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BISHOPS AND UI‘HER STRATEBISTS ON BOMBING INN(X,EN'I'S

, February 26. 1983
_Albert Wohlstetter

-L;;,'Strateglsts J.n Western forelgn pollcy establlshments —_— andl
’ 'strateglsts in the ant:.nuclear oounterestabllsments here and in |

_Protestant Europe have recelved a message from 23 Cathollc Blshops.

_”But what 1s the message in the1r draft pastoral letter on nuclear war"
A It seems qulte unequlvocal on one cruc1al pomt that should be |

Ll 'obv1ous to nonCathollcs and Cathollcs allke-i‘ "Under no c1rcmnstances .

®

"may nuclear weapons or other mstruments of mass slaughter be used for

- a;,:the purpose of destroylng populatlon centers or. other predommant'ly

S ,_.__._j'cJ.VJ.lJ.an targets." Though that message only restates an exemplary '
part of Vatican II two decades earller, 1t 1s far from conmpnplate. .
- . " Nonetheless lnformed reallsts J_n f0relgn pollcy establlshments as "

well as genume pacxflsts should oppose a:mung to klll J.nnocent

’;;"i‘_-bystanders with nuclear or ngnnuclear weapons. We have urgent

‘

S . polltlcal and mllltary as well as moral grounds for 1mprovmg our :

ablllty to answer an attack on Western mllltary forces w1th less :

5 unmtended klllmg, not to mentlon dellberate mass slaughter. e

l

The Blshops' reafflrmatlon of Vatlcan II seemed to counter ‘ a

J

L perverse dogma that after the Cuban Mlsslle CrlSlS mcreasmgly came

| to be used by Western forelgn POllC_Y establlshnents eager to spend .
f]less on defense° that the West should rely for deterrmg the Soviets
on the ablllty to answer a nuclear mllltary attack by assurmg the
dellberate destructlon of tens ‘or even hundreds of mlllons of Soviet

c1v.111ans, and that the Unlted States should also, for the suppc»sed
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sake of "stability," give up any defense of its own cxgians and any
| attack on mllltary targets in order to assure the Sovz.ets that they
could, in response, destroy a comparable number of Amerlcan c1v111ans. "

u ']he 1ong humanist as well as the rellglous tradltlon on just war

. stresses espec1ally the need to av01d attacks on "open," that 1s

‘ 'undefended c1t1es. 'I'he new doctrme exactly reversed thls, it calls
e .both for leavmg c1t1es undefended and threatenmg to anm.h11ate them.
. _‘ A‘John Newhouse succmctly stated thlS dogma to whlch he was A
sympathetlc, in the "frosty apothegm " "Offense 1s defense, defense is
. offense. Kllllng people is good, k1111ng weapons is bad."” The 1ate
" 'Donald Brennan, a strong p long—term advocate of arms control was not
. sympathetlc. He noted that the acronym for Mutual Assured
Destructlon—“MAD"——adequately descrlbes that Orwelllan dogma.
Havmg observed long ago that not even Ghengls Khan had adopted a
E ’pollcy of av01d1ng mllltary targets to focus on destroymg
""‘."’vnonconbatants, I was grateful, on a flrst look at thlS issue 1n the
‘ "’pastoral letter, to fmd the Blshops on the 51de of the angels.

Unfortunately, a closer readJ.ng suggested that they are also on the

L f;-;'-.;_ other s1de. For, _wh11e they sometlmes suggest that we cannot threaten

v to destroy c1v111ans, they say too that wehmay contmue to mamtam

| ] nuclear weapons - '_.and so J.IrlpllCltly threaten thelr use as a deterrent

- wh11e movmg towards permanent ver1f1able nuclear and general

dlsamament' xeiwscanno_tmeanwhlleplanmheahletgnghta

,,mmlsarnarﬁrenmr.esmnsetoanucle.arattackr

' Before that dlstant mlllennlal day when all the world d1sarms
totally, verlflably and 1rrevocab1y—-at 1east in nuclear arms-——-lf
we cannot plan dellberately to attack noncombatants, as the letter

says, what alternatlve is there to deter nuclear attack or coerc1on'>
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Plainly onlv to be able to aim at the combatants attacking us, or at B

theJ.r equlpment, fac111t1es, or dlrect sources of combat supply. -:
" That, however, is what is meant by plannmg to be able to fight a _'
nuclear war — whlch the 1etter rejects. '; o
Perhaps the Blshops can work thls out m the1r fmal draft. B‘ut'
- a close readlng of thelr text, thelr pr:Lor wrltmgs and the wr:.tmg ofl -

e,

some of thelr assoclates suggests that thJ.s 1s unllkely. For thelr

B _.Struggle with consc1ence has led them to make only more exp11c1t the "

:"w1despread confusz.ons and plous evas1ons of many secular strateglsts

' --mcludlng many sc1entlsts, edltors ' senators, busmess leaders and
former govermnent off1c1a1s. Take John Cardlnal Krol and Father .
_Brlan Hehlr, a key assoc1ate who has been staff adv1sor to the ad hoc
commttee draftmg the pastoral letter. Cardmal Krol repeated in a
sermon at the Whlte House in 1979 what he and hlS assoc1ates had been
suggestlng in recent years—-that 1t is all rlght for the Umted States
1mp1101t1y to threaten the use of nuclear weapons, but at the pomt

of such dec1smns, ‘oo .polltlcal and m111tary authorltles are

. responsmle to a hlgher set of values and so "must reject the actual '

- 'use of such weapons r whatever the consequences._ The consequences, 1t

©is plam, may mclude surrender.“

. As Father Hehlr elaborate "'thls tortured v1ew-'- A).: e _
cannot even plan to get an abllltv "to attack combatants. B) .b Wecan
_ma1nta1n an ablllty to attack noncombatants whlle waltlng for nuclear
dlsarmament, and C). We can use that ab111ty ;mpllgu.tly (though not
expllcltly) to threaten retallatlon agamst noncombatants. D). Indeed

to deter nuclear attack, we must convince other nations that our
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"determination to use nuclear weapons is beyond questg'x." E). That
means a deliberate and difficult deception for we cannot really mean
to use nuclear weapons or declare our 1ntent +o ‘use them even in repLy
to a nuclear attack. And, F). We cannot actually use them, that is
to say, we cannot retallate at all. |

Prec1sely how thls volubly revealed deceptlon is to fool allles '

and adversarles "beyond questlon has not itself been revealed.}~

(Perhaps future sermons at the Whlte House would have to be .
classified.) If the flnal letter could transmlt that revelatlon, lt
would fortlfy a good many strateglsts in our foreign affalrs |
establlshnent who want fervently to belleve that we can deter'an
adversary solely by threatenlng the nuclear extermlnatlon of his
cities while naklng quite clear to the entlre world that we would
never actually use nuclear weapons at all. In sendlng that message to
Western e11tes the draft letter only relays, ampllfles, and broadcasts
an extreme that many among our ellte have themselves been s1gna11ng
for years. The troubllng obscurlty of the draft letter reflects their
. amblvalence and absurdltles._ Some of the draft, for example, derlves

’from the same apocalyptlc and m111enn1a1 MAD bombers who belleve that

_ defense is offense and that k1111ng people 1s good and kllllng weapons

bad. On many matters of technlcal, m111tauy,_'and pOllthal fact the

Blshops derive thelr views not from sacred authorlty but from a much

more limited and doubtful range of secular strateglsts than they

reallze.

The many Catholic dissenters'from these.dubious lay views might,
as Michael Novak suggests, fear being barred from sacraments if sacred
authority is invoked to sustain secular dogmas. But given their moral

prestige, the Bishops' strategic views may weigh heavily with non-
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Catholics as well, and may serve to reinforce the impassioned pacifist
and neutralist movements that have been growing in Europe and in the

United States . and the establlshment strategles which helped to

generate these protest movements.

. For the Bishops do pass lightly over or further confound many

controversial and muddled ”questions of fact and policy: In a world

where SO many mtense, deep and scmetimes mut:ually relnforcmg
antagonlsms dlv1de reglonal as well as superpowers, are there serlous
early prospects for negotlatmg the complete, verifiable and permanent
elJ.m;matlon of nuclear or nonnuclear arms'-’ If antagonlsts don't

agree, 'should we disarm um.laterally” If we keep nuclear arms, how

should we use them to deter the1r use agamst us or an ally" Mlght an

.adversary in some plaus:Lble c1rcumstance make a nuclear attack on an

_ element (perhaps a nonnuclear element) of our mllltary power or that

of an ally to whom we have 1ssued a nuclear guarantee° Mlght such an
enemy nuclear attack (for example, one generated in the course of '
allled nonnuclear re51stance to a conventlonal invasion of NA’IO'

center or of a crltlcal country on NATO's Northern or Southern flank)

' have substant1al mllltary effect yet restrlct 51de effects enouqh to

1eave us, and possmly our ally, a very large stake m av01d1ng mutual

_mass slaughter"" Could same m111tarlly useful Vestern response to

such a restricted nuclear attack destroy substantlally fewer 1nnocent

bystanders than a direct attack on populatlon centers? Would any

‘Western discriminate response to a restricted nuclear attack-—even

one m an isolated area on a flank——mev1tab1y (or more likely than
not, or just possibly, or w1th some intermediate probability) lead to

the destruction of humanity, or "something little better?” Or at

5
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least to an unprecede,ed catastrophe? Would it be 1!1 or more
11ke1y than a direct attack on populatlon to lead to unrestricted
attacks on populations? Can we deter a restncted nuclear attack
better by threatening an "unlimited” and frankly suicidal and,
therefore, improbable attack on the aggressor's cities or, by aAiimited
but much more probable response suited to the cirdxmstance?

