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Lista dei partecipanti.e programma.

3.P.Huntington:Armed forces and scocial change.

B.Croziér:The strategic uses of revolutionary war.

A.Buchan:Ten years of 1.5.8.

B.Brodie:The place of tecnology in strategy.

H.Bull:Arms control/ stecktaking and prospectus.

L.J.Halle:Strategy and 'ideology.

M.Howard.The classical Strategist.

K.E.Boulding:Social systems analysis and the study of international conflict.
U.Schwarz:Great power intervention in the modern -world.

11) - C.F.Von Weizsacker:The ethical problem of modern strategy.
12) - R.Osgood:The reappraisal of limited war.
13) - T.C. Schelling:The uses of force in the nuclear age.
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Main Speakers

Dr. Reymond Aron  (France)

Prof. of Sociology at the University of Périsu Editorialist

of "Le Figaro". Previously professor at the Institut 4'Etudes

" politiques and the Ecole nationale d'administration, Paris.

Publications: "On War: Atomic Weapons and Global Diplomacy",
"Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations", "The

Great Debate", etc.

Viceupreéident of the Institute.

Herman Kahn (U.S.4.)

Defence analyst, Director of the Hudson Institut937White

Plains, U.S.4.

Graduated from the University of California and the
California Institute for Technology. Worked as a mathematician
before joining, in 1948, the RAND Corporation as senior

physicist and defence analyst.

Publications: "On Thermonuclear War", "Thinking about the
Unthinkable", "On Escalation -~ Metaphors and Scenarios',

"fhe Year 2000" (with A.J. Wiener), ete.



Thomas C. Schelling (U.S.A.)

Professor of Economics, Harvard University; previously Yale
University. Faculty member Harvard Center for International

Affairs.

Former staff member cof the RAND Corporatioﬁ, scientific
adviser to the Department of Defence and the Department of

State.

Publications: "The Strategy of Confiict”, "Arms and Influence",etc.

"Dr, Carl-Friedrich Freiherr von Weigsaecker (Germany)

Professor of Philosophy at the University of Hamburg since
1957 previously professor of physics in Strassbourg and

Goettingen. Scientific member of the Max-Planck--Gesellschaft.

Publications: "Die Verantwortung der Wissenschaft im Atomzeit-

alter", etc.

Vice-president of the Institute.

_Panel Speakers_

Yigal Allon (Israel)

Deputy Prime Minister and_Ministgr of Immigfant Absbrpfioh'
since 1968, Minister of Labour 196% - 1968. Educated at the
Hebrew University and St. Antony's College, Oxford. After
military training in the Haganah, he became commander of
Palmakh in 1945 and conducted the major campaigns in Israel's
War of Independence 1947 - 49, He left active service with

the rank of Major General in 1950.
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Publications: "Curtain of Sand - Arabs and Israelis between War

and Peace", "The Making of Israel's Army", eté.

André Beaufre (France)

Genéral d'Armée (Rbt.), Ditector of .the Institut Frangais 4'

Etudes Stratégiques, Paris.

Former chief of Staff Logistics and Administration SHAFTE
(1958 ~ 1960) and French Representative Standing Group
Washington.

Publications: "Introduction to Strategy”™, "Deterrence and

Strategy", "Strategy of Action", "NATO and Europe', "Batir

[ .
1" avenir®.

Rt. Hon. Denis W. Healey (U.K.)

Member of Parliament (Lab.) since 1952, Secretary of State

for Defence since 1964,

From 1945 - 1952 International Department of the Labour Party,
opposition spokesman first on foreign affairs, then on
defence, 1956 - 1964, Founder member ahd former Counsellor

of the Institute for Strategic Studies.

Publications: "A Neutral Belt in Burope”, "NATO and American

Seucrity", "The Race against the H~Bomb”, ete.

Henry Rowen (U,S,A.)

Economist and strategic analyst; President of the RAND

Corporation since 1967.



© 1961 ~ 1965 Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence for plans
and international affairs. |
Publications: "National Security and the American Economy in

the 1960s", etc.

Committee Speakers

Kenneth E. Boulding (U.S.A.)

Professor of Economics, Institute of Behavioral Science,

University of Colorado; research director at the Center for Beseérch
in Conflict Resolution, University of Michigan, 1964 - 1966,
Publications: "Conflict and Defence", ""Disarmament and the

Economy", "The Impact of Social Scilences", etc,

Dr, Bernard Brodie (U.S.4.)

Professor of Political Science, Becurity Studies Center,
University of California, Los Angeles.

Formerly professor of international relations at Yale University
and senior staff member of the RAND. Corporation.

Publications: "4 Guide to Naval Strategy", "Sea Power in the

Machine Agej, "Strategy in the Missible Age", ebc.

Hedley Bull (Australia)

Professor of International Relations; Augtralian National
University, Canﬁerréu Lecturef then Reader in international
relations, London School of Economics, 1955 - 1964 and, from
1964 -~ 1967 Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament

Research Unit,Foreign Office, London.

Publicatiocns: "The Control of the Arms Race", etc.



Brian R. Crozier (U.K.)

Chairman Forum World TIeatures, journalist and writer.
Formerly foreign correspondent for Reuters and The Economist.
Publications: "The Rebels: A Study of Pogt War Insurrections”,

"South-East Asia in Turmoil', etc.

Louis J. Halle (U.S.A.)

Professor at the Graduate Institute of International Affairs,
Geneva since 1958.

Department of State, 1941 - 1954, member of the policy planning
staff, 1952 -~ 1954, research professor at the Woodrow Wilson
department for foreign affairs, University of Virginia, 1954 -
1958.-

-Publications: "The Nature of Power", "Choice for Survival",
"American Foreign Policy", "Men and Wations", "The Cold War as
History", etc.

]

Michael Howard (U.K.)

Fellow 1in Higher Defence Studies, All Soul'S'College; Oxford.
Professor of War Studies Kings,College, London, 1963 - 1968.

Foﬁnder member and Counsellor of the Institute for Strategic Studies
Publications: "Disengagement in Europe!', "The Franco--Russian

War", "The Theory and Practice of War" (Editor), "Israel

and the Arab World: The Crisis of 1967" (with R. Hunter), etc.

Dr. Samuel P, Huntington (U.S.A.)

Professor of Government, Harvard University. Faculty member
Harvard Center for International Affairs,
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Previously assistant director at the Institute for'War
and Peace Studies and Associate Professor of vaernﬁent
at Columbia University.

Publications: "The Soldier and the State", "The Common
Defence', "Patterns of Violence in Twentieth Century

Politics" (Editor), etc.

Henry A. Kissinger (U.S.A.)

Professor of Government, Harvard University. Faculty member
Harvard Center for International Affairs.
Consultant of the National Security Council (1961-62),

""" the U.S5. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and the
Department of State.
Publiéations: "Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy",
*"The Necessity for Choice: Prospects of American Foreign
Pclicy", "The Troubled Partnership - A Reappraisal of the

Atlantic Alliance', etc.

Dr. Robert E. Osgood (U.S.A.)

Professor-of American Foreign Policy, Johns Hopkins School
of Advanced International Studics, and Director of the

. Washington Center of Foreign Policy Research.
Publications:"Ideals and Self-Interest :in America's Foreign
Relations", "Limited War: The Challenge to American Strategy",
"NATO: The Entangling Alliance", "Force, Order and Justice"
(with R.W. Tucker), etc.

Dr. Urs Schwarz (Switzerland)

Writer and strategic analyst.



Foreign editor of the Neue Zuericher Zeitung, 1942 - 1965.
. Counsellor of the Institute for Strategic Studies since

- 1964,

Publications: "Strategic gestern, hcute, morgen",
"American Strategy - A New Perspective”, "Strategic

Terminology " (with L. Hadik), etc.
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Problerﬁs of Modern Strategy:
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S Members of the Conference

Mr. Alastair Buchan

Senior Operations Analyst, Stanford
Research Institute, California
Professor of Soc1ology, La Sorbonne, Pans
Writer, Bermuda
: Pre51dent National Strategy Informatlon
Center, New York
Lecturer in Military History, Leeds University
Royal Military College of Science, Shrlvenham
Center for Naval Analyses,
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Professor of Naval Science, Naval War
" College, Newport
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Ministry of Defence (Army), London
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Director, Swedish Institute for

International Affairs, Stockholm
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Military Correspondent, Aftenposten, Oslo
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Thursday, September 19th
5.00 p.m.-7.00 p.m.
7.00 p.m..

8.30 p m.-9.00 p.m.
9.00 p.m.

Friday, September 20th
9.30 a.m.-11.00 a.m.

11.00 am. -
11.15 a.m.-12.45 p.m.

Saturday, September 21st
9.30 am.-12.30 p.m.

1.00 p.m.
Afternoon
5.30 p.m.-7.00 p.m.

7.00 p.m.
8.30 p.m.

Sunday, September 22nd
9.30 a.m.-12 noon
12 noon-12.30 p.m.
1.00 p. m,

PROGRAMME

- Conference Assembles
- Dinner -

Ten Years of 1.S.5.—Mr. Alastalr Buchan
Panel Discussion—The Imphcatzons of the
Czechoslovakian crisis

The Evolution of Modern Strategic Thought—

Prof. Raymond Aron
Coffee

The Ethical Problems of Modern Strafegy— .

Prof, Cart Frhr. Von Weizsdcker
Lunch
Committee Discussions; see details below -

“(Tea at 4.00 p.m.)
" Dinner

The Influence of Strategic Studies on Policy—
Panel Discussion : Mr. Yigal Allon; Gen.
André Beaufre; Rt. Hon. Denis Heaiey,
Mr. Henry S. Rowen

* Committee Discussions: for details see below

(Coffee at 10.45 a.m.)

+ Lunch

Free

Reception given by the Secretary of State for

Defence, at All Souls’ College

Dinner - -

The Uses of Force in the Nuclear Age—
Prof. Thomas C. Schelling

Strategtes of the Future—Mr. Herman Kahn
Concluding Plenary
Lunch

2,50

Committee Discussions

Committee I—Approaches to
the Study of Strategy
Chairman:

Prof. Albert J. Wohistetter

Committee II—Force and The
International System
Chairman:

Dr. Theo Sommer

Committee 11— Force and
Internal Order

Chairman:

Dr. Altiero Spinelli

Committee IV—Inﬂuences
upon Strategy

Chairinan:

Dr. Karl Birnbaum"”

Committee V—Control of.
War and Conflict
Chairman:

Mr. Richard Goold-Adams

Friday

2.45 p.m.-5.30 p.m.

The Classical Strategists—
Mr. Michael Howard

Alliances and the Balance of
Power—
Prof. Henry A. Kissinger

Armed Forces and Social
Change—
Prof. Samuel P, Huntington

Strategy and Ideology—
Prof. Louis J."Halle

Arms Control: Stocktaking

and Prospectus— _

Prof. Hedley Bull

Saturddy
9.30 a.m.~12.30 p.m,

Social Systems Analysis and the
Study of International Conflict—
Prof. Kenneth E. Boulding

Great Power Intervention in the
Modern World—
Dr. Urs Schwarz

The Strategic Uses of
Revolutionary. War—
Mr, Brian Crozier

The Place of Technology in
Strategy—
Prof. Bernard Brodie

The Reappraisal of
Lamzted War—

Prof Robert Osgood
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The Practorisn Pattern of Politics

Few aspecfs of modernizatioﬁ and social change are more siriking
or common than the iﬁtervention of tﬁe military in politics, Juntés and
coups, military revelts and military regimes have been continuing phencmena
in Latin American societies:lthéy have beeﬁ almost as prévalent in the
Middle East. In the late 1950s end earl& 1960s many societies in southern
and southeast Asia also caﬁe'under militery rﬁle,,and in the mid-1960s
the coup contagion swept'Af:ica. Military intervehtions apparently are
an inseparable paft of pdlitical modernization whatever the continent
and whstever the countiy. They pose three problems for ahélysis. First,
what are the causes of military intervention in the politicslpf modern-

izing countries? Seccid, what are the consequences of intervention for

moderni.zation and- social change? Third, under.whét conditions may

militanry intervention promote political development, that is, the emerg-
ence of stable and effective political institutions which reduce the

probability of interventions?

