N
O
o
il
e
oy
il
i
B>
>t
B>

T HXE

RIGKFEEIRFERHTR > 2 — (RECNA)

20194 F13H



R E DRk

e JO—NILYRFILLY—LNDF ¥ LY
« KAEMFNEHHFRORES

« Arms Control DB E &

- BERHILED S T-D DEE L B D 5%




S O— LY RT LS — AADF v Ly (1)
John lkenberry

(N)ewly powerful states are beginning to advance their own
ideas and agendas for global order, and a weakened United
States will find it harder to defend the old system. The
nallmarks of liberal internationalism -- openness and rule-
based relations enshrined in institutions such as the United
Nations and norms such as multilateralism -- could give way to
a more contested and fragmented system of blocs, spheres of
influence, mercantilist networks, and regional rivalries.

(The Future of the Liberal World Order, May/June 2011 Issue, Foreign Affairs)


https://www.foreignaffairs.com/issues/2011/90/3
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Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century by RAND

In 1956, Paul Nitze made an interesting analogy between a nuclear world
and a chessboard.l He wrote that even though the atomic queens may
never be brought into play, their position may still have a decisive bearing
on which side can safely advance a limited- war bishop or a Cold War pawn.
More than 50 years later, this may still be true. But while he had in mind
mainly U.S. and Soviet atomic queens, with an advantage on the American
side, the reality in the 21st century may be essentially about the shadow of
America’s adversaries’ atomic queens.

gtt%?://vvvvvv.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/ZOlZ/RAN D MG110
P
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Thomas Schelling & Morton Halperin® E %

« We believe that arms control is a promising, but still only dimly
perceived, enlargement on the scope of military strategy. It rests
essentially on the recognition that our military relation with
potential enemies is not one of pure conflict and opposition, but
involves strong elements of mutual interest in the avoidance of a
war that neither side wants, in minimizing the costs and risks of
the arms competition, and in curtailing the scope and violence of

war in the event it occurs.

(Thomas Schelling and Morton Halperin, “Strategy and Arms Control”, 1961)
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Linton Brooks X{EDIRIK S #r

 Arms control exclusively based on big complicated treaties. | think that
may be over, at least between the United States and the Russian
Federation.

 |f you look back at — there‘s a book called “Strategy in Arms Control” by
Tom Schelling and Mortn Halperin, and if you look at what they call arms
control, it's not what we call arms control now. When we say “arms
control” we mean formal ratified treaties. They meant informal
cooperative agreements. They meant military-to-military discussions.
They meant anything that was cooperative.

 And | think we probably have to go back and look at a broad package of
cooperation things, some of which may be legally binding treaties. Some
of them may not be.

(Interviewed by Yoshida, March 12, 2019)
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Lawrence Feedman®¥*&

e [T strategic thoughts in the future is to co
than perpetuations of old concepts in res

nsist of no more
nonse to new

military technologies, or the exigencies of arms control

negotiations to preserve the status quo, t
reached a dead end.

(The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, 29 edition, 1

nen it may have

989)
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T.V. Paul

 The nuclear state could be restrained by self-imposed
reputational concerns arising from moral, legal, and other
normative considerations. This form of restraint can be aptly
termed “self-deterrence.”

(Self-deterrence: Nuclear weapons and the enduring credibility
challen /g International Journal, 2015)

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0020702015618682
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Lawrence Feedman® %

« What we know is that since 1945Europe has been at peace. This
underlines the Elomt that nuclear deterrence may be a viable policy even
e.

if itis not credi

« Despite preparations for nuclear war as if it could be tamed anc
controlled, it is probably the fear of the whole process getting out of
control that is the strongest source of caution in the modern world.

« For the position we have reached is one where stability depends on
something that is more the antithesis than its apotheosis——on threat
that things will get out of hand, that we ml%ht act irrationally, that
possibly through inadvertence we could set in motion a process on its
development and conclusion would be beyond human control and

comprehension.
(The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, 2nd edition, 1989)
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