':me Bishops" aut.horities evade or confound almost all of these

questlons. The BJ.shops sometimes seem only to be saying that the
extent of direct collateral harm done by a partlcular restrlcted
attack is uncertain, quite apart from the possibilities of
“escalation."” At other times ’_they are qu:.te certain that restricted
attacks will leadlto an entirely unrestricted war. And they then
suggest that the chance is "so infinitesimal® that any Western nuclear
' response to a restrlcted attack would end short of endmg humamty
1tse1f, that we mlght better threaten dlrectly to brmg on the
apocalypse. The B:Lshops c1te experts as authorlty for thelr judgment
that any use whatever of nuclear weapons would lead to. unllmlted

’ destructlon w1th an overwhelmn‘g probablllty. And some of thelr
experts do seem to say just that But some they c1te appear only to

' say that we cannot be qulte sure (that 1s, the probablllty 1s not
qu:.te equal to one) that any use of nuc,lear weapons would stay »

l:mu.ted. DlStlﬂCthDS between a probablllty not un.te equal to one

and a probability that is not quite zero may be quite important if we
are to avoid making reckless nuclear threats. Yet two_ successive
paragraphs in a recent article by Messrs. Bundy, Kennan, McNamara and _
Smith, which the Bishops cite, assert each of a wide range of such
differing possibilities without distinction. Most of the authorities

relied on by the Bishops are themselves not very discriminating about
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which point they are trying to assert or prove. |
Some important components of conventional military power ” s

vulnerable to nuclear attack are close to population centers. Others,

however, may be very far from them, for example, naval forces at'sea,

or satellites in orbits 'hundred or even hundreds of thousands of

- miles above the earth, that may be expected to perform many tasks

during a nonnuclear war . such as reconnalsance, surveillance,
nav1gat10n, guldance and corrmnmlcatlons. These are more vulnerable to
nuclear than nonnuclear attack. If we have no way of dlsoourag:mg a
limited nuclear attack except by extractmg a promlse from an
adversary that he will not attack, or by threaterung that we w111
respond to such 1solated attacks with a suicidal retaliation on Sov1e*- '
cities, an adversary might, 1n the course of a conventlonal war, |
chance a small but effective nuclear attack agalnst such 1solated
m111tary targets. Such an attack would do 1ncomparably less damage
to c1v111ans in the West than any of the "llmJ.ted" attacks dlSCUSSEd
by the Blshops authorltles. | Is it really S0 ev1dent . that a
bs:Lmllarly restrlcted Western nuclear response to such a nuclear attack |
would be nearly certam to escalate to the end of humamty" houldn't
a restrlcted response domg mmlmal damage to C1v111ans on elther 81de

be much less llkely to escalate than a dlrect attack on c1t1es" And

wouldn't the ablllty to respond in a proportlonate way be a better
deterrent to an adversary's crossing the gap. between nuclear and
nonnuclear weapons? The Bishops' lay experts tend to see the Soviets
as mirror images of themselves, but someti:mes diabolize them. They act
as if the Soviets would not continue during a war to have the

strongest possible incentives to keep escalation within bounds; and as
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if the Soviets would love every killing of a Western bystander
exactly as much as the West values his or her gurvival; as if their
interest were in annihilating rather than dominating Western society.
In fact, calculations cited by the Bishops' authorities hardly
probe the issue as to whether an adversary might find occasion to use
nuclear weapons that would destroy 1mportant components of a military
force discrmunately, leavmg us a very large stake in making either a
discrmunate response or no response at all. ’I‘he calculations '
published in 1979 by the Office of Technology Assessment [OTA] in
response to an mqu:.ry by supporters of MAD on the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, deal w1th hypothetical "snall" and supposedly
"limited" attacks. However, OI‘A' "llmitations were not seriously
desidned ‘to test the feasibility, now or ‘in the future, of destroying.
military. targets and not population. One of't their "limited" cases
1nvolves direct attacks on the populations of Detro:.t and Leningrad
And O'I'A's most "limlted" Sov1et attack directed 100 one—megaton
nuclear warheads at 011 refineries, :anludmg some mside of .
Philadelphia and Los Angeles, m order "to J.nflict as much economic
, damage as possmle and w1thout any effort to max;unize or mmm:.z.e,
:human casualties." (enphas:.s added) M one should be surprlsed that
such a "11m1ted" attack might kill about five million bystanders, or
that a similar attack on Sov:Let 011 refmeries might k111 840, OOO—a
result which the J.nfluential English military historian, Michael
Howard, describes as "llttle better than a genocidal nuclear exchange
killing up to 160 milllon in each country. But such analyses dodge
all the serious issues as to whether an adversary might, in the course
of a nonnuclear war, use some nuclear weapons with substantial
military effect and yet leave us and our allies with a lar ge stake in
| 8
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avoiding mutual mass slaughter; and as to whether we should have no
response to such an attack except bringing on the mass slaughter or
surrendering; and no better way of deterring it than promising one or
the other or even, ‘like the Bishops' strategists, both of these two
incompatible, bad alternatives. Yet the problem of deterring nuclear
.ooercmn or attack on an ally will pers1st. |

Despite lip ser.v1ce at Geneva and the Um.ted Nations, hard]y
anyone seriously expects that ‘each and every one of the six or seven
or eight nations that have made nuclear explos:Lves will destroy all
their nuclear arms 1rretr1evab1y and verifiably in a future near
enough to govern our present actions. ('I‘he uncertainty as to the
number of pr_e_sent‘nuclear powers suggests some of the difficulty we
would have in getting actionable evidence that all of the ex1st.|.ng
nuclear powers had destroyed all of their weapons ) Nor are al.l, ’
prospective nuclear powers likely to surrerder the pOSSlbllltle‘S of
making the bomb. Moreover , the harm that these weapons can do 1s so
great that merely reducmg them to the nmrbers talked of by "minimum

deterrers," who would use the remainder to threaten the mass slaughter

‘of populatlons, would not remove, and might mcrease the probability
of a.n enormous catastrophe. And 1t would not prevent the potent use
of threats of mass slaughter for coerc:_ng those who have dlsarxred )
Coercion, moreover, will be a perSistent problem. John Paul II has
observed that "a :to'tally and permanently .peaceful human society is
unfortunately a Utopia;" that "pacifist declarations” frequently cloak
plans for "aggression, domination and manipulation of others" and
could "lead straight to the false peace of totalitarian regimes." (The

Pope has known that false peace personallyl.
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It has been obvious smce the 1950s that the West needs to rely
less on nuclear weapons and much more on improving oonvent10na1
defenses; to dlscourage the spread of nuclear weapons, to oontmue to
make nuclear weapons more secure agamst seizure, unauthorized or |
mlstaken use, safer from accrdental" detonat:.on, and less vulnerable
to attack The Sov:.et Uruon has 1t own reasons, as have we, for
undertakmg such measures urulaterally, w:.th or without formal
agreements or even "understandmgs." (Formal agreements on these
matters, in fact, have frequently defeated thelr overt purpose. ’.
Agreements, for example ’ that were supposed to encourage exclus Lvely |
_peaceful uses and research on nuclear energy, have spread plutomum
useable in explosives.) Moreover , the West has many excellent reasons
for reducmg the nurrbers and destructlveness of our nuclear weapons
qu1te apart from any agreement The number of megatons or o
nxdlscrlmlnate destructlveness of the Amerlcan stockplle was four. .
tmes hlgher in 1960 than in 1980 The nuxnber of weapons was one-
thlrd hlgher in 1967 The fallure of Westerners who rnake a fetlsh of

bllateral agreements to observe the unllateral decl:me in

destructlveness and nurfbers m elther th strateglc or tactlcal

Amer:.can Stockplles ShOWS, at the very least', a certam lack of

serlousness. In any case, the-;U S. can uce further and drastlcally‘
the numbers and destructlveness of its nuclear; stockplle by exp101tmg
the 1mproved accuraf'les poss:.ble today. Improved accuracies make '
feasible greater dlscrlmmatlon as well as effectlveness and more
.extenswe replacement of nuclear with nonnuclear weapons.

] My own research and that of others has for many years pomted to
the need for a much higher priority on inproving our ability to hit
what we aim at and only what we aim at. ‘That would mean, in

.' - 10
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particular, that effective nomnuclear weapons could drastically reduce
the West's reliance on nuclear force. Moreover, for years now,
technology.‘s thrust, as in the electronics revolution, has been
increasingly to provide us w1th just such intelligent discriminating
choices between using nonnuclear or nuclear weapons, and between
killing innocent bystanders w1th nuclear weapons or attackmg means of
aggression and domination. 'me danger of Sov:.et aggre551on is more
likely to be lessened by a Western ablllty to threaten the mllltary
means of domination than bystanders. First they value thelr m11 1tary
power, on the ev1dence, more than the llves of bystanders. Second,
Western nonsu1¢1da1 threats agalnst legltmate military targets are
more credible than threats to bring about the indiscriminate |
destruction of civil society on ‘both sides. The latter have a
negligible 1ikelihood of being carried out_, and therefore are not
reliable means of dissuasion; .vNo".deep nbral"dilama or fundamental
paradox forces us to threaten the nuclear destructlon of civilians in
order to prevent nuclear or nonnuclear war. _ Only some w:.dely
prevalent but shallow evasmns and self—befuddlements. The Blshobs are
clear about reject:l.ng the actual use of nuclear weapons to kJ.ll
,mnocents. About ;hr_eﬂs, to k:Lll 1nnocents, they are much less clear.
Their obscurlty m1rrors a v1tal and uneasy area of darkness in
establishment views. | o

II

Precisely because many of the Bishops' views on these matters do

not come from on high but are shared by many in the establishment and

also in the antinuclear and pacifist moven‘ents that shake the

establishment, it is worth looking at several of their arguments more |

11
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closely in the context of the evolution of defense policy, and of the

vy

changing technologies of discrimination and control as distinct from
those for releasing destructive nuclear energy; and in the context of
a sequence of earlier writings on nuclear' deterrence and the humane
traditions of "just war."‘ Arguments of Athe antinuclear movements
proceed not much 'more irrationally than many in the establishxr.ent from
some of the same pram.ses about the 1nev1table dependence of |
deterrence on threats dellberately to k111 J.nnocents. Estabhshnent
bluffs about br:mglng on the nuclear apocalypse helped generate the
rise of the un11atera1 nuclear dlsarmers, and continuing reliance on
such bluffs helps to dlsarm the establlshment from answermg the
unllateral dlsarmers. The arguments of both undermine deterrence.
Many recent acoounts of the evolutlon ‘of defense pollcy in the
nuclear age rewrlte hlstory to lend an aura of mev1tab111ty to the
extreme view that we can rellably deter ‘a nuclear attack in any
plausmle c:chumstance by threats solely to k111 innocents on both
51des, threats wh:.ch we would and should clearly never ‘ca-r'ry out.
Advocates of that dangerous self—labelled bluff ' llke some rev1s:.oru.st

o ._f hlstorlans and most recently a sem,or edltor of the Ngm ng_ubll_

clamed that th:Ls extrerre has been the essent:.al base of Western i

| defense pollcy since leoshz.ma i It wasn't at the begmm.ng. 1\or was
it the meaning of the second—strlke theory of deterrence that |
originated near the start of the 1950s. Neither the irmediate views
after Hiroshima nor the second-strike t‘rxeory”held that we had to
choose between deterring and preparing to tight if deterrence failed.

Axféricans who oppose unilateral disarmament have never split into a

"war party” as distinct from a "party of deterrence.”