The very prevalence of military intervention suggeststhat many of

its commonly advanced causes lack persuasiveness. .. It has, for instance, been

argued that American military assistance is & significant factor increasing

the proclivities of armies to involve themselves'.in politics. Such assiste

ance, it is said, encourages the political independence'of the army and gives

it extra power, extra leverage, and more motivation to take sction against

civilian political leaders. In some circumstances this argument may have

¥ This paper is adapted from my foxrth-coming Folitical Crder in
Changing Societies (New Haven & London, Yale University Press,
1968), Ch. 4




a ceriain partial velidiiy. DBut as the scole or principsl cause of
militery interventions, militery aid cannot be held guilty. Most
countries which experienced military coups after receiving American
military assistance experiernced them equally often before they became
the heneficlaries of Pentagon largesse. No convincing evidence exists
of a correlation befween the American military aid and military involve-
ment in politics, And, it must be pointed out, the opposite hypothesis
alsc is not true: the hopes of many people that the propensity of
foreign military to intervene would be reduced by courses at Leaven-
worth, indoctrination in Anglo-American doctrines of civilian supremacy,
and association with.professionalized American militéry officers have
also turned to naught. Military aid and military training arve by
themselves politicelly sterile: they neither encourage nor reduce

the tendencies of military officers fto play a political role.l

It is equaelly fallacious to atfempf to expléinrmiliféiy inter-
ventions in pélitics primarily by reference to the internal structure

- of the military or the social background of the officers doing the

intexrvening. Mbrrls Jcnow1tz, for instance, 1ooks for the causes of

militafy intervention in politics in the "characteristics of the_mllltary

establishment" of the country, and attempts to relate thé propensity

end ability of military officers to intervene in politics to their

"ethos of ﬁublic gservice", their skili structuré, which combines menagerial

ability with a heroic posture, their middle-class and lower middle-

class social origiﬁs, and their internal cohesiori.2 Some evidence supports

thesé connections, but much other evidence does not. His effort to

answer the questlon, "What characteristics of the mllltary establlshment

of a new netion facilitate its involvement in domestlc polltlcs°" is

misdirected because the most important causes of military 1nterVent10n

in politics are not military but political and reflect not the soc1al

and organizational charactexistics of the mllltary egtablishment but the

political and institutional structure of the secicty.

l On Latin America, see Charles Wolf, Jr., United States Folicy and the
Third World: Problems and inalysis (Boston, Little Brown and Comnany,
1967), chap. 5, and John Duncan Powell, "Military Assistence and
Militerism in Latin America, "Western Political Quarterly, ;§_(June 1965),
382-92

2 Morris Janowitz, The Militery in the Political Development of New Natlons
{Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1964) pp. 1, 27-29




Military explanaticns do not explain military. interventions.
The reagon for this is simply that militery intervemtions are. only one
sperific manifestation of a broader phenomenon in underdeveloped societies:
the general politicization of social forces and institutions. In such
societies, politics lacks autonomy, complexity, coherence, and adaptability.3
411 sorts of social forces and groups become directly engaged in general
politics.' - Countries which have political armies also‘have political
clergies, political universities, political bureaucracies, political
labour unions, and ,.olitical corporations. Sociely as a whole:is out-
of-joint, not just the military. All these specialized groups tend to
become involved in politics dealing with general political issues: not
just issues which affect their own particular institutionsl interest or
groups, bul issues which affect,soqiety as a whole. In every gsociety,
military men engage in politics to promote higher pay and larger military
forceg, even in political systems such ag those of the United States
and the Soviet Union, which have almost impeccable systems of civilian
contrel. In underdeveloped societies the military aﬁe concerned not only
with pay and prorciion, although they are concernea with that; but also
with the distribution of power and status throughout the political system.
- Their goals are general and diffuse as well as limited and concrete. So
also with other social groups. Colonels and generals, sﬁudénts and
profeséors, Moslem ulema and Buddhist monks, all become difecfly involved

~in politics as a whole.

Corruption in a limited sense refers to the intervention of wealth
in the pdfiticai sphere. Praetorianism in a limited sense refers to the
intervention of the military in politics, and clerivalism to the participation
of feligious'leaders. As yet no good word describes extensive student
participation in polities. All these terms, however, refer tq~different
aspects of the same phehémenon, the ﬁoliticization of social forces., Here,
. for the sake of brevity, the phrase "praetorian society" is used to refer
to such a politicized society with the understanding that this refers to the

4

participation not only of the military but of other social forces as well.

3 See my "Political Development and Political Decay", World Politics, 17
hpril 1965), 386-430.

4 See David Rapoport, "A Comparative Theory of Military and Political
Types", in Samuel P, Huntington, ed., Changing Patterns of Military
Politics (New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1962), pp. 71-100.




The same causes which'produce military interventionsin politics
in praetorian societies are alsd responsible for the political involvements
of labor unions, businessmen;, students, and c¢lergy., These causes lie
not in the nature of the group but in the structure of society. In
particular they lie in the absence of effective political institutions
capéble of mediating, refining, and moderating group political action.
In a praeforian system social forces confront each other nakedly: no
political institutions, no corps of professional political leaders, are
recognized or accepted as the legitimate intermediaries to moderate
group conflict. FEqually important, no agreement exists among the groups
as to the legitimate and authoritative methods for resolviﬁg conflicts.
In an institutionalized pbiity mos¥ political ectors agree on the
procedures to be used for the resolution of political disputes, that is,
for the allocation of office and the determination of policy. Office may
be assigned through election, heredity, examination, iot, or some combination
of these and other mesns. Policy issues may be resolved by hierarchical
processes, by petitions, hearing, and appeals, by majority vofes, by
congyltation and consensus or through yet other means. But, in any event,
general agreement exists as to what those means sre, and the groups
participating in the political geme recognize their obligation to employ
those means, This is true of both western constitutional democracies and
communist dictatorships. In a praetorian society, however, not only are
‘the actors varied, but so also are the methods used %o decide upon office
and policy. IEach group employs means which reflect its peculiar nature and
capabilities. The wealthy bribe; students riot; workers strike; mobs
demonstrate; and the military coup. 1In the absence of accepted procedures,
all thege forms of direct actlon are found on the political scene. The
techniques of military intervention are Simply more dramestic and effective
than the others because, as Hobbes put it, "When nothing else is turned

5

up, clubs are trumps".

A praeto:ian society thus lacks community and effective political
institutions. These conditions can exist at various levels in the evolution
of political participation. In a society with participation limited to a

-gmall oligarchy, the actors in politics are relatively homogeneous even in

5. Quoted by Dankwart A. Rustow, A World of Nations (Washington, D.C.
Brookings Institution, 1967), p. 170




the abserce of effective political institutions. Commmity is more
the product of social fies thén politiéél action. ' As political particip-
atién broaﬂéns, however, the actors in politics become more numerous and
their methods of political action are more diverse. As a result,
conflict becomes more intense in the middle-class radical praetorian
society and still more s¢ in the mass praetorian society. In all .stages
of praetorianism, social forces interact directly with each other and
make little or no. effort to relate their private interest to a public
good. In a praetorian oligarchy, politics is a struggle among personal
and family cliques: in a radical praetorian society the struggle among
| institutional and occupational groups supplements that among cliques:
in mass praetorianism soeial classes and social movements dominate the
scene. The increase in size, strength and diversity of social forces
makes the tension and conflict among them less and less tolerable. In
an institutionalized, civie polity, the partlclpatlon of new groups
in the political system reduces ‘ensions: through pérticiﬁation, new
groups are assimilated into the political order:. as, for instancé,
- the classic case of the extension df the sﬁffrage in Great Britéin. In
przztorian sccieties, however, the participation of new groups exacerbates
- rather than reduces tensions. It multiplies the resources and methods
which are employed in political action and thus contributes to the dis-
. -integration of the polity. New groups are moblllzed but not asgsimilated.
The expansion of political participation in Great Britain made Disraeli's
two nations into one. The expansion of participaﬁion in Argentina has

made %he same two nations into mortal enemies.

The stability of a civic polity thus varies directly with the scope

" of political participation. ‘Its durabiliiy declines as participation rises.

* Praetorian oligarchies msy last centuries: middle~class systems decades:

nass piaetofian sysfemé usually only a few years. Bither the mass praetorian
- system becomes stablllzed through the conquest of power by a totalitarian
party, as in Welmar Germany, .6r the more tradltlonal elites attempt to

reduce the level of‘partlclpatlon through authoritarian means, as in
Argéntina, In é éociéty wifhéut effective political institutions and
f-unable to develop fhem, the end result of socidl.and economic modernization

'is political chaos.



The Military: Reformers cr Conservatives?

In the 1960s scholars spent much ink and time debating whether
the military play basiéally a progressive or a congervative role in
modernization., Most seemed to agrée that in the Middle East the military
were typlcally theApr0ponents of change; the army, as Halpern said, is
"the vanguard of nationalism and social reform"; 1t is the most cohesive
and disciplined element in "the new middle class" whose"thrust towards
revolutionary action.., is overwhelming", With respect to Latin America,
however, no such congensus existed; proponents of both the progressive
and the conservative views made impressive cr=es.out of fact, logic, and

statistics.6

Both cases were right. "Latin America is simply more varied than
the Middle East. Except for Turkey, virtuaily all Middle Eastern preetorian
or semi-praetorian Eocieties were still in the process after World War
IT of expanding political participation from the oligarchy o the middle
class. Military officers are drawn from middle-class backgrounds and perform
middle-class functions in a professionalized, buresucratic environment.
Where the basic issues of politics involve the displacement of the oligarchy
and the accession to power of the middle class, the military necessarily
are on the side of reform. This was also true in Latin America. In the
more advanced Latin American societies - Argentina, Chile, Brazil - the
military played a reforming role in the early part of the twentieth century.
During aﬁd after World War II military officers led or cooperated in middle-
clagss reform movements in B011V1a, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and
Venezuela. In these cases, as in Egypt (1952), Syria (1949), and Irag
(1958), the military led "break-through" coups displacing oligarchical

elements from power snd inaugurating efforts at modernization and reform.

6 Manfred Halpern, The Politics of Socigl Change in the Middle Fast and North
Africa’ (Prinouten, Princeton University Fress, 1963), pp. 75, 253. For
the modernizing argument on the military in southeast Asia, see Lucian Pye,
"Armiegs in the Process of Modernization", in John J. Johnson, ed.,

The Role of the Military in Underdeveloped Countries (Princeton,
Princeton University Fress, 1962), pp. 69-90. - On Letin America, the
conservative interpretation is argued by Edwin lLieuwen in Generals vs,
Presidents (New York, Frederick Praeger, 1964) and by Martin C, Needler,
"Political Development and Military Intervention in Latin America",
American Political Science Review, 60 (September, 1966), 616-26. A more
progressive role for the military is s stressed by John C. Johnson, The
Military and Society in Iatin America (Stanford, Stanford Unlver51ty
Press, 1964).




