revolt | 1956 1956 IN/A NIA
Greek Civil War June 1, 46|Oct. 1949|N/A N/A
LATIN AMERICA
Columbian Insurgency Apr. 9, 4§ 1965 N/A N/A
Dominican Republic Apr, 24, 69 Jan. 66 [N/A N/A
Paraquay Revolution ‘Nar. 7, 47] Sept. 47 [N/A NfA
Bolivian Revolt Apr. 9, 33 Jan. 53 |N/A ‘N/A
'Cuban Revolution - Nov. 20, 568 Jan, 59 [N/A - N/A
Venezuelan Insurgency Jan, 1, 58 1965 NIA N/A
F-39 .
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