12
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But the evolution of doctrines and policies of deterrence, or

¥ oA TR

fighting in case deterrence fails, needs to be seen in relation to the
evolution of nuclear weapons and of our understanding of them. The
least destructive fission bomb—the scientists associated with its ]
development assumed immediately after Hiroshima—would:affect so large | |
an area and the number of such bombs would always be so scarce that
they were suited only to attacks on large population centers rather
than military forces or war plants d1rect1y supportlng them.
Therefore the standard descrlptlon——weapons of "mass destruction" or
"mass slaughter.” And, since the atomic sc;.entlsts did not belleve
that atomic deterrence would be at all stable, they therefore belleved
that the probability of a totally destructlve nuclear war was so great
and so imminent that nothing less than worldf' éovei:nment soon and total
~ disarmament geen would permit our‘ survival;-' lt was—in a slogan
common in 1945 to which Jonathan Schell miight;now subsctibe—-—"One
World ob None." | o o

By the time it had become clear that we-'nere not about to get one
world, and that flssmn weapons could be used effectlvely and in
_adequate nurbers agamst mllltary targets, the Atomic Smentlst
Movement had come to the view that they should be used iny agamst
‘ m111tary targets. By that tlme, fuswn weapons were in prospect and
many of the same scientists assumed, as they had at flrst about ‘the
A-Borb, that the H-Bomb was suited only to destroy population centers
and, at that, offered a net advantage over‘.‘A-Bombs only against a few
of the largest population centers. 'Iiherefore, they opposed fusion
weapons and advocated a vast expansmn of the fission bomb stockplle
to be used in fighting a ground war in Burope, in anti-submarine
warfare, in continental defensev and against enemy bomber bases. |
" Approved For Release 2008/01/15 : CIA-RDP85T00153R000100040040-3
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In 1952, thoughtful banalysts of the inplications of thermonuclear _

weapons, like the eoonomist Charles Hitch, found that—contrary to
many claims—H-Bombs were indeed much more effective than A-bombs-
against military targets ‘and war-supporting industry; but, like the
atomic scientists, he was concerned that they raised the gravest
problems of unintended collateral damage to noncombatants: to reduce
civilian casualties one should give priorit;(':t‘o targets outside cities
and warn urban populations to evacuate. l.ike'the"',physicists, Hitch'a
study considered mainly very large (25 megaton) H-bombs delivered with
great J.naccuracy, that is, w1th half the bombs mlssmg by a radius of
at least a half mile and generally by well over a mile. Other
writers on the H-Bomb at the time, like Bernard Brodie, an

mternatlonal relations theorist who had once thought A-bombs were
suited only to attack whole c1t1es, sometlmes agreed w1th Hltch that
H-bombs made restraint essentlal and that war__objectlves had to be
limited as well; at other times talked of them as "c:Ltv busters,

and at still other tJ.mes, talked about the1r tacl::rcal advantage for

| use in Europe where they could destroy 0. large an area as to

frustrate dlspersmn and concealment of ground forces.- .

Yet, whether one oons:Ldered H—-bombs or A—bombs, the trend J.n ‘
Alllance policy—if only to manage domestlc eoonomlc and pOlltl cal
problems——was to rely mcreas:mgly on nuclear weapons and to neglect
the unintended harm they would do. Churchill, who justified British
nuclear weapons in part because they would”l:;e- able to destroy military
targets of special interest to Britain, was 50 impressed by the-
destructive side effects of the H-Bomb soon to be acquired by both
Britain and the U.S., that he talked vividly and hopefully of safety

14
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becoming the sturdy child of "terror.” The Republicans, coming to

power at the end of an unpopular and costly nonnuclear war in Korea,

~
~

talked of nuclear weapons as simply "modern weapons" which furnished a
"bigger bang for a buck.” They talked of massive retaliation against
jesser threats; and the NATO Military Committee in 1957 formally
adopted a strategy of threatening a "full" nuclear reSponse even to a
local incursion mto NATO terr:.tory so 1ong as it persmted.
Inev1tably, uneasmess about the cred1b111ty or sturdmess as

well as the morallty of a balance based on threats of such massive
destruction, however unintentional, led many sober critics to propose |
more limited applications of nuclear force r and especially the use of
small nuclear weapons on the battlefield. "But it soon became clear
that tactlcal nuclear weapons used on the battlef 1e1d in the center of
West Europe also might have their drawbacks as a replacement for

‘ adequate conventlonal force. 'I'he Carte Blanche exercise in 1955

| indicated that the side effects of thelr early mtroductlon mght kill
nearly two mllllon West Germans and wound many others.. Chancellor

e LT e

Adenauer therefore re51sted an mcreased rellance on nuclear weapons

»and changed hlS mmd only at the end o 1956 when 1t became clear

that a conventlonal bulldup 1n West Germanyu would be drastlcally

"constramed by domestlc pol1t1cal problems 1n gettlng 18-month terms

for Army conscrlpts. After that, the Germans and other West Europeans

came to favor relying on nuclear weapons as a cheap substitute for
conventlonal force more than any Amerlcan pre81dent since 1961
Operational plans, however, have always differed from the rhetoric
of indiscriminate threats. Certainly NATO has never planned to avoid
"military targets in order deli.berately to kill innocents at long or

short range. NATO plans have always included various restraints on the
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size of weapons used against military targets in Eastern as well as
Western Europe. Nonetheless the problem of unintended harm to
noncombatants on both sides remained and always cast some doubt about
the sturdiness of deterrence and especially about Western will to .
respord to limited_ or isolated nuclear attacks against the military
forces of an ally. (Where that' ally is a country on the Northern or
Southern flanks of B.xrope, the doubt is most obv:.ous, yet these "flank
4 countrles are at present more endangered and more cr1t1cal for the
alliance then ever.) Doubts have increased especially about the
eftectiveness of massive nu_clear threats as a‘ substitute for |
conventional force. | .

Another lme of research that was pursued intensively in
classified form, beginning in 1951, d:.sclosed a dlfferent but even
more urgent range of problems about the sturdmess of nuclear
deterrence. 'Ihls research, Wthh generated the second strlke theory

f‘ deterrence, looked at the vulnerabllltles of all the essentlal
- elements of strateglc nuclear forces under nuclear attack and the
.problans these entalled for mamtammg a convmcmg deterrent 'I‘hese
problens had been badly neglected 1n part because the orlgmal bellef
after World War II that nuclear weapons could be used effectz.vely only
v agamst c1t1es, predlsposed polltlcal and mllltary leaders, as well as
sc:.entlsts, to neglect the poss:.blllty that our own nuclear force
might come under attack; also because doctrines of strategic bombing
during and before World War II had stressed as the main function of
strategic forces their ability to destroy the centers of var
-supporting industry and not the military forces themselves.

As a result the force we had planned 'for the mid and late 1550s

- 16
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was much more vulnerable than is generally realized even today. A
strategic force, however powerful when left undisturbed to do its ~

work, cannot deter an attack which it is unable itself to survive} and

the studies showed that we needed to protect not only the'vehicles but

all the complex elements of an effective response, including in’

_particular a responsible 'command and control. Moreover, preserving

responsible comnand and control required oterating in peacetime in |

ways that auoid a large risk of lethal'faccidents“ or even‘more lethal

mistakes in response to false alarms. It excludes, for example,‘ ' ' o )
Jaunching ICBMs on warning.or, to use'a'present eunhemism, "iaunching
- under attack". :h"_“ |

- Popularizations of the second-strike theory and some academic

recent accounts distort history to make it”seem essential to threaten

innocents in order to deter. They freguently identify a second_strike " ' |
.-with attacks on civilians. 'in its origins the second—strike.thecry
assumed no such 1dent1ty. The study that generated the dlstlnctlon and
»that first spec1f1ed requlrenents for a second strlke, the Rand Base
Study, in which I was engaged between 1951 and 1953 w1th Fred Hoffman,
' Harry Rowen and Robert Lutz, made expllclt that it would not deal with
how to choose targets, but rather how to choose a protected mode of
ba51ng and operatlng a strateglc force that would be best and |

o~

invariant for any of several target systans. It looked at several

target sets typical of the time: a qulte 11m1ted number of key war h
plants supporting combat, at.military targets whose destruction might
retard the advance of ground forces in Europe, and those.that might
blunt a continuing enemy strategic attack. It did so in order to show

in all cases how best to reduce the vulnerability of our ovn strategic

forces. The Study saved 9 billion 1953 dollars, illustrating that one
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does not have to aim to destroy cities only or to destroy cities at

all, to avoid “exponential” increases in defense spending, as one

implausible rationalization for bombing innocents has it. Its authors

became increasingly clear in further studles, that to have only the
alternative of indiscriminate attack on c1v111ans would seriously
compromise the credlblllty that there would be any response at all.
'Ihe two lines of research, one on targetlng and reducing collateral
damage and the other on protectmg the strateglc force converged. It
had became apparent that to have a persua51ve deterrent, we had not
only to be able to protect command and control, but also to have some
altematives which a reponsible political leader would be willing to
oomnand. " |

That raised again the Iaroblexn of unintended collateral damage.
'I.‘ne recognltlon at the end of 1953 that fus:.on warheads mlght be made
'small enouch to be carrled in ballistic m15511es by the 1%960s, mgh’c
have seemed to hold out the prospect for reducmg collateral damage
somewhat For these first balllstlc m1ss1le warheads were expected to

_ be substantlally smaller than the grav1ty bombs carrled in an craft

(I.ater Navy SLBM warheads were about the same size as some early A-

bombs, 40 kllotons._ Even the flrst SLBM and ICBM warheads vere about |

a half megaton, much smaller than the H~bombs contemplated in the
- initial cebate.) Actually, however v the prospect of the ballistic
missile worsened expectations about collateral damage because the
first generation of missiles was expected to be much more inaccurate
than aircraft. The median miss distance then expected for the first
ballistic missiles was anywhere from two to five miles. A fi've mile

median radius of inaccuracy meant that half the bombs would strike

18
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outside of an 80 sguare mile area!

But inaccuracy is a more basic determinant of unintended damage
than the explosive yield of individual bombs. It is the lack of
technology that is smart enough rather than the availability of iarge |
brute force single weapons, that is at the root of the prohlem of
collateral damage. One can make up for mcompetence in aiming by
flllJ.ng an enormous area of uncertamty elther with a few large yleld
. nuclear weapons or y @s the British dld :m World War II, with a very
large number of smal_l, nonnuclear bombs. When the British discovered
early in World War II that only a third of‘:. .the bomber crews that
. thought they had bombed the target were w1th1n 80 square miles of it,

they resorted to huge raids involving thousands of bombers w1th the
results that became visible 1n Hamburg and in Dresden. David Irving's
'estlmate of the dead in Dresden came to 135 000 Much more than the
‘offJ.CJ.al estlmates of the leoshnna dead A smgle Arerican
nonnuclear raid on Tokyo in March 1945 destroyed an area over three
tJ.mes that destroyed by the leoshlma bomb (15 8 ccmpared to 4, 7 |
square miles) and nearly nme tlmes that destroyed by the Nagasakl »

(1 8 square mlles) | 'Ihe average area destroyed in 93 nonnuclear
: attacks agalnst Japanese c1t1es amounted to the same as that in o