The frequency of military coups in Latin America, Jose Nun has
ﬁnown, has ne relation to the gize of the middle ciass;7 Praetorian politics
exists at all stages of social mobilization and the expansion of political
participation. The impact and sighificancé of military intervention in
politics, however, does vary with the size of the middle.class; In Latin
Amerieca in the 1950s, in those countries where the middle and upper classes
were very small, less than 8% of the total population, (Niéaragua, Honduras,
Dominican Reﬁublic, end Haiti), politics was still in the personalistic,
oligarchical style, and the middle~class military reformer had yet to appesr
on the scene. In those societies where the middlg class was 1arger; between
8% and 1% of the total population, the dominant groups in the military
typically played a more modernizing and reforming role in the 1930s and
1940s. These societies included Guatemalé, Bolivia, El Salvador, Ecuador,
and Peru. Panama and Paraguay, with upper and middle classes in 1550
estimzted at 15% and 14% respectively, were in some respects deviants from
this pattern. Among those larger and more complex societies, where the
middle class constituted 15% to 36% of the total population, the military
either abstained from politics and were a primarily professional force
(Chile, Uruguay, Costa Rica, Mexico) or they intervened in politics to
piaf an inereasingly conservative political role (Argentina, Cuba, Venezuela,

Colombia, Brazil).

As society changes, so‘doeshtﬂe role of the military, In the world
of oligarchy, the soidier ig a radical; in the middle-class world he is a
participant and arbiter;. as the mass society'iooms onn the horizon he
becomes the conservative guardian of the existihg order. Thus, paradoxically,
but understandably, the_ﬁore backward a society-is, the more progressive the
role of its military; the more édvanced-a_sociéty becomes, the more conservat-
“ive and reactionary becoﬁes the role of its military. In 1890 Argentine

officers founded the Logia Militar %o promote reform. Thirty years later

they founded the Logia San Martin which opposed reform and incubated
""the 1930 coup designed by ites promoters to restore the "stable constitutional

demccracy" which was being subverted by the "méss-ocracy" of President Yrigoyen.

7 Jose Nun, "A Latin American Phenomenon: The Middle Class Military Coup", in
Ingtitute of International Studies, Trends in Social Science Research in ILatin
American Studies: A Conference Repori (Berkeley, University of California,

1965}, pp. 68-69. Nun here reproduces the estimates of the Latin American
middle class made by Gino Germani, Politica y Sociedad en una Epoca de
Transicion {Buenos Aires Editorial Paidos, 1962), pp. 169-70, and I have,
in turn, relied on them in my analysis 'n this paragraph.

8 Liise North, Civil-Militsry Relations in Argentina, Chile, and Peru, Politics
of Modernization Series, 2 (Berkeley, Institute of International Studies,
University of California, 1966),pp. 26-27, 30-33.




So also, in Turkey, the Young Turks in 1908 and the Kemalists in

the 1920s played highly'progressive reforming roles similar to those

" which the military after World War II assumed in other Middle Zastein
countries. By that time in Turkey, however, the military were inter-.
vening in-politics to curb the risé to power of a new business class-
supported by the peasants.  The soldiers had not changed;: they 'still-
supported the reforms of the-Kemalist era. But they were now unwilling
to admit to power social classes which mlght make changes in those

" reforms.

The extent to which mllitary institutlons and 1ndiv1duals become
'politlclzed is a function of the weakness of civillan political organ—
'izations and the inability of 01v1llan polltlcal 1eadere to deal with

the princlpal policy problems f301ng the country. The extent to which

a politlcized offlcer corps plays a conservatlve or a reform role in
polltlce is a functlon of the expan91on of politlcal partlclpatlon in the

+
o

soclety.

o The 1nstab111ty and coups, associated W1th the emergence of the
middle class are due to changes.in the nature of the military; those

‘ .aseocieted_with the emergence of the lower class are due forchahges,in

the nature of the society. In the former case, the military are modernized
and develoP concepts of efflclency, honesty, and nationalism which allienate
7 them from the existlng order. They intervene in polltlcs to bring society
" abreast of the mllltary. They are fhe advance guard of the middle class
and spearhead its breakthrough 1nto the polltlcal srena., They promote
social and economic reform, national 1ntegretlon, and! in some measure, the
éxtension of political participation. Once middle-cless urban groups
become the domlnant elements in polltlcs, the military assume an arbitral
or stablllzlng role. If & soclety is able to move from middle class to
mass partiolpatlon with fairly well-developed political institutions (such
as in Latin America—Chile, Urugﬁay and Mexico), the military assume a non~
political, specialized, professional'fole characteristic of systems with
‘Mobjective"” ciﬁilian control. Chile, ﬁruguay, and Mexico were, indeed, the
only Latin American countries in which there were.no'milita:y'coups d'etat
duriﬁg the two decades after World War II. If, however, g society moves
into the phase of mass partioipafion without developing effective political
institutions, the mi1itary becomé engdged in a conservative effort to protect
the existing system agaiﬁst the incursions of the lower classes, particularly
the urban lower classes. They become the guardiens of the existing middle~
nclass order.' They are thus, in a eense, the door—keepers in the sxpension

of political participation in a praetorian society: their hlstorlcal role



is to open the door to the middle class and to close it on the lower class.
The radical phase of a praetorian society begins with a briéht, modernizing
military coup tOpplihg the oligarchy and heralding the émergence of enlighten-
ment into polities. It ends in a succession of frustrat;ng‘and unwholesome
rearguard efforts to Block the lower classes from scaling the‘heights of

political power.

The guardian role of the military is legitimaled by an impressive
rationale, which i1s persuasive %o many armies snd often persudsive to American
opinion leaders. Milifary involvement in volitics is intermitt *+t snd for
limited purposes, and hence the military view themselves neither as the .
modernizers of soclety nor as the creators of a new political order but rather
as the guardians and perhaps the purifiers of the exisiing order. The army,
in the words of President (and Air Force general) Barrientos of Bolivia, should
be the country's "tutelary institution.. watching zealously over the fulfilling

9

of laws aﬁd the virtue of governments."’ Military intervention, conseguently,
is prompted by the corruption;,stagnatiOn, gtalemate, anaréhyj sﬁbfersion, of
the established political system. Once thése are eliminated, the military claim
that they can then return the purified polity to the hands of the civilian
leaders. 'Their job is simply to straighten out the mess and then to get out.

‘Theirs is a temporary dictatorship - erbaps somewhat on the Roman model.

The ideology of guardisnship varies little from country to country.
It is most deﬁeloped, naturally enough, in Latin America, ﬁhere praetorianism and
political péiticipation are both widely prevalent. The army should intervene
in politics, as one Argentine genersl put it, to deal with "the great disasters
that can imperil our national stability and integrity, leaving aside the small
disasters that any attempt to repair will only serve to separate us from our
mission and hamper a clear perception of our duty".  Many Latin American constit-
utions implicitly or explicitly recognize the guardian function of the military.
The Pertyian militexry, for instance, have justified their actions in barring the
Apristas from power by the constitutional provision that: "The purpose of the
armed force is to assure the law of the Republic, compliance with the Constitution

. . 10
and laws, and the conservation of public order". = The military in = sense

9 Quoted by Chrlstopher Rend, "Letter from La Paz", New Yorker (December 31, 1966)
p.50 e : . ‘ .

10 Major General Julio Alsogéra&,.New York Times (March 6, 1966}, p.26; Rosendo
A. Gomez, "Peru: The Politics of Military Guardianship", in Martin C. Needler,
ed., Political Systems of Latin America (Princéton, D. Van Nostrand Company,

1964 ), pp. 301-02
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1assume constitutional functlonl analogous to those of the Supreme Court

of the United States they have a respon51b111ty to preserve the polltlcal
order and.hence are drawn into politics at times of gr&sis or controversy

to veto esctions by'the "politidal" branches of goverrnment. .- ¥:h deviate

from the essentials of that sysfem. Yet they are also concerned about '
their own institutional integrity and hence divided among themselves in the
military equivalents of "judicial activists" and "judicial self-restrainers".
The extent to which the military are locked in a middle-class outlook suggests
that the expectations that the military will increasingly become a force for
reform are likely to be unfounded. It has, for instence, been suggested that
the future will see the emergence of a Latin Americen Nassgerism, that is,
"the assumption by latin American armed forces of the same kind of moderniz-
1ng and reforming responsibilities that the military have assumed in the
Near East." 11 Many Latin Americans, civilians as well as colonels, see &
Nasserite ‘sclution as the most prbmising path toward social, economic,

and political development.  These hopct have little chance of reslization.
Most Latin American societies are beyond the possibilities of Nasserism. They
aré t&o cbmplex; too highly articulated, too far advanced economically to

be sugceptible to salvation by military reform. As- -Latin America has
modernized, the role of the military has become more conservative. Between
1935 and 1944, 50 of the coups in Latin America had reformist objectives

of changing the economic and &ocial status quo; between 1945 and 1954, 23%

of the coups had these objectives; between 1955 and 1964, only 17% did.12
o say that the Brazil of the 1960s needed a Nasser was somewhat like

saying that the Russia of the 1960s needed a Stolypin. . The two types of
leadership were simply irrelevant to the stage of development wﬁich these
societies had reached. In ithe 1960s, an Iran or an Ethiopia could use a
Stolypin, and in Latin America there was perhaps room for a Naszer 1n Baitl,
Paraguey, Nicaragua, or even the Dominicen Republie, But the rest of the
continent was simply too highly developed for such-én attractively simple

- panaces.

As society becomes more complex, it becomes more difficult for military
officers, first, to exercise power effectively and then tc seize power
guccessfully. As e reasonably small, sccially homogeneous snd highly
disciplined and ccherent group, the dominant elements in the officer corps

11 Lievwen,Generals vs. Presidents, p. 138. See pp. 136-41 for
good evaluation of p0381b111t1es and obstacles to Latin Amerlcan
Nasserisn.

12 Needler, "Political Development". pp. 619-20

¥ - &
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can act reasonably effectively as a leadership cadre in a society which

is still relatively unoomplex and undifferentiasted. As the praetorian

3001ety beoomes more complex and dlfferentlated, the number of social

- groups. and forces multiplies and “the problems of coordlnatlon and

interest. aggregation become 1ncreas1ng1y complex, In the absence of

effectlve central polltlcal 1nst1tutlons for the resolution of social

conflicts, the military become simply one of several relatively insulated
and autonomous social forces. Their capacity to elicit support and to

.Wiﬁdﬁoe‘ooooerstion declines. In addition, of course, military officers

are not_necessariiy skilled in the esoteric srts of negotiation, compromise,

and .mass ._::'Lp.pe'al which ;are"required for political action in a complex society.

‘-E ﬁore simole‘sooiety'oan be spurred, commanded, and led toward an obhjective.
But where social differentiation is well advenced, the 'political leader must

‘be a balancer and compromiser. The tendency of the military to choose a
guardisn role in the mer % complex societies in itself indicates some

awareness of the difficulties of integrating social forces.

The seizure of power by the military in a coup designed to veto the
expansion of political ﬁarticipation brings only temporary relief to the
polificel syStem.. The éroups which perticipate in.the coup are usually
united only by their desire to sfop or to reveise the tendencies which they
consider subversive of political order. Once the mi‘litary' are in power, the
coup coelition beging to split, It may fragment into small ecligues, each
attempting to push its own ends. More frequently, it divides into two
broad factions: the radicals and the moderates, the hard-liners and the
soft~liners, the ggrllas and the legalistas. The struggle between the
moderatss and the radicals may focus on a number of issues, but typlcally
the key issue is the return of power‘fo civilians. Invariabl&, the junta
which comes to'power in a veto coup promises a quick surrender of power ard
return to normal civilian rule. The hard-liners argue, however, that the
military must stay in power to bar permanently the civilian groups which they
ousted from power ard to impose structural reforms on the political system.
The hard-llners are usually etatist in economlcs and authoritarian in politics.
The moderates, on the other hand, usuzlly view the aims of the coup as more
limited. Once the objectionable political leaders have been_xemoved from the
scene and a few political and administrative changes introduced,'they'feel
that they have done their job, and they are ready to retire to the political
sidelines. As in the break-through coups which mark the rise of the middle-
class to polltlcal action, the moderates 1n the veto coups usually come to

power flrst They are moderate, however, not because they are willing to
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compromise with the existing oligarchy, but because they may be willing to
compromise with the eherging mess movements,; The radicals, on the cther
hand, resist the expansion of political participétion. In the break-through
coup, the radical doeé not compromise.iﬁth the oligarchy; in the veto coup
the radical does no% compromise with the masses. One hastens history; the

other resists it.

The basic dilemma in the guardian role involves the two assumptions
that the amy is above politfics and that the army shbuld intervene in
polities to prevent changes in the political system. The guérdian role
of the military is based on the premise that the causes of military inter-
vention arise from temporary and extraordinary disruptions of the political
gystem. In fact, however, the causes are endemic to the political system
and are the unavoidable consequence of the modernization of society. They
cannot be removed simply by eliminating people., In additlon, once the army
does block the conguest of power by another social group, institutional and
personal self-interest combine to make the officers deathly fearful of
the retaliation which may be visited upon them if they ever withhold their
-veto.  Hence the incentives to intervene escalate, and the army becomes
irreversably comgitted to insuring that the once-proscribed group never

ecquires office,

The Military and Political Development

In simple societies a sense of community makes possiﬁle the
development of political institufions; In more complicated societies a
primary, if not the pfimany, function of political institutions is to make
the community more of a,commuﬁity, The interaction between the politiecal
order snd the social order is thus & dynamié and dislectical onet initially
the latter plays the major role in shaping the former, subsequently the
former plays the more important rcle in creating the latter. Fraetorian
gocieties, however, are caught in a vicious circle. In ifs simpler forms the
praetorian society lacks community and this obstructs the development-of
 political institutions. In ite more complicated forms, the lack of effective
political institutions obstructs the development of community. As a result,
étrong tendencies exist in a praetorian society encouraging it to remain in
that condition. Attitudes and béhaviour patterns, once developed, tend to

rémain and to repeat themselves. Praetorién polifics becomes embeddea in the

.culture of the society.
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When such conditions exist in a culture, the question hecessarily
arises: How can they be remedied? Under what circumstances is it possible
to move from‘a'society of politicized social forces %o one in which there
is legitimacy and authority? Can a praetorisn society 1ift itself by its
bootstraps? Where in such & society is there a fulerum which can be used
to move the society out of that condition? Who or what can create the
common interests and the integrating ingtitutions necessary to transform

a praetorian society into a civie order”

Theso questions obv1ously have no obv1ous answers. Two generaliaations,
however, can perhaps be made about the movement of societies from praetorian
disunity to civie order. First, the earlier this development takes place in
the process of moderniaation and the expansion of political participation,
the lower the costs which it imposes on society. Conversely, the more
complex the society’the more difficult'it becomes to create integrating
political institutions. Second, at each stage in the broadening of politieal
participatnon, the opportunities for fruitful politioal action rest with
different zocial groups and different types of political leaders. For
sooieties in the radical praetorian phase, the leadership in the creation
of durable political 1nst1tutions obv1ous1y must come from middle-class social

forces and must appeal %o such forces.

The ability of the military to play this developmental role or

even to play a modernizing role depends upon the combination of social
forces in the sooiety.r The influence of the militery in a praetorian
gociety changes with the level of participation. In the oligarcnical phase,
little distinction usually exists between military and civilian leaders, and
the political scene is dominated by generala or at least individuals bearing
the title of general, By the time a society has moved into the radical-
. middle class phase, the officer corps has nsually become more sharply"
delineated as an institution; infiuence is shared between military and

other sooial forces, and a limited degreeuof political institutionalization
may take place within the framework ¢ a narrowly defined ‘and non-expansible
political system. Military intervention isifrequently intermittent, with
an alternation of military juntas and civilian ones and with the gradual
_emergence of more powerful, counterbalancing, civilian groups. Finally,
in the mass‘praetorian phase, the influence of the military is circumscribed
by the emergence of 1arge,.popular_movements. Consequently, the_opportnnities
for the creation of political‘institutions under military auspices are greatest

in the =arly phases of radiecal praetorian society.
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For a society to escape from praetorisnism requires vot:. the
coalescence of urban and rural interests and the crestion of new politiecal
institutions., The distinctive social aspect of radicsl praetorianism is
the divorce of the city from the countryside: politics ig dombat among
mddle-class urban groups, no one of which has Teason fo promote.social
consensus or political order. The soeial pre-condition of the establighment
of stability is the reappearance in politics of the social forces dominant
in the countryside, The intelligentsia has the brzins; the military have
the guns; the peasants, howsver, have the numbers snd the votes, Political
stability requires a coalition between at least two of these social forces.
Giveﬁ the hostility which usually develops between the two most politically
articulate elements of the middle class, a coalition of brains and guns
against numbers is rare indeed. If it does come into existence, as in
Turkey during the Ataturk period, it provides only a temporary and fragile
stability; eventually, it is overwhelmed by the entry of the rural masées
into politics. A coa;iﬁion between the intelligentsia and the peasants,
in contrast, usually'involves revolution: the Enstruction of the existing
system as 8 prerequiéite to the création of a new, more stable one. The
third_routé to stable government is by tﬁe-coalesCence of av’'s and numbers
againsgt brains, It is this possibility which offers the military in a
radical praetorian society the opportunity to move their society from

praetorianism to civic order.

_The ability of the military to develop stable political institutions
depe is first upoh their ability to identify their rule with the masses qf
the peasantry and to mobilize the peasantry into politics on their side. In
many instances, this is precisly what modernizing military rulers who have
come to power in the early stages of radical praetorianism have attempted to

do. The support of rural elements is only a precondition to the development
of political institutions by a military regime., Initially, the legitimacy
of a modernizing military regime comes from the promise it offers for the
future. But eventusally, thié declines as a source of legitimascy. If the
regime does not develop a political structure which ingtitutionalizes some
principle of'légitimacy, the result can oﬁly be a military oligarchy in which
power is passed smong the oligarchs by means of cbups d?état, and which also
stends in danger of revolutionary overthrow by new social forces which it
does not possess the institutional mechanisms for assimilating. The
alternative is for the milifary to retain power but at the same time

institutionalize it. There is no necessary conflict between their versonal
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interests and those of political institutionalization. They can, in a

gense, convert military intervention in politics into mi:itary participeticon

in o, Yitdics. Military intervention violates whatever rules of the game
may. exist and undermines the integrity of fhe political order snd the

basis of legitimacy. Military participation means playing the political
game in order to create new political institutions. The initial inter-
vention may be illegitimate, but it acquireé legitimacy when it is
converted into participation and the assumption of respongibility for the
creation of new political institutions which will make imposéible and
unnecéssary future interventions by both the military end other social
forces. ‘Intermittent military intervention to stop politics or to suspend
 politics is the essence of praetorianism. Sustained military participation

in politics may lead a societj away from praetorianism.

The principel obstacle to the military's playing this role in
radical praetorian societies comes not from objective social and political
conditions but from the subjective éttitu&es of the military toward politics
and toward themselves. The problem is military opposition to politics.
Military leaders can easi;y envigion themselves in a guardian role; they
can alsofbicture themselves as the far-seeing impartial promoters of social
and economic reform in their societies. But, with rare exceptions, they
shrink from assuming the role of political organizer. In particular, they
condemn political parties. They txy to rule the state without parties, and
they thereby cut off the one major way in which they could hope to-move

. their countries out of their praetorian condition..

~In Burma and Egypt, for instence, the efforts by military leaders
" to organize mass- association to. institutionalize participation and ta
legitimize their power came to naught. In both cases the leaders had to
redirect their efforts to what was in faci, if not in name, a cadre party.
In Pakistan, Ayub Khan's institutionsl innovations réquired the reintroduct-
ion of political parties to meke them cperate effectively. In all three
cases, the leaders resisted political parties, but were eventually compelled
either to amccept tem nr to accept.coﬁtinued illegitimacy and instability.
In other cases, military leaders have been more willing to orgsnize
political parties and to start the process of building modern political
institutions which could create a basis of parmanent political stability end
authority. Perhaps the most striking example 6f political institution~
building by generals is Mexico, where at the end of the 1920s Calles and
the other military leaders of the Revolution created the Mexican Revolutionary

y
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Party and in effect institutionalized the Revolution. The creation of this
institution made 1t pOSSlble for the polltlcal system to assimilate é

* variety of new social forees, labor and agrarian, which rose to prominence

under Cardenas in the 1930s. It also created a political institution which
- was able fo maintain the integrity of the p011t10a1 sphere against disrupt-
| ive 5001a1 forces. During the nlneteenth century, Mexico had the worst

" record of military interventions in politics of any Latin American country.
After the 1930s, its military stayed out of politiecs, aﬁd Mexico became

one of the few Latin American countries posses51ng some form of institut-

ional immunlty to military coups d‘etat

‘ The achlevement of the Mexlcan mllltary was dupllcated by Mustafa

 Kema1 and the Turklsh generals without beneflt of a complete soclal
revolution. The Turkish Republiecan Pe0p1gs Paxrty and the Mexican Revolutionary
Institutional Party were both founded by political generals. In both cases,
the bulk of the leadership of the party came from the ranks of the military,
~ In both cases also, however, the party acquired'an institutional’ existence
apart from those groups who initially created it. In both parties {although
more pronouncedly in Mexico than in Tﬁrkey) the military leaders were
civilianized and civilian leaders iﬁ'dﬁe course replaced military ones.

ﬁoth parties, as-wéll-organized political groupings, were ab;e to establish
an effective politlcal oounterwelght to the military. In'Mexico, the top
leadership of the party and of the country was transferred from military to
civilian hands in 1946. By 1958, military men accounted for only seven

of tﬁenty-nine\state governors and two of eighteen cabinet ministers.
"Inside the ruling party and inside the government itself, civilian profess-
ionals predominate”, one expert observed in the early 1960s; "they are the
real policy-makers. The army.is under their control. On issues that do not
concern the military establishment they can act withaut conéulting the
‘armed forces, and they can, and do at times, oppose it .on military issuesl'l3
In Turkey a similar, although not gquite as successful, process of civiliani-~
zation also occurred through the mechanism of the ruling party. In 1924

the .chief of staff was excluded froﬁ the cabinet. The number of former
military officers in political positions gradually declined. In 1920, officexrs
constituted 17% 6f the Grand National A sembly; in 1943, 12.%%; and in

1950 only 5%. At ‘the death of Mustafa Kemal in 1938, leadership was transe
'ferred to his associate Ismet Inonu, who like Kemal ha& come out of the army

13 Edwin Lieuwen, Arms _and Politics in Latin America (New York, Frederick
Praeger, 1960), p.119.
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- but who had functioned for two decades in civilian roles. In 1948, the

first cabinet was formed which did not include any former militsry cofficers,
and in 1950, of course, eleciions were heid in which the opposition

party peacefully acquired power. 4 decade later, the efforts of the leader-
ship of this party to suppress opposition provoked the Turkish military,

in the name of the Kemalist tradition, to reenter pclitics and to‘establish
a short-lived military regime, which in 1961 returned power to a freely
elected civilian party regime. Mexico and Turkey are. two noteworthy examples
where parties came out of the womb in the army, political generals created

a political party and the political party put an end to politicel generals.

" In the two decades after World War II, the most notable effort by
military men to duplicate the achievements of the Turkish and Mexican
generals was made in Korea. For almost two years after he took power in
South Koren in the summer of 1961, General Pak Chung Hee was under -
pressure by the United States to reestablish civilian rule and under
pressure by the hardliners in his owr army to retain power ard keep the
civiliens out. He attempted to resolve this dilemma by promising elections
in 1963 and arranging in a Kemalist manner to shift the base of his'power
from the army to a political party. In contrast to the military leaders
of Egypt and Pakistan, those of Korea accepted and provideé for politicai
parties in the new constitution which they drew up for their country.