Nagasakl . _ _" - o L

During the post—war perlod the prospects for reducmg collateral
damage seemed at their worst in the late,_ 1950s, when the average ‘
expiosive yield of a bomb was at its peakand .whe_n anticipated missile
inaccuracies were at their maximum. Some of the most femiliar and
perverse current views on nuclear deterrenoe, including those that
have influenced the Bishops' draft letter, were formed at that time.
Since then, the prospects of hitting only what one is aiming at have
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changed by several orders of magnitude. That implies improvements in
effectiveness against small, hard, fixed targets that are in sore ways e
more revolutionary than the transition from nornuclear to f£ission
exp&osivee or even fusion weapons. The fission and fusion revolutions
blasted themselves, so to speak, into publiclawareness. Revolutionary
improvements in our ability to focus destruction on>targets alone have
proceeded quietly and attracted less public notice and understanaing.-
However, a tenfold improvement in accuracy is roughly equal in
effectiveness to a thousandfold increase in the explosive energy
released by a weapon. Improving accuracy by a factor of one hundred
improves b}ast effectiveness against a smali, hard, military target
about as much as multiplying the energy reieaeed a million times. 'The
fission bomb at Hiroshima released about 1,000 times more energy and a
ten megaton fusion bomb can release a million times more energy than a
~ ten ton nonnuclear "block buster.” A one hundredfold improvement in —
accuracy roughly equals in effectiveness'anmiilionfold increasebin the
release of destructive energy.to enable the Blast desuruction of a
small fixed target. | " — |
~ Bowever, while the improvement 1n effectlveness may be the same,
there is an essent1a1 difference in hcw these two technologles achleve
that 1nprovement When one 1mproves effectlveness 1n destroylng
targets by relea51ng more destructlve energy, there is a corresponding
increase in collateral damage. When one 1mproves the ability to
destroy a target by increasing one's accuracy, there is a

corresponding decrease in collateral damage.
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Improvements in guidance using midoourse adjustments have already
reduced cruise missile inaccuracies to 200 feet from the 12,000-30,000
feet average misses expected for ballistic missiles in the late iSSOS. |
That improvement by a factor of 60 to 150 makes feasible radical
reductions in collateral damage. Even more important, terrhinal
guidance systems in develepnent now that can he deployed in the late
1980s could further reduce inaccuraciee at extended ranges by another
order of magnitude. That would permit a nonnuclear weapon to replace
" nuclear bonbs in a wide variety of missivo'né" with an essentially equal |
probability of destroying a fixed military target. It would
drastically raise the threshold beyord {,vhieh one would have to resort
to nuclear weapons in order to be effective. It would mean a much
smaller likelihoed of "escalation" and incomparably smaller side
effects. A : |

The destruction of targets on land which could substantlally
" affect the outcome of a conventmnal oonfllct, has 51de effects which
may trouble us more even in relatlvely xsolated land areas than the
destruction of mportant naval forces at sea or key. satellltes deep in
space. Yet the S1tuatlon has altered greatly here too. Most such
land targets are less re51stant to attack than ICB\I s:Llos. But
attacking them effectively with the huge :Lnaccurac:Les expected in the
late 1950s would have meant filling an enormous area of uncertainty
with destructioh. That might typically have subjected an area of 1000
sq. miles or so to unintended lethal effects. A current cruise

fissile with midcourse guidance and a small nuclear warhead, cquld be
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equally effective a’nst a military target while co,ining lethal
damage to about one sguare mile. Most 1mportant, improvements in
terminal guidance in the next few years can enable a cruise mls>s1le
with a suitable nonnuclear warhead to destroy the military target and '
reduce the area of fatal collateral damage to about one—thousandth of
a square mile. . - '

| It is mportant to emphas;rze that these advances in our ab111ty
to reduce collateral danage and mcrease the effectlveness of
nonnuclear weapons do not blur the d1st1nct10n between nuclear and '}
nonnuclear force. On the oontrary, that remams v1tal. But these
revolutionary changes nake 1t much more fea51ble to av01d crosslng the.
" divide between nuclear and nonnuclear weaponws_. They give us choices.

. DlSCLISSlODS of the morallty of bombn.ng and deterrence today often
proceed as if, as one enu.nent phys:.c:.st suggests, "the technlcal y
realltles foreclose ch01ce, as 1f "the mutual hostage relatlon were
not at all a consequence of POlle and therefore.....su.bject to
:_change, but, a matter of physms — permanently determmed by the
technology for releasmg nuclear energy. _ Yet the evolutlon smce the
: 19503 of technologles other than the release of nuclear energy have ‘

- altered the pOSSlbllltleS of dlscrlmlnatlon and w111 not excuse us

,-from the respons:.blllty for preparmg to keep v1olence from mountmg

without bound. V‘ ~

IIX
With a few exceptions even the best of the discussions of the

4 mo_ral and prudential considerations in threatening to bomb innocents

22
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have been mired in ' technology of the late 1950"nd '

specifically in the technology of nuclear‘brute force. I can
illustrate this by referring to the evolution of NATO pol'icy, to the
development of technologies of destructlon and dlscrmunatlon, and to
a sequence of flve substantlal writers on deterrence .and just war _
<bemeen the erd of the 19503 and the present time: in temporal order, ;
Robert W. Tucker, Alam Ehthoven, Paul Ramsey, Mlchael Walzer and

Wllllam V. O'Brlen.

:mcker and _the Nuclear P_Qqul. and Iechnglm Qf. the 19_0_s
'l’ucker, in his book, ,’lhe Just Har observed that the pollcy of nuclear

deterrence in the 19503 had demonstrated at 1east a strlk:.ng verbal
}msens:.tlvz.ty" to the consequences of the actual defenswe use of
nuclear force. Indeed "the more extreme versmns were obsessed"
w1th the idea that the deterrent threat would never have to be carrled_
' out and therefore regarded "the effectlveness of deterrence as
dlrectly proportlonate to 1ts horrors. If one accepts thlS extreme
then One must acknowledge that 'in the nuclear age...there are |

: v1rtually no substantlve restralnts Wthh need to be observed bv those
' _wagmg a defensxve war. But 'I'ucker hunself seemed to lean toward the‘
: extreme, smce he thought no restramts would be effectlve. ‘

Indlscrmlnateness, he suggests, 1s a " necess:Lty that 1nheres J.n

technology. He rejected the p051t10n ta' 'by the World Oouncrl of

Churches in 1958, that the all-out" use of m.clear weapons should

never be resorted to. As Paul Ramsey later observed, Tucker agreed

w1th the pac:.flsts that statecraft in the nuclear c.ge necessarlly

involves using ev1l nuclear means—a threat of destructlon that would

mev:.tably extermmate c1v111ans. He parted company w1th the pac:rflsts
23
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‘would rather abandon.rality. His concluding paragr‘x argues,

"There is something patently absurd in the oomplaint that a threat of

extermination, even when restricted to preventing one's own
| annihilation, signifies a moral decline for _\rhich there is no _
explanation other than that men have delibeﬁr‘:“ately chosen to abandon
any sense of restraint If .men presently show less restraint in

threatem.ng their adversanes, it is largely because they are less '

secure than in an earller age. . But dur:.ng the 19505, dlssatlsfact.ton A

L e

grew with the polz.tlcal and mllltary mpln.catlons that md:Lscr:LmJ.nate
destruction and masss.ve retaliation J.nhered in technology.

Enthoven and Ransex on :che. Mguamar.a Dggtrme of the Elrs.t m
Years Alain Enthoven s defense of the contmumg valldlty and
relevance of the tradltlonal Chrlstlan doctrme of 3ust war was made
at Loyola Umversz,ty in Chlcago in February 1963 He wrote in the
context of the defense pollcy characterlstlc of the fltSt two Kennedy
years ¢ and expressed the view that was thendommant in the |
admmlstratlon and 1ts adv:.sors. The new pOllC_Y embodled the two |
oonverglng lines of research on the protectlon of the strateglc force
a.nd 1ts targetmg. It put 1nto effect many‘-of the cr1t1c1sms of

' mass1ve retallatlon that cumulated durmg the_19505. , It stressed the

| mportance of a second str:.ke capablllty, cludmg a respon51ble ,.
corrmand and control system w1th 1ts vulnerabllltles reduced, for |
example, by the use of alrborne oommand posts. But it also called for
a conventional bulldup to reduce rellance’.on nuclear weapons and
considered the use of nuclear force itself..'ohly w1th discrimination
and restraint in the service of political ends.

Enthoven starts with the assumption that military force is not
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-about to disappear as an mstrument of pollcy. Both non—nuclear and
nuclear force, neither. of whlch could substltute for the other, would'
have to be used in limited ways, if we were to deter aggress:.on, or
frustrate it should it occur. He expllcl_tly rejects the reallst'
a.nd pacifist views of deterrence which assume in common the |
mcompatlblllty of morality and statecraft in the nuclear age. On .

| Enthoven's view, they are conpatlble. We do not have to choose one or 4 o

the other. 'Ihe reallsts would ellmmate moral restramts because they'

belleve them 1rrposs:.ble. 'I'he pac:.flsts thmk that the mposs:.blllty
of restraint in nuclear war proves what theyﬂhave belleved all along ’
- that the only moral course is to disarm totally, even if umlaterally,
“and thus bring about an unshakeable peace. o

Enthoven dlstlrgulshed h1s view also trcm the obsesswe extreme
whz.ch Tucker seems to have had in mind. It 1s known sometlmes by the
euphemlsms "Mmlmum Deterrence or "Deterrence Only. He notes that
thlS VJ.ew, Wthh had begun to take hold after Sputmk, resembled that
of the pacnflsts in its bellef that a stable and lastlng peace was
‘ feas:.ble in the short term. But "Deterrence Only" would base

stablllty on threats to respond to a mllltary attack on our strategx.c ‘

- force by d_elJbeLat_elx bombmg eneny c1v111ans.' The core of thl.o newer "
vxew, as he mlght have noted, was therefor; amnfantltheSJ.s both of -
pac1flst non—v1olence and of the Chrlstlan and other ethlcal “
tradltlons of humane warfare. In one sense the new dogma seemed to

return to the J.mmedlate post—-war view about the nuclear bomb:mg of

cities. But the typlcal view after leoshlma held that elther 51de s
nuclear stockpile would be mtrms;cally so small in number and the

individual bombs so destructive that they could be effective only
- 25
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attack only cities. ‘s victims could effectlvely r‘nate only

against the aggressor's cities. "Deterrence dnly," on the other hand, S
accepted the fact that strategic forces could b'omb' military forces, ’
but held that we shQuld respond to such an attack only by bombing
cities, and that we _sh__uld leave our own c1t1es undefended It was
remarkable not only for its extreme departure from Christian ethlcs,

but also because 1t represented a 180 degree turn by many of 1ts main

proponents, who, for nearly a decade before they adopted thlS dogma
had proposed us:.ng nuclear ‘weapons only agamst m:Ll:.tary targets-——m
continental defense agaJ.nst J.nvadlng bombers ' aga:.nst ground forces in
Europe, and agamst combat shlps at sea: and who had recommended
mnense deep shelter programs for civil defense. Deterrence Only was

an extreme mmorlty view at the time of Enthoven s wrltmg. After the-

Cuban missile cr1s1s, it became an establlshed 1deology In the

current debate defenders of deterrence as dlverse as the conservatlve

Walter Berns and the ls.beral Leon Wleseltler seem to assume N

uncrltlcally that "deterrence by de.fan.tJ.on means a threat

dellberately to extermlnate :mnocents. R - . " . }
It was in a speech at Ann Arbor, Machlgan in June 1962 that

Robert NcNamara had announced J_n publ1c that 1n the event of a nuclear

war growmg out of a majora_ y ck on NATO, the Unlted States'

pr;mc:.pal rrulltary objectlve would be to destroy enen'y m:.l:.tary :‘

forces, not his civilian populatlon. 'Jhe part about restrlctmg, SO
far as feasmle, the use of strateglc forces to mllltary rather than

civilian targets, was embedded m statements stress;mg that Amerlcan

mllltary force was des:.gned only to discourage aggressmn, not to

change the status quo and never to mltlate a war; that the UmLted
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States was reducing reliance on nuclear weapons in general and wanted
to discourage the spread of nuclear weapons.