Far from discouraging or forbidding parties, the constitution gave them
special stress. In three years, a military junta transformed itself into
a political institution. In three years, military inter%ention in politics
with pover based on the praetorian use of force had been corverted into
military participation in politics with authority based on popular support

and legitimated by electoral competition.

The achievements of Ayub Khan in Pakistan, of Calles and Cardenas in
Mexico, of Kemal and Inonu in Turkey, of Pak and Kim in Korea, plus those
of othere such as Rivera in El Salvador, show that military leaders can be
v ffective builders of political institutions. Experience suggests that
they can play this role most effectively in a society where social forces
are not fully articulsted, if they are willing to follow the Kemalist model.
In many of these countries, the military leaders ave intelligent, energetic,
progressive. They are less corrupt - in the narrow sense - armd more identif-
ied with national goals snd national development than most civilians. Their
problen is more often subjective than objective. For they must recognize '
that guardianship serves only to corrupt further the sceilety which they wish




18

to purify and that economic development without political institutionaliz dan

leads only to 5001al stagnation. To move their society out of the praetorian
or attempt %o sfop politics.

cycle, they cannot stand above politiecs/ "Instead they must meke their

way through politics,

At each level in the broadening of political participation, certain
options or possibilities for evolution may exist, which if not acted upon
disappear quickly. At the oligarchical level of praetorianism, a viable,
expansible party system, depends upon the action of the aristocrats or
oligarchs. If they take the initiative in the search for wvotes and the
development of party organization, a country may well move out of its
praetorian condition, in that phase. If it does not, if middle~class groups
begln to participate in a praetorlan political milieu, the opportunity to
act passes to the military. For them modernization is not enough, and
guardianship is teco 1little. What is required of the military leaders is a
more positive effort to shape a new political order. In many societies, the
oppoftunity which the military have for political creativity may be the last
real chance fc= political institutionalization,short of the fotalitarian
road. If the military fail to seize that opportunity, the broadening of
participation transforms the society into z mass praetorian gystem. In
such a system, the opportunlty to create political 1nst1tut10ns passes from
the military, the apostles of order, to those other middle~class leaders who

are the apostles of revolution.,

In such a society, however, revclution and crder may well become
allies. Cliques, blocs, and mass movements struggle directly with each
other, each with its own weapons. Violence is democratized, politics
demoralized, scociety at odds with itself., The ultimate product of degenera-
tion, is a peculiar reversal in political roles. The truly helpless society
is not one threatened by revolution, but one incapable of it. In the normal
polity, the conservative is devoted to stability, and the preservation of
order, while the radical threatens these with abrupt and violent change. But
what meaning do concepts of ¢onservatismAénd radicalism have in a completély
chaotic society where order must be created through =& posifive act of political
will?- In such a séciety who then is the radical? Who is the conservative?

Is not the only true conservative the revolutionaxy?



NOT FOR PUBLICATICON OR QUOTATION

INSTITUTE FOR STRATECIC STUDIES
10th AFTAT, CONFERENCE

PROBLEMS OF MODERN STRATEGY: A RECOMNATICSANCE IN FORCE

COMMITTESR IIT

Friday 20th Saptember : ' ' Afternoon

Armed Forces and Social Change*
SAMUEL, P. HUNTINGTON -

The Practorian Pattern of Poiitics

——
Pew aspects of modernization and social change are more striking

or common than the intervention of the military in politicsg. Juntas and
ocoups, mllltary revolts and mllltary regimes have been continuing phenomena
in Latin American societies: they have been almost as prevalent in the
Middle East. In the late 1950s and early 1960s many societies in southemn
and southeast Asia alsc came under military rule, and in the mid-1960s

the coup contagion swept Africe. _Militéry interventions apparently are

an inseparable part of political modefnization vhatever the continent

and whatever the‘country. ‘They pose three problems for analysis. First,
what are the causes of military 1ntervention in the polltlcs of modern-
izing countries? Secc d, what are the consequences of infervention for
moderﬁization and social change? Third, under what conditions may
military interventi;n promote political development, that is, the emerg-
ence of stable and effective political.institufions‘which reduce the

probatility of interventions?

The very prevalence of military intervention suggeststhat many of
its commonly advanced causes lsck persuasiveness. It has, for instance, been
argued that American military assistance is a significant factor increasing
the proclivities. of armies to involve themselves in politics. Such assist-
ancey it is said, encourages the political independence of the army and gives
it extra power, extra leverage, and more motivation to take action againsgt

civilian political leaders. In some circumstahces‘this.&rgument may have

*  Thig paper is adapted from my forth-coming Felitical Order in
Changing Societies (New Haven & London, Yale University Fress,
1968), Ch.. 4 . : -




a certain partisl velidity. DBut as the sole or principel cause of
military interveniions, military sid cannot be held guilty. Most
countries which experienced military. coups after receiving American
military assistence experienced them equally often before they became
the bheneficisries of Pentagon largesse. No convineing evidence exists
of a correlation between the American military aid snd military involve-
ment in politics. And, it must be pointed out, the opposite hypothesis
also is not true: the hopes of many people that the propensity of
foreign military to intervene would be reduced by courses at Leaven-
worth, indoctrination in Angib—Americah dootrines of éivilian supremacy,
end association with professionalized Americen militaxry officers have
alsp turned to naught. Military aid and military training are by
themselves politicelly sterile: they neither encourage nor reduce

the tendencies of military officers to play a political ro:l.e.-1

It is equally fallacious to attempt to explain military inter-
ventions 1n politics prﬂmarily by reference to the internal structure
of the mllltary of the soecial background of the officers doing the
1ntervening. Morris Janow:tz, for instance, locks for the causes of
militery intervention in ﬁolitics in ‘the "characteristics of the military
establishment" of thé couhfrf, and.attéﬁpté to relate the'propensity
znd ability of military officers to intervene in politics to their
"ethos of public service", fheir skill structure, which combines mahagerial
ability with a heroic posture, their middle-class and lower middle-
c¢lass social origing, and their internmal cohesion.2 Some évidenoe supports
these cohnections}‘bﬁﬁ much other evidence does not. His effOrt to
ariswer the question, "What characteristics of the military establishment
of & new notion facilitate its involvement in domestic politics?" is
misdirected because the most important causes of military-intervention
in politics are not military but political and reflect not the social
and organizational charactexistics of the military establishment but the
politieal and institutional structure of the socicty.

1l On Latin America, see Charles Wolf, Jr., United States Folicy and the
Third World: Problems and Analysis (Boston, Little Brown and Company,
1967), chap. 5, and John Duncan Powell, "Military Assistence and

Militarism in Latin America, "Western Political Quarterly, 18 (June 1965),

382-92

2 Morrls Janow1tz, The Mllltarv in the Polltlcal Development of New Nations

(Chicego, University of Chicago Press, 1964) pp. 1, 27-29



'Militéry explénations do not explain military interventions.

. The reason for this is simply that milit-xry interventions are only one
specific manifestation of & broader phenomenon in underdeveloped societies:
the general politicization of soecial forces and instiéutions. In such :
societies, politics lacks autonomy, complexity, coherence, and adé.pﬂ;ability;3
All sorts of social forces and groups become directly engaged in general
politics, Countries which have-politiéal armies also‘have political:
clergies, political universities, political bureaucracies, political

labour wnions, end , 2litical corporations: Society as a whole is out-
of-joint, hot just the military. All these specialized groups tend to
become involved in politics dealing with general politicsl issues: not
just issues which affect their own particulsr institutionsl interest or
groups, but issues which affect society as a whole. In every society,
military men engsge in politics to promote higher pay and larger militaxy
forces, even in political systems such as those of the United States

and the Soviet Union, which have almost impeccable systems of civilian
control. In underdeveloped societies the military are concerned not only
with pay and promotion, although they are concerned with that, but also
with the distribution of power and status throughout the political system.
Their goals are general and diffuse as well as limifed and concrete. So
also with other social groups. Colonels and generals, students and
professors, Moslem ulems and Buddhist monks, all become directly involved

in politics as s whole.

Corruption in a limited sense refers to the intervention of wealth
in the political sphere. Praetorianism in a limited sense refers %o the
intervention of the military in politics, snd clericalism to the participation
of religious leaders. As yet no good word describes extensive student
participation in polities. All these terms, however, refer to different
aspects of the égme phenomenon, the-péliticization of social forces. Here,
for the sake of brevity, the phrase "praetorian- society" is used to refer
to such a politicized society with the understanding that this refers to the

4

participetion not only of the military but of other socizl forces as well.

3 -See my "Political Development and Political Decay™, World Polities, 17
April 1965}, 386-430.

4 See David Rapoport, "4 Comparative Theoxy of Military and Political
Types", in Samuel P, Huntington, ed., Changing Pattemms of Military
Politics (New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1962), pp. 71-100.




The same causes which produce military interventionsin polities

1n,praeﬁqu@n soc;etles are also reepon31b1e for the pol;ﬁlgal Lnge;gements

g e ghen AT e s g

of 1abor unions, businessmen,, students, and clergy. These cduses 1ie
not in thé nature of the’ group but” "in"the structure of” soq;ety. flg;7*
partlcular %hey lie 1n the‘absence of effective pblitical institutions.

capable of medlatlng, reflnlng, and moderatlng group political actlon-

In_a praetorlsn system soclal forces qonfront each othe;‘nakedly. np
polltical 1nst1tut10ns, no corps of profe331ona1 polltical leaders are

recognized or accepted as the legitimate intermediaries, to moderate

-group conflict. Equally 1mportant, no agreement ex1sts among the groups

as to the legitimate and authoritative methods for resolv1ng oonfllcﬁs._

In an 1nst1tutiona11zed polity most political zctors agree on. the

- procedures to be used for the resolution of political dlsputes, that 1s,

for the allocation of office-and the determination of pollcy.m Offlce may

be assigned through election, heredity, examlnation, lot, Or -some combinatlon
of these and other means. Policy 1ssues may be resolved by hlerarchlcsl ‘ '
processes, by petitions, hearing, and sppeals, by maaorlty votes, py .

consyltation snd consensus or through yet other means.. But, 3.1'1 any event

partlcipatlng in the polltlcal game recognize thelr obllgation to employ _
those means, This is true of both westemrn constltutlonal democracles and o
communist dlctatorshlps. In a praetorlan soclety, howeVer, not only are

the actors varled, but 5O also are the methods used to decide upon oi‘fice

. and pollcy.' Hach group employs means which Ieflect its pecullar neture and

capabilities. The wealthy bribe; students riot; workers strike; mobs
demonstrate; and the milifary coup. In the absence of accepted procedures,
all these forms of direct actlon are found on the political scene. The
techniques of mllitary interventlon are simply more dramatic and effective

than the-others because, ag Hobbes put- it, "When nothing else is: turned
5 P

up, . clubs are. trumpe“

A praetorlan soclety thus lacks communlty and effectlue polltlcal
1nst1tut10ns. 'Mhese conditions can ‘éxist at various levels in the evolutlon
of political participation. In a society with participation limited to a
smell oligarchy, the actors in politics are relatively homogeneous even in

5. Quoted by Dankwart A. Rustow, A World of Nations (Washington, D.C.
Brookings Institution, 1967), o 170




the absence of effective political institutions. Community is more

the product of social ties than political action. - As_politiéalfparticip-
ation broadens,. however, the actors in politics become more numerous and
their methods . of political action-are more diverse.  As a result,

conflict becomes more.intense in the middle-class radical praetorian

.society and still more so in the mass praetorian society. .In all stages
of praetorisnism, sooial'fbrces-interact directly with each other and
meke litile or no:. eifcrt to relate their private interest to a public
good. In a praetorien oligarchy, politics is a.struggle among personal
and family clidques: in & radiecal praetorian sccietly the struggle among

" institutional and occupational groups supplements that among cligues:

in mess praetorianism social classes and social movements dominate the
scene. The increase in size, strength and dlver51ty of 300131 forces
makes the tension and conflict among them less and less tolerable. _In

an 1nst1tut10nallzed, civie polity, the partlclpstlon of new groups'

in the political systém reduces ‘ensions.' through partlclpatlon, new
groups are assimilated into the polltlcal order' as, for 1nstance,

the Cl&mSlC case of the extens1on of the suffrage in Great Britain. In
pxuetorlan soc;etles, however, the participation of new groups exacerbates
ratﬁer than feducés tensiops;  It multiplies the resources and methods
which are-employed in foliﬁicalractibn and thus_contributes.to the dig-
integigtion of the pelity. New groups are mobilized but not assimilated.
The expahsion of political partibipation in Gieat Britain made Disraeli's
two nations into one. The expansion of partlcipatlon in Argentlna has

made the same two natlons into mortal enemies.

The stability of a civie polity thus varies directly with the scope
of political participation. Its durability declines as paxrticipation rises.
Praetorian oligarchies may last certuries: middle-class systems decades:
mass praetorian systems usually only a few yes¥s. Either the mass praetorian
: syStém,bedéme8~stabilizedlthrough the conquest.of power by a totalitarian
"party; as in Weimar Germaﬁy;.br the more traditional eliteS‘é%fempt to
reduce the level of participation through authoritarian means, as in
Argentlna. In a sociéty w1thout effective polltlcal institutions and
unable to develop them, the end result of socidl and economic modernization

is political chaos,



The Military: Reformers cx Conservatives?

In the 1960s scholars spent much ink and time debating whether
the military play basically a progressive or a conservative role in
modernigation. Most seemed to agree that in the Middle East the military
were typically the proponents of change; the army, as Halpern said, is
"the vanguard of nationalism and social reform'"; it is the most cohesive
and disciplined element in "the new middle class" whose"thrust towards
revolutionary action..., is overwhelming". With respect to Latin Anerica,
however, no such consensus existed; proponenis of both the progressive
and the conservative views made impressive csres.out of fact, logic, and

statistics.6

Both cases were right. 'Latin America is simply more varied than
the Middle East. Except for Turkey, virtually all Middle Eastern preetorian
or semi—préetorian sociéties were still in the process after World War
1T of expanding political participation from the oligarchy to the middle

class. Military officers are drawn from middle-class backgrounds and perform

middle-class functiong in a professionalized, bureaucratic environment.

Where the basic issues of politics involve the displacement of the oligarchy

and the accession to power of the middle class, the military‘hecessarily
are on the side of reform. Thig was also true in Latin America. In the
more advanced Latin American societies -~ Argentina, Chile, Brazil - the
military played a reforming role in the early part of the twentieth century.
During and after World War II milifary officers led or cooperated in middle-
cless reform movements in Bolivia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and
Venezuela. In these cases, as in Egypt (1952), Syria (1949), and Irag
(1958), the military led “break-through" coups displacing oligarchical

elements from power and inaugurating efforts at modermization and reform.

6 Manfred Halpern, The Politics of Social Change in the Middle East and North
Africa’ (Princuten, Princeton University Fress, 1963), pp. 19, 253. For
the modernizing argument on the military in southesst Asia, see Lucian Fye,
"Armies in the Process of Modernization", in John J. Johnson, ed.,

The Role of the Military in Underdeveloped Couritries (Princeton,
Princeton University Press, 1962), pp. 69-90. On Latin America, the
conservative interpretation is argued by Edwin Lieuwen in Generals vs.
Presifents (New York, Frederick Praeger, 1964) and by Martin C, Needler,
""Political Development and Military Intervention in Latin America,
American Folitical Science Review, 60 (September, 1966), 616-26. A more
progressive role for the military is sfressed by John C., Johnson, The
Military and Society in Latin America (Stanford, Stanford University
Press, 1964).




The frequency of military coups in Latin America, Jose Nun has
ﬁaown, has no relation to the size of the middle class.7 Praetorian pelitics
exists at all stages of social mobilization and the expansion of politicael
participation. The impact and significance of military intervention in
politics, however, does vary with the size of the middle class. In Latin
America in the 1950s, in those countries where the middle and upper classes
were very small, less than 8% of the total population, (Wicaragua, Honduras,
Dominican Republic, and Haiti), politics was still in the personelistic,
oligarchical style, and the middle-clase military reformer had yet to appear
on the scene. In those mocieties where the middle class was larger, between
8% and 15% of the total popﬁlation, the dominant groups in the military
typically played a more‘ﬁqdernizihg and reforming role in the 1930s and
1940s., These societies inciudedﬂGuatemala, Boli%ia, El Salvador, Ecuador,
and Peru. Panama and Paraguay, w1th upper and middle classes in 1950
estimzated a% 15% and 14% resyectlvely, were in some respects deviants from
this pattern. Among those larger and more complex societies, where the
middle class constituted 15% to 36% of the total population, the military
either abstained from politice and were a primarily professional force
(Chile, Uruguay, Costa Rlca, Mexico) or they intervened in politics to
play an increasingly conservatlve polltlcal role (Argentlna, Cuba, Venezuela,

Colombia, Brazil).

As society changes, so does the Tole of the military., In the world
of oligarchy, the soldier is a radical; in the ﬁiddle«class world he ig a
participant and arbiter; as the mass soeiety looms on the horizon he
becomes the conservafive guardian of the'exieting order. Thus, paradoxically,
but understandadbly, the more backward a societ& is, the more progressive the
role of its military; the more edvanced a society becomes, the more conservat-
ive and reactionary becomes the role of its military. In 1890 Argentine

officers founded the Logia Militar to promote reform. Thirty years later

they founded the Logia San Martin which opposed reform and incubated

the 1930 coup designed by its promoters fo restore the "stable constitutional

democracy" which was being subverted by the “mass-ocracy" of President Yrigoyen.8

7 Jose Nun, "A Latin American Phenomenon: The Middle Class Military Coup", in
Institute of Inftermational Studies, Trends in Social Science Research in latin
American Studies: A Conference Report (Berkeley, University of California,
1965), pp. 68-69. Nun here reproduces the estimates of the Latin American
middle class made by Gino Germani, Politica y Sociedad en una Epoca de
Transicion (Buenos Aires Editorlsl Paidos, 1962), pp. 169-70, and I have,
in turn, relied on them in my analysis 'n this paragraph. .

8 ILiisa North, Civil-Militery Relations in Argentine, Chile, and Peru, Polities
of Modernization Series, 2 (Berkeley, Institute of International Studies,
University of California, 1966),pp. 26-27, 30-33.




So also, in Turkey, the Young Turks in 1908 and the Kemalists in

~ the 1920s played highly progressive reformlng roles similar to those

which the milltary after World War IT assumed in other Middle Eastern

‘countries, By that time in Turkey, however, the military were inter-

vening in politics to curb the rise to powsr of a new business class

supported by the peasants. The soldiers had not chenged; they still

‘supported the reforms of the Kemalist éra. But they were now unwilling

to admit %o power social classes whlch might make changes in those

reforms.

The extent to which mllltary 1nst1tut10ns and 1nd1v1duals become

polltlclzed is a funetion of the weakness of eivilian political organ-

izations and the 1nab111ty of civilian polltlcal leaders to deal with

the principal policy problems facing the couniry. The extent to which

a politicized officer corps plays a conservative or a reform role in
politics is a function of the eipénsion of political participation in the

society,

The instability and coﬁps associated with the emergence of the
middle class are due to changes in-the nature of the military; those
agssociated with the emergence of,the 1dwer class are due to changes in
the nature of the society., In the former case, the military are modernized
and develop concepts of efficieney, honesty, end nafionalism which alienate
them from tﬁe existing 6rder. They ihtervene in politics to bring society
abreast of the military. They are the advance guard of the middle class
and spearhead its breakthrough into the political arena. They promote
social and economic reform, natignalrintegrafion, and, in some measure, the
extension of political participation., Once middie-class urban groups
become the dominant elements inrﬁoiitics, the military assume an arbitral
or stabilizing role. If a society is able to move from middle class to
mess participation withzfairly well-developed political institutions (such
as in Latin America-Chile, Uruguay end Mexico), the military assume a non-
political, specislized, professional role characteristic of systems with
"objective" civilian control. Chile, Uruguay, and Mexico were, indeed, the
only Latin Aﬁeriban countries in which there were no military coups dtetat
dﬁring fhe two decades after World War II.,:If; howevgr,_a_sopiety moves

oy A
%EEE the phase of mass participation without developing effective political

institutions, the military become engaged in a congervative effort to protect
tHE'§§§;¥EH§“éystem against the incursiéns of the lower classes, particularly
the urban lower classes, They become the guardians of the existing middle-
class order. They are thus, in a sense, the door-keepers in the expansion

of political participation in a praetorien society: their historical role



is to oper, the door to the middle class and to close it on the lower class,
The radlcal phase of a praetorian 5001ety beglns W1th a brlbht modernizing
mllltary coup toppllng the ollgarchy and heraldlng ‘the emergence of enlighten~
ment into politics. It ends in a success1on of frustrating and unwholesome
rearguard efforts to block the lower classes from scallng the heights of

"polltlcal power,

s

The gwardlan role of the military £§~lﬁﬁlﬁiﬁﬂﬁgd by an impressive

ratlonale, which is persua51ve to many armies snd offen persuasive to American

opinion leaders. Military involvement in relitics is intermiti--t and for
limiteﬂrpurpcses, and hence the military view themselves neither as the
modernizers ¢f society nor as the creators of a new political order but rather
as the guardians and perhaps the purifiers of the existing order. The army, “
in the words of President (and_Air Foéce general) Barrientos of Bolivia, should
be the country's "tutelary instiiution.. watching zealously over the fulfilling
of laws and the virtue of governments."9 Militery intervention, conseqﬁently,
is prompted by the corruption, stagnation, stalemate, anerchy, subversion, of
the. ‘_es-'tablished political system. Once these are eliminsted, the military claim
that they can then return the purified polity tg the hands of the civilian
leaders. Their job is simply to straighten out the mess and then to'gét.out.

Theirs is a temporary dictatorship - erhaps somewhat on the Roman model.
C e e .._.—--—-"‘"——-'—_ ———

, The ideology of guardlanshlp varies little from country to country.

It is most ceveloped, ‘naturally enough, in latin America, where praetorianism and
political pafticipation are both widely prevalent. The army should intervene

in politics, as one Argentine general put it, to deal with "the great disasters
that can imperil our national stability and integrity, leaving aside the small
disasters theat any attempt to repair will 6n1y serve to separate us from our
mission and hamper a ‘clear perception of our duty"., Many Latin American cohstit;
utions 1mp1101t1y or explicitly recognize the gduardian functlon of the military, .
The Pexmvlan militexry; for instance, have justified their actions in barring: the.hi
Aprlstas ‘from power by the constitutional provision that: "The purpose of the
armed force is to assure the law of the Republic, compliance with the Constltutlon

1
and laws, and the conservation of public order", 0 The military in a sense

9 Quoted by Christopher Band MLetter from la Paz", New Yorker (December 31, 1966)
p.50 - , . ‘ c - )

10 Major General Julio Alsogarasy, New York Times (March 6, 1966), p.26; Rosendo
A. Gomez, "Perui ‘The Politics of Militsry Guardisnship", in Martin C. Needler,
ed., Political Systems. of Latin Amerlca (Prlnc&ton, D. Van Nostrand Company,

1964), pp. 301- 02
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assume constltutlonal functlons analogous to those of the Supreme Court

of the Uhlted States. they have a respon81b111ty to preserve the polltlcal

order and hence are drawn into politics at times of erisis or controversy
\ gz,\ ﬂf to veto actions by the "polltlcal" branches of government .- {béﬂl devizte
v~ from the essentials of that system. Yet they are also concerned- about
ﬂﬂ/)( 5&“;3) their own institutional integrity aﬁd hence divided among themselves in the

military equlvalents of "judicial activists" and "judicial self-restralners"

The extent to which the military are locked in a middle-class outlook suggesis

that the expectations.that the military will increasingly become a force for

reform are likely to. be unfounded. It has, for instance, been suggested that

the future will see the emergence of a Latln American Nasserism, that is,

"the assumption by Latin American armed Torces of the same kind of moderniz-

ing and reformlng respon51b111t1es that the mllltary have assumed in the

11

Near East.” Many Latin Americans, civilians as well as colonels, See 8

Nasserite solution as the most promising path toward soclal economic, .

and political development. These hopcs have’little chance of resglzatlon..