Despite these cautions, his speech produced an extraordinarily

negatlve response from conservatlves as well as liberals both here and

abroad, and from keepers of the traditional morallty of just war. Mr.
McNamara's blunt style can hardly explain 1t Rather . a certain
ambivalence, if not affectlon, for nuclear terror, had become. nearly

um.versal Franz Josef Strauss, who was then West German Defense

N

Mlnlster, made clear that he oontmued to belleve -that deterren(.e
depended on threatenmg the Jmmedlate use of tactlcal nuclear weapons
at the battle lme, to be followed qu1ck1y by massive strateglc '
'retallatlon mamly agamst c1t1es. Senator Russell and Senator SmJ.th, |
Democratlc and Republlcan stalwarts respect1ve1y on the Senate Armed
Services Comm1ttee, denounced McNarara's statement The sc1entlsts
and englneers, who had only recently, in the aftermath of Sputmk,
turned to relymg on threats to bomb C1t1es and away from advocatmg‘
the use of nuclear weapons agamst m111tary forces and from masswe
contmental defense and deep shelter programs, now pronounced any

attempt to attack mJ.lltary forces or to defend c1t1es to be

"destablllzmg. W:Lth a rancor suggestlng a bad oonsc1ence, they saJ.d

~ that the very modest- Kennedy fallout shelter program and that the new

off1c1al focus on mllltary targets rather than mass:Lve retallatlon

mlght influence Amerlcan leaders to 1n1t1ate preventlve nuclear war.
ThlS, though members of the admmlstratlon had abundantly stated the
very opp051te and had expllcltly recognlzed that any nuclear war would
be an "unprecedented catastrophe.

It is plalnly 51lly to suppose that Amerlcan polltlcal leaders
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would be eager to un‘sh such an unprecedented cata&ophe simply
because it might not be total. The reaction was all the more striking
since neither these critics nor anyone else had ever suggested that
the much more costly programs the critics had been backing a fewtyears
| earlier (for nearly leak—prcof airdefenses, a thick ballistic niis’sile
defense of population as well as strategic' fcrces, extensive deep
shelters for civilians, and the limitation of nuclear weapohs to
legitimate military targets); would induce‘American 1eaders to
undertake preventive war. A1l in all, the venomous response, |
including that of the medla, was shallow, partlsan and, not
infrequently, in bad faith. Such venom unfortunately contmues to
poison the current debate. It takes a great deal of civic courage
for a ieader to sustain that burden and, in'the detente that started
after the missile crisis, the admlmstratlon did not. Noaetheless
the last six Secretaries of Defense have found it essentlal both to
reduce reliance on nuclear weapons and to return to the subject of the
.11m1ted and selective use of long as well as short range nuclear‘
forces against military targets. Much of Paul Ramsey s work on just
var is related to such a pollqy. : T
Ransey s ans,:er to Tucker states that the conduct of a nuclear

war need not—-—and, if it is to be moral, cannot—-— v1olate the moral |
mxrmmty of nonconbacants from dlrect attack"" If any harm 1s éone at
the very least it should not be 1ntenced. He implies, moreover, that
the corduct of nuclear war should involve a serious effort to minimize
such unintended .damage. If he had been more aware of the
possibilities implicit in the electronic revolution, he might have
added’that research and development needs to aim at improving the

ability to discriminate. He insists that attacks should not only
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attempt to discrimin, but that the unintended damag’should be
proportionate to any good that can come out of the war.

In a chapter on "The Limits of Nuclear War," Ramsey considers
what actions in a nuclear war are "undo-able,” even if thex are
"thinkable." He notes that McNamara's announcement at Ann Arbor
that the main objective in responding to an attack on the alliance
should be to destroy the eneny's forces, notthis civilian population,
had occasioned hardly a 51ngle Anen on elther side of the Atlantlc.
.Only stereotyped objectlons from defense establlshments here and |
abroad and the same from publlcatlons 11ke the ghr:.s_;an Century which
one normally thinks of as the keepers of such a civilized rule. Ramsey
proceeds with a brilliant support of such limitation and with a
sympathetic but penetrating critique of Thomas Schelling and Herman
Kahn, who favored 1imitingAnaclear war, but:included under those"-
llmltS selectlve exchanges of attacks on c1t1es, and held that rt
might be rat10na1 to threaten such attacks even if 1t was 1rratlona1
to execute then. L1m1ted attacks on mllltary 1nsta11at10ns and forces
are both thlnkable and do—able, accordlng to Ramsey, but a dlrect
attack on 1nnocent c1v111ans to achleve some other goal, even a good

_ goal llke deterrence, 1s wrong.} L1ke art a polltlcal actlon, (or.
doang), has consequences beyond 1tself, but, as Arlstotle p01nted out,

an action is also rlght or wrong in 1tse1f‘“ Attacklng 1nnocent

c1v111ans is wrong even to accompllsh somethlng else. Ramsey

rejected the use of threats of even limited city exchanges.

Enthoven criticized such threats on the grounds that they'would

also ‘not be belleved. ' o Mt

- e \_\‘

The trouble with trylng to exploit ‘the ratlonallty e
of irrationality,' as theorists of bargaining and N
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conflict ca! thlS, is that it simply is notg
viable policy in the long run for a democracy,
especially a democracy with allies...Moreover,
threats to blow ourselves up along with the
aggressor are not likely to be credible., Rather,
the most credible kind of threat is the threat that
ve will do what in the event will be most in our
interest to do. 1In the case of piecemeal
nonnuclear aggression, that will be to apply
conventional forces."

According to Michael Walzer, who believes that to deter one must
threaten to kill innocents, Ramsey relies on unintended "‘collateral
civilian damage from counterforce warfare in 1ts maximum form' to
deter potentlal aggressors.” Walzer takes thls as a justification of
unlntended collateral damage: fortunate, because it makes possible
deterrence. But Ramsey was not, as Walzer suggests, referring in that
context to deterrence of the initial outbreak of an aggression. He
was explicitly talking of the possibility that, during the actual
conduct. Qiauarﬂagﬁdagamstmlmta:getsmbp_thmdestboth
sides may avo:.d attacking cities and also avo:.d a "maximum”
"counterforce attack—-ln order to prevent the collateral damage that
would ensue from attacking even military targets that are closely co—

located with populatlon centers. That 1s a very different p01nt from

-saylng that to deter the 1n1t1al attack one must rely on a threat to

k111 c1v111ans—1ntentlonally or unmtentlonally. Nor does o
selectivity in attacks on m111tary targets dm‘_mgb a war n*ean‘-
threatening civilians, but rather the opposite.

One difficulty in getting the evolution straight of beth official
doctrines and official operational policy on nuclear weabons is that
operational policies and formal statements of doctrine have often
diverged and the statements of doctrine have often been designed for

political combat within domestic bureaucracies rather than potential
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combat with the SovietS. While McNamara, after the Mgile Crisis, ' -
sometimes talked of Mutual Assured Destruction as if it were a ‘ !
seriously operational policy, it never was. He-never abandonea the
objective of limiting harm to American civilians and never abandonet/fl
the intention to use strategic nuclear forces against Soviet military
targets. Even as a declaratory doctrine, he did not in general state

it in the unqualified and brutal Orwellian form of the aphorism

"klllmg weapons is bad, klllmg people is good. ~ When he first |
talked about a capablllty for assured destructlon of 20-25% of the
Sov1et population, he was thinking of deterrlng the Joint Chlefs of
Staff from asking for hlgher budgets rather than the Soviets fmm '
attacking the U.S. It was his way, if not the best way, of w:Lnn_mg a
budget battle and putting a lower ceiling on the size of our
strategic forces. He stressed that, while we"would have the
capability for destroying Soviet population;;-and he expected that.
capac1ty to deter the Sov1ets——we would actually use our strateglc
forces against military targets. In short, the orlglnal OfflClal form
of the MAD doctrme which he introduced can best be descrlbed by the
acronyrn "MADC‘AP rather than "MAD.” Mr McNamara said we would use a
_MAD (‘APABILITY for deterrence w1thout any serlous mtentlon actually

to assure the destructlon of enemy cxv111ans.

'Ihe Bishops' ‘strateglsts, who belleve that one can deter even if-
one is plainly committed never to use nuclear weapons, first, secord,
or ever, would maintain a capability but never use nuclear weapons atc
all. Mr. McNamara, when he changed from the doctrine of hlS first two
years to talk of CapabllltleS for mutual assured destruction, said he
would maintain the capability to kiil Russian civilians but would

actually use nuclear weapons against military targets. That's rather
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dlfferent. Nonethele‘ it was a long step on the way‘ the present

absurdities and evasions of the moral and prudential problems of

discouraging an attack on the U.S. or one of its allies.

L]
3

Mad Nuclear Ihmats to Deter hbnnuclear Attact Michael Walzer

) has very perceptlve things to say about the use of terror by

guerrillas to provoke counterterror against' innocents. But when it
comes to nuclear weapons, he accepts the essentlal stereotypes of the '
MAD rather than the MRDCAP vers:.on of the use of threats of terror )
aga:mst 1nnocents to deter attack He doesn't questlon the | B
technlcal determmlsm of the nuclear technologlsts that lmutlrg harm

to c1v111ans on e1ther side is mposmble. He advances comfortably

“the famlllar paradox about "the monstrous nmorallty that our pOlle

contemplates" but th:.nks it J.nev:Ltable. : "'me unav01dable truth is

that all of. these p011c1es rest ultlmately on 1mmoral threats. lee

'.mcker, Walzer 1s unw1111ng to glve up mmoral threats because he

QA

thmks they are necessary for deterrence." Here he rests on the o

baseless judgment that the gnlx thlng that w111 deter Sov1et

N aggre551on 1s the prospect that Ru351an bystanders Wlll be kllled

To reject tha v1ew one need not assume that the Sov1ets' 'values :

’~ 4».—-'

L are the same as our own, nor that they are smply mnsters who are k

‘:mdlfferent or even _1ke to see c1tJ.zens 111ed We need only ’

_observe that the Sov1ets value m111tary power and the means of

domination at least as much and p0351bly more than the llves of
Russ:Lan c1v111ans. ThlS is surely ev:Ldenced by a lorg hlstory
docunented by careful scholars like Adam Ulam, Robert Conquest,
Nikolai Tolstoy and many others, in whlch the Sov1ets have sacrlrlced

01v111an lives for the sake of Sov:Let power. 'Jhelr collect1v1zatlon
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program in the 1920s gained‘ the control of the peasants at the expense
of slaughtering some 12-15 million of them. (Stalin told Churchill
that the great bulk of 10 million kulaks had toabe wiped out or
transferred to Siberia.) The Soviet government sharply increased
grain exports during the famine year of 1933, when 5 million Ukrainian
peasants were dying. If Robert Conquest, isﬁkright the Great Purge of
the late 1930s killed several million more Soviet citizens. If
Nikolai Tolstoy is"right, Stalin and the NKVD 'were responsible for
more than half of the 20-30 million deaths suffered by the Soviets
during World War II. Soviet refusal to abide by the Geneva Convention
on Prisoners of War doomed mahy additional Russian as. well as German
prisohers. |

| Whatever else one may say of these actions, they do not suggest
that Soviet leaders value the life of Russian citizens above political
and m111tary power. If the West respO"xis to Sov1et mllltary attack by
' destroymg military targets, it would affect somethmg that the
Soviet leaders appear to cherlsh more than the llves of Russmn
c1t1zens, and the prospects of such a Western response would be the
best deterrent to thelr J.rutlatmg war. Moreover contmued attacks

durmg a war on elen'ents of thelr m111tary power and means of

domination would appear to be the best way to brlrg the war to a rap:.dA

close. There is no prudentlal reason to rely on even the unintended
darage done to civilians by military attack for deterrence.
Dlscrlmmat:ron remains an mportant goal durmg the war——and an-
important capability to achieve in advance of the war, both for
deterring the war and bringing it to an end.

But Walzer believes that "counterpopulation deterrence” 1is
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establlshment. | He had chlded Henry Klssrnger for expressmg very
_publlc doubts on that subject at Brussel
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out” (i.e., makes so ..1ke1y as to be negligible) ah‘ort of nuclear
war between the great powers; even though the Soviets know we belleve
that nuclear attacks on populations would be su1c1dal, our threat |
would be sure to deter them. And, typical of his time, he was also
quite ,comfortable about the effect.weness of oounterpopulatlon
deterrence for forestallmg a conventional mva510n. His complacency
here parallels that expressed in various British and Amencan | )
maglsterlal wrltlngs of the 1ate 19608 and 19705. | He quotes w:.th

approval a passage from Bernard Brodie: ) "1he spectacle of a 1arge
Soviet Field army crashmg across the l.me :mto western Europe in the
hope and expectation that nuclear weapons would not be used agamst
t—-thereby putting itself and the USSR totally at risk while leavmg
the choice of weapons to us——-would seem to be hardly worth a second |
thought..." One may surmlse that 1f Brodle ‘were al:Lve he would be

having second thoughts today. Many who wrote that way in the 1ate
1960s and 1970:: are less oomfortable today, in partlcular about

- threatening mutual annlhllatlon as a way of deterrmg nonnuclear »

;-.....d

MoGeorge Bundy 1llustrates the change m the Amerlcan

1979 v"Amer:Lcan strategy '

-‘. P

for the protectlon of West Europe, he was satlsfled, ‘was "so far,
classic case of doctr:mal confusion and pragmatlc success." _'I‘he _.two

words "so far" suggested some mlsglv:mgs. I cautloned at the t_ime

that -it would be a great mistake to attribute the pragmatic success to
the doctrinal oonfus1on, and Mr. Bundy dld not dlsagree. The protest

movements in Europe viere already visible for one thmg, for another,
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there were the Soviets, and they may not be confused just because we
are. We cannot count on a Mutual Assured Confusion. In any case
Mr. Bundy, less confident about MAD threats to deter conventional has
joined Robert McNamara, George Kennan and Gerard Smith in proposing
that we exchange pledges with the Soviets that neither would be the
first to use nuclear weapons. The four stress the No-First-Use pledge
much more than any serious and extensive program to mprove the size
or quallty of NATO conventlonal forces, SO that NATO could depend less
on nuclear threats to overcome Soviet advantages in the use of
nonnuclear force. These advantages have i:o'a'b not only with the |
massive and increasing size and quality of the Soviet force, but with
their geographical position. Japan and Korea as well as all our
European allies are within immediate range of Soviet, but far ;frcm the
center of American oonventlonal power.' | ‘

Indeed, it seems that the four have not really abandoned the use
of an Jmpllc1t threat of the first use of nuclear weapons to make up | | !
for our conventional ’dlsadvantage. For whlle the four may really
mean the Western pledge 11terally, they rely on the Sov1ets not
| actually trustmg us to lJ.ve up to our pledge and so contlnumg to
keep their ground forces dlspersed and less effectlve for conventlonm.

attack and defense. In short, the pollcy they advocate reSembles the

pastoral letter in explicitly and J.ntentlonally abandoning a nuclear
threat, while implicitly continuing to rely on it. 1In their c-ase,

the threat is implicit in NATO's oontinuedcapability to use nuclear
'weapons first. If their policy led each side to kelieve the_ other's

'pledge, the Soviets would be more likely to concentrate their

conventional force effectively—and safely since we would mean our
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pledge. On the other hand, if we risked concentrating. our defenses at
the point of attack, that would not be safe since NATO has no way of
enforc1ng such a Soviet pledge. It seems likel§ that the four would
want NAIO to continue to be wary of Soviet flrst use. In sum, it
does not appear that the policy of exchanging unenforceable pledges'
about the first use of nuclear weapons in Europe reduces the |
doctrinal confusion that has been troubling“N@TO even on the subject
of the nuclear deterrence of conventional attack. It has only alarmed
WESt European leaders who contlnue to place excesslve rellance on
nuclear weapons. . _ ' _

Many have observed that the four are rather perfunctory about a
program to improve NATO conventional forces;;in size or quality or

~ method of deployment or strategy-—a progranithat.might make them more

. capable of defeating a Soviet conventionalhattack without resorting to
nuclear weapons. (The pastoral letter is ‘even nmore halfhearted on.
-the subject of replac1ng nuclear with nonnuclear weapons. "We do not
in any way want to contribute to a notlon of 'maxlng the world safe
for conventional war', whlch 1ntroduces 1ts own horrors. It warns
that an "upward splral even in conventlonal arms may 1ead to war.“)

T do not doubt the earnestness of the authors' de51re for a more
than nominal decrease in NATO'S rellance on nuclear weapons. In the
case of Robert McNamara, I can testlfy that hlS 1nterest in 1n@mov1ng ;
NATO's conventional capability goes back at least twentytwo years. I
was his representative on the Acheson Ccnnittee which drafted the
National Security Council decision formally'to end the U.S. policy of
massive retaliation in the spring of 19%1. ‘That decision called for
a.substantial raising of the nuclear threshold; preparations of a

capability to make a substantial conventional fight able to defeat all
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but a very massive nonnuclear attack; and the use of nuclear weapons
only if our increased conventional force did not suffice. But as .:the |
stormy reaction to the McNamara doctrines of.his first two’years
indicated, NATO's policy of early first use did not evidence any
convincing willingness actually to use nuclear weapons quickly, but
rather evidenced NATO's reluctance to spend the resources needed for
an adequate cOnventi_onal defense.l Moreover“'.,"" though Mr. McNamara was
skeptical about the utility of battlefieldﬁnn.clear weapons , he did not
resist increasing the number of tactical nuciear weapons to 7,000 in
order to quiet the storny reaction. vhen sxx years after the Acheson
‘Report the Europeans did agree to "flexible-':'response" it was a rather
grudging compromise—agreeing on the need for improved conventional
forces but insisting that the main de-fense Would be nuclear. That
tended to undercut the serlousness w:.th Wthh they or we attended to
the problem of mprovmg NATO s ablllty to defend itself against

conventional attack without resortmg to the early use. of nuclear

weapons.

From the begmnmg of the 1960s to about the late 19703, all the

major A111es, mcludmg the U S., whlle prattlmg about an arms race, _
cut thelr defense budgets m half, in percent of GNP, whlle the
Sov:.ets steadily mcreased thellr-‘ spendlng 1n real terms for
conventional general purpose ‘forces as well as for theatre and long-
range nuclear forces. Though NA'IO oontmued to rely on U.S. strateglc
forces to respord even to a conventionai attack, if it were
overwhelming, our strategic spénding in constant dollars was three

times as high at the beginning of the 1960s as in 1976. The

corresponding figure for the Soviets was three times as high at the
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end of the 1970s as ours. Even more telling is our record on the
military investment needed to improve the Quality and size of our
general purposev forces if we were to offset the Soviets' geostrategic
and other advantages for nonnuclear attack. U.S. investment in
research and development, procurenent and military construction for.
general purpose forces was about the same in 1966 as the Sov1ets. In
1981 their investment was more than one thlrd h:.gher than ours. And
since investment, unlike maintenance and o:peratlons, has a cumulative
effect on a longeri run future, their greater efforts in the
intervening years will continue to have a substantial effect. Asa
result NATO found itself contihuing’ to reiy" on the early and first use
of nuclear weapous while the correlation of :forces was changing so as
to make that 1ess convincing than ever before.

It may be that the apocalyptlc antmuclear movement in West

- Europe, if it has served any useful functlon at all, has done so by
“making responsible West Europeans more consc:.ous of the recklessness
of depending on apocalyptlc nuclear threats to meet nonnuclear
| attacks. And given the eoonomlc problems that European governments
face, key Western leaders are forced to thmk not n'erely of
multlplymg brute mmbers but also of explo:.tmg the new mtell:.gent
technologles to :mcrease t.he effectlveness of the resources used Such

an effort has been hampered up to now by a kmd of Luddite and
| moralist resistance to qualitative improyement and by a particular
antipathy to technologies that improve the bossibility of
discrimination and choice. v | _

" Moralists who have chosen to emphasize'-the shallow paradoxes

essociated with deterrence by immoral threats against population have

| been at their worst when they have opposed any attempts to improve the

S -‘
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capability to attack targets precisely and discrimirately. ¥While they
have thought of themselves as aiming their policy at nuclear weapons,
they have done collateral damage to nonm—nuclear weapons. They have
slowed the development of technologies which can free us from the
loose .and wishful paradoi(es involved in trying to save the peace with
threats to terrorize our own as well as adversary civilians.

There are some parallels here in the evénts leading up to the
massive nonnuclear'i raids on German and Japanese cities in World War
II. British scientists,‘when the menace of: ﬁitler overcame their
natural distaste for arms research, formed a Comm1ttee for the
Scientific Study of Alr Defense which backed Watson Watts' development
of radar for the defense of Britain. Their distaste was not quite
overcome enough for them to support as energetically the Comma.ttee for
the Scientific Study of Air Offense, whose work was qulte desultory.
The lag in developing radar for nav1gat::.on and bombing, however, d1d
not prevent the bombing of German targets. It only assured that the
raJ.ds would be more destructlve of German c1v111ans. Much of t.he |
respons1b111ty 11es w1th the Royal AJ.I Force fallure.to exerc1se the
' necessary dlllgence to 1mrpove thelr accuracy in between the wars.
Marshall 'I‘renchard, relymg on the untyplcal experlence of strateglc
bombmg in clear weather agamst undefended targets in Iraq as part of
Imperial Defense, thought British bombing accuracy was excellent In
1928 he arqued, "What is illegitimate, as bemg contrary to the
dictates of humanity, is the indiscriminate bombing of a city for the
sole“ purpose of terrorizing the civilian population." Citing the
draft code of rules for Air War drawn up at the Hague in 1922-23, he

held that air attacks were legitimate--"provided all reasonable care

. 0 39 , .
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is taken to confine the scope of the bombing to the military
objective...” But it is doubtful that he exercised reasonable care
before the outbreak of war to improve bombing accuracies. Trenchard's
opposite numbers in the British Army and Navy had expressed their
doubts that .the state of accuracy in 1928 would permit either the
effectiveness or the discrimination that Trenchardr claimed. During
world war II when he found how poor its accuracy was, 'I'renchard
advised that if the Borber Command missed the mtended targets they
would still kill Germans and so do good work.