Most Latin American societies are beyond the possibilities of Nasserism. They

f*~ruﬂf are Yoo complex, too highly articulated, too far advanced economically to

be susceptlble to salvation by military reform. As Latin America has

modernized, the role of the military has become more conservative.:'Between
1935 and 1944, 50% of the coups in Latin America had reformist objectives
. of. changlng the economic and spcial status quo; between 1945 and 1954, 23% .
; of the coups had’ these ‘objectives; between 1955 and 1964, only 17o dld.12
"o say that the Brazil of the 1960g needed a Nasser was somewhat 11ke {
- saying that the Ru381a of the 1960s needed a Stolypin. The two types of

1eadersh1p were simply irrelevant to the stage of development whlch these

gocieties had reached. In the 1960s, an Iran or an Ethiopia could use a

Stolypin, and in Latin America there was perhaps room for a Nascer in Halti

- ' Paraguay, Nicaregua, or even the Dominican Republie, But the rest of the

‘continent was simply too highly developed for such zn attractively 51mp1e

panacea.

-

o

Ag society becomes more complex, it becomes more difficult for mllltary

-officers, first, to exercise power effectively and then. to seize power %;3

successfully. As a reasonably small, socially homogeneous and highly

disciplined and coherent group, the dominent elements in the officer corps

1l

12

Lievwen,Generals vs. Pres1dents, p. 138. See pp. 136~41 for
good evaluation of posslbllltles and obstacles to Latin Amerlcan
Nagserism. _ : C e

Needler, "Political Develnpment”. pp. 619~20

y - 4



11

can act reasonably effectively as a leadership cadre in s society which

is still Ielatlvely uncomplex and unclfferentlated. As the praetorian
society becomes more complex and dlfferentleted, the number of social

groups end forcas multlplles and the probleme of coordination and

 interest aggregetlon become 1ncre351ng1y complex. In the absence of
effeotlve central polltlcal 1nst1tutione for the resolution of social
confllcts, the mllltary become elmply one of several relatively insulated
and autonomous socisl forces. Their capacity to elicit support and to
induce 000peration'decline5a In addition, of course, military officers

are not neoessarily skilled in the esoteric arts.of negotiation, compromise,
and mass appeal which are requimed for political action in a complex society.
A more simple scciety can be spurred, commanded, and led toward an objective.
"~ But where social differentiation is well advanced, the politieal leader must
be e balancer and oOmpromiSer; The tendency of the military to choose a
guardian Tole in the more complex‘societies in itself ‘indicates some

ewareness of the dlfflcultles of integrating social forces.

The selzure of power by the mllltary in e coup designed to veto the
expan51on of polltlcal pertlolpatlon brings only temporary relief %o the
political system. The groups which partlclpate in the coup are usually
united only by their desire to stop or to reverse the tendencies’ which they
consider subversive of bolitical order. Once the military are in power, the
coup coalition begins to split. It may fragment into small cliques, each
attempting to push its own ends. More frequently, 1t divides into two
broad factlons. the radlcels and the moderates, the hard—linere end the
_soft llners, the ggrllas and the legallstas. The struggle between the
,moderatec and the radlcals mey focus on a number of issues, but typically
the key issue is the return of power to 01villans- Invarlebly, the junta
_which comee to power in a veto oouﬁ ﬁromisee a quick surrender of power amnl
 retorn-to nommel oivilien rule. The hard- liners argue, however, that the
mllltary must stay in power to bar permanently the civilian groups which they
ousted from power and to 1mpose structural reforms on the polltloal system,
The hard llners are usually etatlet 1n economlcs and euthorltarlan in politics.
The moderates, on the other hand, usuelly view the aims of the coup &s more
| limited. Once the obaeotlonable polltical leaders have been removed from the
scene and a few polltioal and admlnlstratlve ohanges 1ntroduced, they feel
that they heve done their Job, and they are ready to retire to the’ political
81dellnes.. As in the breek-through coups whlch mark the rise ‘of the middle-
class %o polltloal action, the moderates in the’ veto coups ueually come to

power first, They are moderate, however, not’ becauee they are willing to
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compromise withﬁthe existing oligarchy, but because they may be willing to
cbmpromise with the emerging mass movements. The radicals, on the other
hand, resist thé expanéion of political participation, In the break-through
coup, the radiecal does not compromise §jith the oligarchy; in the veto coup
the.radioal'does not compromise with the masses. One hasteus history; the

other resists it.

The basic dilemma in the guardian role involvés the two assumptions
that the army is above politics and that the army should intervene in
politics to prevent changes in the political system. The guardian role
of the military is based on the premise that the causes of military inter-

~vention arise from temporary and extréordinary disruptions of the political
system, In fact, however, the cauées are endemic to the political system
and are the unavoidable consequence of tﬁe modernization of society. They
cannot be removed simply by eliminating people. In addition, once the army
does block the conguest of power bylanother social grohp, institutional and
personal self-interest combine to make the officers deathly fearful of

the retaliation which may be visited upon them if they ever withhold their
veto. Hence the incentives to intervene escalate, and the army becomes
irreversably committed to insuring that the once-prdscribed group hever

acquires office,

The Military and Political Development

In simple societies a sense of community mskes possible the
deve}opmeht of political institutions. In ﬁore~complicated societies a
primary, if not the primary, function of political institutions is to make
the community more of a community. The interaction between the political
order and the social order is thus a dynamic and dialectical one: initially
the latter plays the major role in shaping the former, subsequently the
former plays the more important role in creating the latter. Praetorian
isodieties, however, are‘caught in a vicious c¢ircle. In its simpler forms the
praetoriﬁn socliety lacks community and this obstructs the development of
political institutions. In its more complicated forms, the lack of effective
political institutions obstructs the development of community. 4s a result,
strong tendencies exist in a praetorian society gencouraging it to remain in
that condition. Attitudes and behaviour patterns, once developed, tend to

remain and to repeat themselves. Praetorian politics becomes embedded in the

culture of the society.
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When such conditions exist in a culture, the question necessarily

arises: How can they be remedied? Under what 01rcumstanoes is 1t possible' (iff“‘\
to move from a society of politicized social forces to one in which there /L
is legitimacy and authority? Can a praetorian society 1lift itself by its ‘
bootstraps? Where in such a society is there a fulerum which can be used ﬁé
%o move the socciety out of that condition? Who or what can create the. éﬂ? ;%{%f
common interests and the integrating institutions necessary to traosform -

a praetorian society into a civiec order?

These quesfions obviously have no obvious snswers. Two generalizations,
however, can perhaps be made about the movement of socletlea from praetorlan
disunity to civiec order. First the earller this development takes place in
the process of modernlzatlon and the expans1on of polltlcal part1c1patlon,
the lower the oosts Wthh it imposes on soolety. Conversely, the more
complex the soolety-the more difficult it becomes to create in%egratiﬁg
political institutions. Second, at each stage in the broadeoing of political
participation, the opportunltles for frultful polltloal action rest with
different social groups and different types of polltlcal leaderS. For
8001et1es in the radieal praetorlan phase, the leadership in the creation
of duiable polltlcal institutions obviously must come from middle-class social

forces and must appeal to such forces.

The ability of the military to play this developmental role or
even to play a modernizing role depends upon the combinatlon of social
forces in the 3001ety. The 1nf1uence of the mllltary in a praetorlan
5001ety changes w1th the level of partlclpatlon. In the oligarchical phase,
‘llttle dlstlnctlon usually exists between mllltary and civilian leaders, and
the polltlcal scene is domlnated by generals or at least individuals bearing
the title of general. By the tlme a society has moved 1nto the radical-
middle class phase, the officer corps has usually become more sharply .
_dellneated as an 1nst1tutlon, 1nf1uence is ohared between mllltary and
othef social forces; and a 11mited degree of polltlcal institutionalization

may take place within the framework cf a narrowly defined and non-expansible

. political system. Military intervention is f requently intermittent, with

an alternation of military juntas and eivilian ones and with the gradual
emergence of more powerful, counteroalancing, civilien groups. Finally,

in the mass preetorian phase, the influence of the mllltary is circumscribed
by the emergence of large, popular movements. Consequently, the opportunities
for the creation of polltlcal 1nst1tut10ns under mllltary auspices are greatest

in the early phases of radical praetorlan gociety.



14

For a 3001ety to escape from praetorlanlsm:requlres voti: the
.coalescence of urhan and rural interests and the creation of ney. polltical
1nst1tutlons.- The distinctive social aspect of radical praetorlanlsm is
the dlvorce of the city. from the countrysides polltlcs is dombat among
mnddle-clags urban groups, no one of which has reasoﬁ to promote social
consensus or_political order. The social pre—conditidn of the establighment
of stability is the‘reappearance in politics of the social forces dominant
in the countryside; The intelligentsia has the brazins; the milifary’haﬁe
the guns; the peasants, hawever, have the numbers and the votes. Political
' stability requires a coalition between at least two of these social forces.
Given the hostility which ususlly develops between the two most politically
articulate elements of the middle.class, & ¢oalition of brains and guns
‘against numbers is rare indeed. If it does come into existence, as in
Turkey during the Ataturk period, it provides only a tempofary and fragile
stability; eventuslly, it is overwhelmed by the entry of the rural masses
into politics. A coa;ition between the intelligentsia and the peasants,
in contrast, usually-inVOives revolution: the d--struction of the existing
system as a prerequisite to the creation ofla new, more stable one. The
thira'route to stable govermmeni is by the coalescence of gu”s and numbers
against brains. It is this possibility which offers the military in a
radical praetorian society the opportunity to move their society from

praetorianism to civic order.

The ability of the military to develop stable political institutiens
depe .2s first upon their ability to identify their rule with the masses of
the peasantry and to mobilize the peasantry into politics on their side, In
meny instances, this is precisly what modernizing military rulers who have
come to power in the early stages of radical praetorianism have attempted to
do. The support of rural elements 1s only s precondition to the development
of political.institutions by a military regime. Initially, the legitimacy
of a modernizing military régime comeé from the promise it offers for the
future. But eventually, this declines as a source of legitimacy. If the
regime does not develop & political structure which institutionalizes some
principle of legitimacy, the.result can only be a military oligarbhy:in which
power is passed among the oligarchs by means of couﬁs dtetat, and which also
stands in dangér of révolutionary-ovefthrow by new social forces which it
" does not ‘possess the instifutional mechanisms for assimilating. The
altérnative is for the military to retain power but at the same time
institutionalize it., There is no necessary conflict between their personal
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interests and those of political institutiona;;zétipn. They c¢an, in a

sense, convert military intervention in politics into military‘partfcipetion

W Tities. Militar& intervention violates whotever rules of the game
may exist and undermines the integrity of the political order and fhé
basis of legitimacy. Mllitary participation means playlng the political
game in order to create new political institutions. The initial inter-
vention mey be 1lleg1t1mate, but 1t acquires legitimacy when it is
converted into partlclpatlon and the assumption of respon51bllity for the
creation of new political institutions which will make impossible and
unnecessary future interventicns by both the military and other social
forces. Intermittent military intervention to stop polities or to suspend
politics is the essence of praetorianism. Sustained military participation

" in polities méy lead & society away from praetorianism.