The evolution of declaratory doctrine for the American defense of
Europe beginning in the 1950s started with the belief that we could
simply substitute tactical nuclear weapons and especially strategic
nuclear weapons for the oonventmnal f1re power Wthh our NATO allies
were reluctant to supply to meet a oonventlonal invasion. It went '
through a phase in which many of those who were ooncerned about the
extensive destructlon worked by nuclear weapons entertamed
exaggerated hopes for limiting the destructlon done in the course of
the large scale use of tactlcal nuclear weapons on European |
battlefields; and for us:.ng actlve and c1v11 defense on a masswe
scale to limit the damage done by a large ra1d on U S C1t1es to qm.te
small amounts. When these hopes were dlsappoz.nted those who had
entertained them adopted the view that unllmlted destructlon was a
gocd thing or at least that the threat of unlimited destruction was
nearly sure to deter .even a conventional in\ia_sion. In the last 'year
or two, we are seeing signs of a renewed serious interest in :iinproving
NATO'S ability to meet a conventional invasion in Europe on its own
terms. Manfred Woerner, the current Minister of Defense in the

Federal Republic has set forth a program which is designed not only to
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dlscourage Sov1et nonnuclear invasion, b'ut':to‘ do it res nsibly 1n a
way that w1ll also put to rest the antmuclear movement that has been

growmg m West Germany He would explo:Lt the advanced technologles

avallable for that purpose.

“Woerner's view stands m great contrast to that of his predecessor who

held that even a nonnuclear war in mrope would be "the end of

Europe ’ and that 1t was essentlal that tactlcal nuclear weapons be

used qulckly but only as a 11nk to "the mteroontmental exchange,

wh1ch would be "the end of the world n But anyone who relies on such

threats to deter a conventlonal attack is lJ.kely to threaten up to the

1ast mmute and then,

when 1t became clear that the Sov1ets dld not

belleve that NATO leaders would conscmusly brmg on the end of Europe

and then the end of t.he world, rush to reassure the Sov1ets that they

dld not really mean to execute the "threat. Such a POllCY, Herman

Kal'm labelled accurately, preanptlve surrender. It dlffers from the

pollcy advocated by the Greens in the antmuclear movement. 'mey

would make the:Lr acoommdatlon w1th the Sov1ets now in tlme of peace,

well 'in advance of a potentlal Sov1et attack. The brllllant French

polltlcal sc:.entlst, Plerre Hassner, characterlzes the dlfference

between the leaders of the antmuclear movement and some lead:.ng o

\“\flgures m the West European establlshment who

i

£

rely on sulcldal threats as essentlally the dlfference between

pr event:Lve sur render

and preenptlve surrender . N

Deterrmg mglea): Attas:h sm an Alli Meser- Bundy: McNamara, et

al, have lost thelr falth in SUICldal threats as a way of deterring a

-conventlonal mva31on. 'l’ney cont:mue to belleve in the necess:.ty and

. Approved For Release 2008/01/15 CIA RDP85T00153R000100040040 3

41

e b .
T s '..:..,.‘.4.

.
i

b

4

\
|
!
I,

i
()




Approved For Release 2008/01/15 : CIA-RDP85T00153R000100040040-3

adequacy of such threats to deter nuclear attacks. However, a hope
that an adversary can be safely deterred by our threat to blow him up
along with ourselves, (and any claim that an adversary can be stably
deterred hy a capability which we make plain.we would never actually
use if deterrence failed) is as clearly absurd in connection w1th the -
deterrence of a nuglgar_attack on an ally and not just a nonnuclear
attack. Cons1der, for example, a strategically placed ally like Norway
with an Amerlcan nuclear guarantee and no nuclear weapons of its own.
How would a capablllty for destroying Sov1et c1v111ans, along with
American civilians and possibly the civilization of Europe itself,
discourage the Soviet use of nuclear weapbne against mllitary targets
in the course of an attack aiﬁed at seizing'rhe sparsely populated but
strategic northernmost counties of Norway? Nb one—no Norwegian, no
American leader, and no Soviet leader—seriously would expect us
actually to respond to such an attack by consciously initiating the
killing'of one huhdred million or so innocent Soviet civilians and a
corresponding number of Americans and/or Weet'Europeans. That is one
reason why holders of the MAD dogma explicitly exclude'the actual use
of such a capability. But a capablllty whlch plalnly will never be
used to initiate a chain of events we belleved would lead to the end
of c1v1llzat10n w1ll terrlfy an adversary no more than a capab1]1ty
that would destrqy half, or a tenth or a mllllonth the number of
civilians or no civilians at all. The only way weapons can inspire
concern is by the likelihood that they will he used. The residual
fear that the West may deliberately blow up the world tends to terrify
some‘in our own elites much more than the Soviets who chatter much

1ess on this subject.

mmmmﬁwmmmmm
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Attack on Oneself". Dogmas of "minimum deterr_erice" and "deterrence

only” had their origins in the late 1950s in the writings of General

Pierre Gallois. Gallois believed that nuclear weapons spelled the end

of alliance: no nuclear guarantee to a nonnuélear ally was credible

since no nation would commit suicide for another. His version of

minimum deterrence formed the center of his rationalization for the

spread of nuclear weapons to any nation, even very small ones that

wanted protection from nuclear attack or cbafcion._ Initial .

American variants of the minimum deterrence' doctrine in 1958

cited some of Gallois' principal arguments and the calculations he

désigned in order to prove the necessity fbt targeting cities rather than

opposing military forces; and in some cases the 1958 American writings

on minimum deterrence recommended the distribution of nuclear

submarine launched ballistic missiles to NATO allies to replace the

American guarantee. Bowever the incoherence of the deterrence only

view is thorough and applies to deterring ~attack on oneself. If it is

true that no nation will commit suicide for another it .seems quite as

clear that it cannot commlt suicide in order to assure 1ts own

survival. Suicidal threats are in general not a rellable means of

dissuasion.

Yet the absolute separatlon of threat from any pOSSlblllty of

execution has been common in establlshments abroad as well as here,

director of that pillar of the European establishment, the

International Institute of Strategic Studies (IISS), talked in much

the way Father Hehir does. Father Hehir holds that nuclear weapons

exist "to be not used. They are destined to threaten, never to
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even among those who would maintain the alllance. An associate '
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strike."” Ian Smart, then of the IISS, has said that “nuclea; weapons
are exclusively destined to deter™ and suggests_tha£ it is only |
certain mﬁsguided American hawks who view ﬁhen "as reasonable and
effective” for fighting. But the absolute dichotomy between deterring
and fighting is not tenable.

William O'Brien's writings since his:i981 book on The
andugt of Just and Limited War are especially blunt about the
insanity of the deception that labels itseifme deception as.does any
doctrine of "Deterrence Only." The Jesuit Father Winters has an
enthusiastic expiication of the pastoral letter which parallels Father
Hehir: the letter opts "with notable casuistic ingenuity for
possession of the straﬁegic arsenal-along with renunciation of the
intention to employ it." O'Brien responds that, "given the centrality
of credibility to deterrence... this propoeition is insane. What is
needed is not casﬁisticvingenuity, but a‘seridus commiﬁnent to face
the ailemmas of hﬁcleer deterrence without fecourse to escapist
diversions." He hopes, as should we all, fhat the fineliletter will
not advance that proposition. -

. O'Brien's 1981 book whlle a palnstaklngly honest and 1nformed
1nqu1ry into the c1rcumstances in whlch war is Justlfled and into its
dlscrlnunate and proportlonate conduct in a w1de range of hlstorlcal
confllcts, is somewhat less incisive on the subject of MAD, He gives
a iittle credence to the possibility that et'least a onesided
abandonment of the threat against innocents might be destabilizing,
and, though he is aware of the possibilities; he appears to |

underestimate the actual progress in technologies that give us a

significant choice between destroying military targets and destroying

innocents, However, he is right on the mark in his answer to the
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Deterrence Only version of the pastoral 1etter proposed by Father
Winters and Father Hehir.

Father Hehir is aware of but troubled by the fact that some
nuclear weapons are less destructive than some nonnuclear ones. He
argues on the basis of "psychological criteria" that we may continue |
to threaten to use nuclear weapons but should ban their actual use
‘because he wants to so_lidif§ in our minds the dangers of crossing the
gap between nonnuclear and nuclear weapons‘.'?"fv“l—le wants to set up a
psychological barrier against our ever actii’ally L;eing them.
Unfortunately, he is less concerned to set up a psychological barrier
for the use of nuclear weapons by our adygrga;le_s Assuring them that
we would never actually use nuclear weapons, even in response t:o a
.nuclear attack, cancels the deterrent and, for them, opens up a |
_psychologi-cal expressway. | | |

'One can see why "casuistry,” which once nieant dealing with cases
-of conscience and the resolutlon of questions of right or wrong in
conduct, acquired a bad name and came to refer to the trivial and
false application of moral principles to make things seem like their
opposite. It is striking that the upholders of what might be called
the Doctrine of No-Use--First-Or-Second—Or—ﬁi}er seem unaware that an
adversary might be concerned not only about the magnitude of the harm
we threaten but about the likelihood that we w111 actually inflict it.

However, it is a familiar fact of eyeryaay life that we consider
implicitly in our behavior not only the size'of the assorted
catastrophes we might conceivably face wher'xuwe get up each morning but
also their likelihood. Blizzards in August might f£ind us peculiarly

uhequipped to survive them. So might the prospect of intense heat and
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sunstroke in December. Neither bothers us much, nor leads us to wear

furs in summer and carry parasols in winter. We enter rooms
unconcerned that the molecules in the air f£illing the room may not .
continue to move at random in accordance with the Kinetic Theory of
Gases, and that they will not suddenly all wheel and head for a corner
leairing us to suffocate.

Even when we face adversaries and not nerely environmental
dangers, we have a way of arraying threats aocording to the
iarobability that they will actually be carrled out and not only in
terms of the damage they would do if they were carried out. When a
threatener can execute a terrible threat to ns with little harm to
himself, we worry more than when he would suffer at least as muoh as
we would. Moreover, when a threatener, who expects to destroy himself
and his nallies along with the aggressor, says that he has no intention
whatsoever and, in fact, would regard it as immoral to execute his
threat because it would end civilization, thlS can only be extremely
reassuring to a potential aggressor. It is“an invitation rather than
a deterrent. Somehow 1t does not occur to those who hope to deter by
a su1c1da1 but empty threat (Wthh they loudly proclaim they will
never execute) that they may be domg the very opposxte of deterrmg.
T‘nelr polJ.cy is—to use that dread catchword—-—"destablllzmg.
Nonetheless ¢ in advancmg this doctrme of No—Use——Flrst—or—Seoond—or—
Ever, the Catholic thinkers are only expanding and making more obvious
" some of the confusions of secular SHateéiSts.

Many analyses in the early 1960s related the actual use of our
. .strategic forces to the problem of 1imitin§ harm done to ourselves and
our allies in case deterrence fails; and ‘related deterrence of the

initiation of war exclusively to the harm that we could do to an
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adversary if we responded. They tended to treat these two objectives
as quite independent. That was, in fact, the mode of discussion in

Robert McNamara's Annual Posture Statements" after the Cuban Missile

CrlSlS. However, the separatlon is extremely artificial. It

m:.sconstrues the problem of deterrmg. It 1s very hard to convmce an

adversary that the action he wants to undertake will be excesswely
risky if we convince him, at the same tlme, that we are most unJ.1ke1y |
to respond for fear of the unllmlted harm we would brmg on ourselve5°
and especially if we take steps to assure that we will be annlhllated
Much of the discussion after McNamara left the offlce of Secretary of
Defense completed the absurdity by making 1t a matte.r of explicit
statement that we have no intention of actually f_ighting‘ a nuc].ear war
at all, i.e., of actually using nuclear weapons, that we only mean to
threaten. Unfortunately, the Principie of ‘Deterrence and the ) o
Principle of No—-Use——First-Second-orEver »mnt't-jal'ly annihilate each other.
Declaring that one does not really- mean to use nuc.lea'r weapons,
if deterrence falls, is one way of stlllmg uneasmess about using a
threat to kill innocents in order to deter. "Another standard way of
softening gu11t is to say that the West should contmue to use such an
immoral implicit threat only 1f 1t 1s makmg serious progress towards
the elimination of nuclear weapons altogether. That, however ' does
not lie solely within the West's power. It ‘depends on others who have
or may acquire nuclear weapons, and in particular it depends on the
disposition of the deeply suspicious hostile leadership of the Soviet
Union. For a brief time in the immediate aftern\ath of Hiroshima, some
Western leaders talked fervently about world government and the need

to sacrifice national sovereignties to assure world peace. Prime

o | _ ‘
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Minister Attlee invoked "an act of faith" by the United States, the
United Kingdom and other nations, and "a new valuation of what are
called ngtionai_interests.“ Secretary Stimson "spoke continuously
about a way to use nuclear energy for other things 'than killing
people'” and of "the changéd relation of:nan to his universe.” It is
easy to understand and sympathize with their initial emot10na1
reaction to the enormous destruction released at leoshlma and to feel
their disappointment as Russian behavior made evident taht such hopes
were Utopian. But 37 years later, the utoéiéh hopes exéressed by
Jonathan Schell and others are more obviously groundless. Since then,
the Soviet leadership has made clear many times that Western versions
of utdpia differ from their own. They see thé independence 6f Western
democracies side by side with their own system, as a permanent danger
to the maintenance of their system, not to say its expansion. 'There
is little evidence that any feasible arranéement would lead them to
surrender so powerful an instrument of coercibn or defense. That
after all was ihdicated in their rejection‘of the Baruch Acheson
Lilienthal plan, and the contrast of their_pfivaté éiéw with that of
Western leadership is illustrated by the aééﬁﬁnts of such reliéble
witnesses as Milovan Djilas. Stalin eﬁhibi&éd none of the anguiéh
that was 51ncere1y felt by Western leaders and none of their hopes for
a world authorlty governing Communlst and non—Communlst nations side
by side. "He spoke of the A-Bomb 'That is a powerful thing, pow-er—full'
His expression was full of admiration...”

Nor have Soviet leaders since Stalin shbwn any lesser awareness
of the value of nuclear weapons as an implicit or explicit means of
intimidation in a hostilerworld they do not dominate. Their value is

only enhanced by the conﬁrasting Western scruples on the same subject.
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If Western political as well as religious leaders take Western
possession of nuclear weapons as justified only if there is progress
towards agreement with the Russians to eliminate them altogether, this
places in Soviet hands the decision as to whether the West will |
continue to maintain a nuclear deterrent.” |

Not all differences are negotiable. Pretending that they are in
this case suggests a willingness to disarmiunilaterallyb—either because
the Soviets have prevented ah‘agreementvorfBeEause they have,coﬁsented
only to an agreement under which their disarmament would be purely
nominal and the West's disarmament would be‘real. The Utopians in
West Germany's Party of the Greens 1ook'for§erd to the total
elimination of nuclear weapons and their immediate withdrawal from
Eastern and Western Europe. They are'not noted for their realism.
However, they have rejected'the zero option for intermediate nuclear
forces in Europe as "unrealistic," even thoUgh it would seem tc be a
rather substantial step on the way to their geal. Petre Kelly and
Manon.Mareanriesbach, two of their principai—leaders;'eXpiain that the
zero option is unreallstlc because the Russrans would never agree to -
it. It is therefore "not [even] an honest step towards arms
reductlon. But the 1ncon51stency of the Greens and thelr w11]1ngness
to see the West accommodate to an unaltered Sov1et p051t10n does not
differ substantially from many in the West who express great concern
that the American government has not been able to convince the Soviets
that we are sincere. |

Here again, Paul Ramsey understood very well what was involved in
the Western tendency to take negotiation and, in fact, agreeﬁent witﬁ

adversaries as an absolute essential. He questions the
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"omnicompetence of negotiation” and observes about some statements in
Pacem in Terris to the effect that there can be hope in negotiations
only if these proceed "from inner convietion“ that, if such statements
mean that "the way to conduct negotiations is not to permit them to
fail™ then the adoption of that way of neéotiating by any single
nationa would mean "its premature surrender.‘r .It takes two to
negotiate in any such fashion."”

The view of the present Reagan admihiétration on this subject is,
at best, mixed and sometimes seems to laek conviction. 'The President
has eaid "it takes two to tango."™ But when the New York Times :
editorialist, who apparently tlﬁnks the intpuise for social dancing is
universal, said "So Tango!" and vhen the American Catholic Bishops
proposed arms control instead of new weapone', the administration has
tended mainly to justify 1ts intermediate nuciear force programs and
its strategic programs as the best way to get an agreement with the
Soviets. Implicitly, the adrniniétration, then, seems to agree that
there is no escape from the holoeaust except 'by agreeing'with the
Soviets. But this partlcular apocalyptlc v1ew, like others, has no
bas:.s in fact.

We should pursue arms agreements but ‘recogmze that utop:.an hopes
for total nuclear dlsarmament cannot excuse a Western fallure to
defend its mdependence soberly w1thout usmc; reckless threats. The
phrase "arms control" is loaded with w1shful and mistaken prejudices
that have shaped American and European pollcy on arms negotiations |
beginning in 1963. It suggests that without arms agreements our
spending on defense inevitably will rise exponentially and
uncontrollably; and that with arms agreements Soviet amms efforts will

diminish. The experience since the Cuban missile crisis illustrates
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the opposite.

A serious effort to negotiate agreém’ents with thev Soviets might
enable us to achieve our objectives at 1ower le;els of armaments than
might otherwise be possible. Being serJ.ous about arms agreements,
however ¢+ is not the same as bemg desperate. Even w1thout agreements
the West is qu:.te capable of deterrmg war and defending its | |
independence agamst a formidable and per51stently hostile adversary
committed, as the Soviets have been, to changmg the nuclear and non-
nuclear 'correlation of forces,' in tﬁeir fa{ror. V"me contrary view is
deeply pessimistic and, ultimately virrespdnsible', leading easily to
treaties and "understandings” which only worsen the situation of the
West. "

For a serious pursuit'" of arms negotiation by the West cannot be
simply sincere but wishful. .It calls for a'. sober and thoughtful
assessment of how any arrangements contemplated in an agreement are
actually likely to affect thelWest's long—term objectives of security
and independence, and its intermediate objective of redressing the
balance which worsened durirxg the period of detente. These are not
merely technical mtters. The actual results of arms negotlatmns
have, in the past, contrasted sharply w1th our expectatlons and
desires. The negotiations of the last two decades started w1th
Western expectations that the agreements achleved would reduce arms
spending on both sides without any change in the balance. We assumed
that the Soviets, like ourselves, had, as a principal objective, the.
desire to reduce the percentage of their resources devoted to arms
spending and that they would choose "arms control" rather than arms

competition. The record plainly shows that Western assumptions were
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wishful. The Soviets pursued arms agreements as a method of limitiné
Western spending—which did decline as a proportion of GNP by nearly
'half in the period after the Missile Crisis—while they, themselves,
steadily increased their spending and did sucéeed in changing the
balance. Now the West has the problen of catching up and that is
especially hard to negotlate.‘ o

Serious negotiations today must recognize the 11m1ts to what can
be accomplished by‘ negotlatlon. We and the Sov1ets share an interest
in avoiding a mutually suicidal nuclear war, an interest which each of
us will pursue whether or not we reach genuine agreement in various
understandings and formal treaties. But the“' Soviets also have
interests in expanding their- influehce and controlb and, in the
process, destabilizing the West, if necessary by the use of external
force rather than simply by the manipulation.of internal dissention.
Arms agreements might temper but are unlikely to eliminate this
reality. In particular, thefe ‘seems scant 5asis to hope for major
economies in our securlty effort through negotlated 11m1ts or
reductlons. |

Experlence suggests that when the Sov1ets agree to close off one
path of effort, they qulckly redlrect thelr resources to augment other
prOJects posing dlffermg but no lesser dangers. On the other hand,
many of the ostensible goals of arms agreement such as reducmg the
danger of nuclear war, are best achieved,through measures which we can
and should implement unilaterally. Our curfent efforts to design and
deploy nuclear weapons which are more accident proof and more secure
against theft or unauthoriéed use are a go.od'example. Measures to
improve the safety, security and invulner'ability of nuclear. weapons

can be implemented by both sides individually because they make sense
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for each side independently of formal treaties or elaborate
verification measuree. These need not mean a- net increase in the
numbers or destructiveness of nuclear weapohs in our stockpile. ']he
United States has already greatly‘ reduced both the megatonnage and the
numbers of its nuclear weapons. It recently removed 1000 weapons from
Europe and has said that, if in aecbrdance w1th NATO's decision in
1979, it mstalls 572 intermediate range nuclear missiles, it would
withdraw an equal nurber of warheads. If we increase precision
further, we can drastically further reduce the number and
destructiveness of. our nuclear weapons. 'I‘hat can :merove the
effectiveness of nonnuclear weapons so that they may mcreasmgly
replace nuclear brute force. And it would improve our ability to
avoid the unintended bombing of innocents ‘with nuclear or‘nonnuclear
warheads. It would enlarge rather than foreeiose our freedom to
choose.

But many strategists in our forelgn pollcy establishment would
prefer to foreclose choice. The orthodox view expressed by editors of
our magazines that deal with forelgn pollcy, 11beral senators,
scientists and many former government off1c1als holds that any use of
nuclear weapons by us will almst surely end m a catastrophe leavmg
almost everybody dead or worse than dead; yet that we should have no
alternative other than to threaten the bombing of cities; and that we
should therefore make clear to our adversaties and allies that we will
never actually fight a nuclear war. Anyone'who holds that to be right
and orthodox will want to believe that he has no. other choice. If he
cannot say, like Flip Wilson, "The Devil made me do it," he can

introduce the deus ex machine of technology: Nuclear 'I‘echnology makes
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me do it. He is likely to be outraged by any heretic who dares
suggest we might have choices. - - y E -

The grand inquisitors on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
had Renneth Adelman on the rack recently. They probed to find some .
trace of a doubt in him on the question as to whether we should try - L
for a capability to limit nuclear destruction. Dostoyevsky would have
- been fascinated. His Grand inquisitox:, a vé}iérable jesuit who had had
Christ seized on the streets of Seville, argued with the savior that
his mistake was no£ to recognize that men cahnot bear the burden of
free choice. That's a point on which many in our establishment have

selfconsciously impaled thernéelves.
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