The principsl cobstacle to %he military's playing this role in
radical praetorian societles comes not from objective social and political
conditions but from the subjective attituﬁes of the military téward politics
and toward themselves. %he probiem is military opposition to politics.
Mi’itary leaders can easily envision themselves in a guardian role; they
Ga.. -Lso picture themselves as the far-geeing impartial promotexrs of social
and economic reform in their societies. But, with rare exceptions, they
shriﬁk from assuming the role of political organizer. In particular, they
condemn political pafties. 'They try to rule the state without parties, and
they thereby cut off the one major way in which they'could hope to move

their countries out of theéir practorian condition.

In Burma and Egypt, for instance, the efforts by military leaders
to organize mass association t6 institutionalize participation and to
legitimize their power came 1o naughi. In both cases the leaders had to
redirect their efforts to what was in fact, if not in name, & cadre party.
In Pakistan, Ayub Khan's institutional inlovations required the reintroduct-
ion of political parties to make them operate effectively. In all three
caseg, the leaders resiéted political parties, but were eventuslly compelled
either to accept tem or to accept continued illegitimacy and instability.
In other cases, military leaders have been ﬁore willing %Yo organize
political parties and-to start the process of building modern political
institutions which could create a basis of parnanent political stability and
authority. Pérhaps the most striking example of political institution-
building by generals is Mexico, where at the end of the 19203 Calles and
the other military leaders of the Revolution created the Mexican Revolutionary
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Party and in effect institutionaligzed the Revolution. The creation of this
institution mede it possible for the political gystem to assimilate a
'var1ety of new soclal forces, labor and agrarlan, vhich rose to prominence
under Cardenas in the 1930s. It also created a politlcal ingtitution which
was able to maintain the integrity of the politlcal gphere against disrupt-
ive social forces. During the n;neteenth century, Mexioco had the worst
_record of militery interventions in politios of any Letin American’ country.
After the 1930s, its military stayed out of polities, and.Mexicblbecame

ohe of -the few Latin American countries poéséssiﬁg some form of insbitut-
ional immnity to militery coups d'etat. o “

The achievement of the Mexican militaiy waé duélicated by Mustafe
Kemel and the Turkish generals without benefit of a complete social -
revolution. The Turkish Hepublican Peoples Party and the Mexican Revelutionary
Institutional Party were both founded by polltlcal generals, In both cases,
the btulk of the leadership of the party came from” the ranks of the military.
In both cases also, however, the party acquired an institutional existence
~ apart from‘those'g:oups who initiglly created 1t, In both perties (although
: more pronouncedly iniMexico than in Turkey ) the'miiitary lsaders were
 civilianized and oiyilian 1e§dgrs in'due course replaced military ones.
Both parties, as wedl-orgenized politicél groupings, were agble to establish
: an'effective politicai counferweight to.the militéry. In Mexico, the tap
leadershlp of the party and of the ccuntry was transferred from military to
" ¢ivilian hands in 1946.. By 1958 military men accounted for only seven
| of twenty-nine state governors 3nd two of elghteen cabinet ministers.
"Inside the ruling party and inside the government itself c1v1lian _profess-
ionals predomlnate“, ohe expert obszrved in the early 19608; "they are the
real policy-makers. The army is under ‘their control. On issues that do not
concern the military establishnent they can act without consulting the
armed forces, and tﬁey'can, and:do'ét times, oppose. it on military issues"l5
In Turkey 8 simllar, although not quite as successful, process of civiliani~
zation also occurred through the mechanism of the ruling party In 1924
the chief of staff was excluded from the cablnet. The'number of former
militery offlcers in polit1ca1 p031tions gradually .declined. In 1920, officers
constituted 17% of the Grand National A sembly; in 1943, 12.5%; and in
1950 only 5%. A% the death of Mustafa Kemsl in 1938, leadership was trans-
fErred to his asaociate Ismet‘Inonu, 'who like Kemsl haé come out of .the army

13 Edwin Lleuwen, Armg and Politics in Letin Amerlca (New York, Frederick
Praeger, 1960), p.119, - o
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but who had functioned for two decades in civilian roles. In 1948, the

firet cabinet was formed which did not includé any former military officers,
and in 1950, of cdgrSe, elections were held in which the opposition |

party peacéfully acquired power: A decade later; the efforts of the leader-
ship of this party to suppress opposition provoked the Turkish military,

in the name of the Kemalist tradition, fo reenter politics and to establish
a short-lived military regime, which in 1961 returned power to a freely
elected civilian party regime. Mexico and Turkey are two noteworthy examples
ﬁhere parties csme out qf the womb in the army, political generals created

a'poiitical party and the political party put an end to political generals.

In the two decades after World War II, the most notable effort by
military men to duplicate the achievements of the Turkish and Mexican
generals was made in Xorea. For almost two years after he took power in
South Kores in the summer of 1961, Genergl Fak Chung Hee was under
pressure by the United States to reestablish civilian rule and under
pressure by the hardliners in his own army to retain power and keep the
civilians out. He attempﬁed to resolve this dilemma by promising elections
in 1963 and arranging in a Kemalist manner %o shift the base of his power
fro: "1e army to a political party. In contrast to the military leaders
of Egypt and Pakistan, those of Korea acéeptéd and provideé for poelitical
parties in the new constitution which théy drew up for their country.

Far from discouraging or forbidding parties, the constitution gave them
special stress. In three years, a militar& junta transformed itself into
& political institution. In three years, military intervention in polities
with power based on the praetorian use of force had been conrérted into
military participationrin politics with authority based on popular support
anrd legitimated by electoral competition.

The achievements of Ayub Khan in Pakistan, of Calles and Cardenas in
" Mexico, of Kemal and Inonu in Turkey, of Pak and Kim in Korea, plus those

of othere such as Rivera in El Salvador, show that military leaders can be

* »ffective builders of political institutions. Experience suggests that

they can play this role mogt effectively in a society where social forces
are not fully articulated, if they are willing to follow the Kemalist model.
In meny of these countries, the military leaders are intelligent; energetic,
progressive. They afe less corrupt - in the narrow sense - ard more identif-
ied with national goals and national development than most civilians., Their
problem is more often subjective than objective., For they must recognize
that guarxdianship serves only to corrupt further the scclety which they wish
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to purify and that economic development without political institutionaliz dign

leads only to social stagnation. To move their society out of the praetorian
or attempt to sfop politics.

cycle, they cannot stand above politiecs/ "Instead they must make their

way through politics.

At each level in fhe broadening of political participation, certain
options or possibilities for evolution may exist, which if not acted upon
disappear quickly. At the oligarchical level of praetorianism, a viable,
expansible party system, depende upon the action of the sristocrats ox
oligarchs. If they take the initiative in the search for Votes and the
development of party organization,ra country may weli move out of its
praetorian @onditipn? in that phase. If it does not, if miadle-dlass groups
Begin to pai%iéipafe in & praetorian political milieu, the opportunify to
act passes to the military. For them modernization is not encugh, and
guardianship is too little. What is required of the military leaders is a
more positive effort to shape a new polifical order, In many societies, the
opportunity which the military have for political creativity may be the last
realléhance fer political ingtitutionalization,short of the totalitarian
road. If the military fail to seize that opportunity, the broadening of
- paz.isipation transforms the society into a mass praetorian system. In
guch & system, the opportunity to create political institutions passes from
the military, the apostles of order, to thos other middle-class leaders who

are the apostles of revolution.

In such a society, however, revolution and order may well become
allies. Cliques, blocs, and mass movements struggle directly with each
other, each with its own weapons. Violence is democratized, polities
demoralized, society at odds with itself. The ultimate product of degenera-
tion, is a peculiar reversal in political roles. The truly helpless society
is not one threatened by revolution, but one incapable of it., In the normal
polity, the conservative is devoted to stability, end the preservation of
oxder, while the radical threatens these with abrupt and violent change. But
what meaning do concepts of conservatism and radicalism have in a completely
chaotic society where order must be created through a positive act of political
will? 1In such a societ§‘who then is the radical? Who is the conservative?

Is not the only true conservative the revolutionary?
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1. rConcept and Technique

Traditionally, guerrilla war and insurgency are tactical concepts.
During the past twenty years, however, a variant of small-scale action known
as "people's revolutionary" war has emerged as a strategic technique. It is
the purpose of this paper to examine the strategic possibilities and limitations
of this technique, in the light of recent history. T shall attempt to show
that people!s revolutionary war, though capable of dramatic strategic successes -
as in China, Vietnam and Algeria - is a weapon of limited potency wheﬁ used by
a Power far from the field of military action., This conclusion is, at any rate,
strongly suggested by the experience of the past few years in Africa and Latin
America,

Although the concept of people's revolutionary war emerged during the

Chinese civil war, it is more properly described as a Sino-Vietnamese theory.

Certain individual, though in practice ineffectual, modifications were made as

-8 consequence of Fidel Castro's successful insurrections in Cuba., Care must be

taken, however, to distinguish between theory and practice, between technique

“and theory.

In China, Mao Tse-tung assumed popular support for his revolutionary
guerrillas in the theoretical writings distilled from his experience in fight-
ing the Japanese occupying forces and the army of Chiang Kai-shek's central
government, In the special circumstances of China in the 1930's and 1940's,
he does in fact appear to have achieved popular gupport. China was entering
the final and agonizing phase of a century of foreign occupation, humiliation,

c¢ivil conflict and general disorder. Chiang Kai-shek!s régime, though itself

" revolutionary in a republican and nationalistic sense, was both corrupt and brutal;

landlordism, warlordiem and the effect of China's population explosion, all

afflicted the peasantiry.



=

B& pfomiéiﬁg iand to the peasants and enforcing a strict code of courtesy
and consideration for agrlcultural needs on his soldlers, Mao achieved the
practical ideal enshrined in his famous dlctum about the army moving among
the people as a fish in water. He could offer protectlon against the
depredations of the warlords and of .the Kuomintang army. The fact that China
was occupied by Japan added a further dimension to his revolutionary war effort,
The peasant soldiers who rallied to hié banner did so from patriotic as well
as other motives. Indeed, the needs of patriotism and reveolution happlly
co-incided. An important consequence of these favourable c1rcumstances was that
Mao had no need, broadly SPeaklng, to resort to coercive terrorism during his

years of military struggle.

The enormous size of the country was yet another advantage to Mao. His
concept of "protracted war" spanned three stages. 4During the first, the
revolutionary forces, being relatively weak, must be prepared to retreat.
Unhampered by a cumbersome supply machine, the guerrillas could withdraw, if
necessary, over thousands of miles. The pursuing forces, whether Japanese or
Kuomintang, could follow only up to a point, The time would come when they
must stop to consolidate their territorial gains, their lines of communication
having been stretched to near breaking point. Orice the pursuing forces were
immobilized, the revolutionary guerrillas could begin harrassing them, in the
second stage, during which they would captuie as many weapons as possible and
set about training and eguipping a régular armys The third stage was that of
the "revolutionary final offensive'", Exhausted and demoralized, and surrounded
by a hostile population permeated by the revolutionaries, the enemy forces would
. face inevitable defeat., By this time, the revolutionary army, itself sirong,

well-equipped and experienced, could deal the death blow,

In both Indochina wars, patriotism was also a powerful rallying cry - first
against the French and later against the Americans, But the relatively
regtricted and congested territory available to the guerrillas in Vietnam ruled
out the protracted geographical attrition that had been possible in China.

- Moreover, until 1949 (when the French-gponsored Bao Dai administration took

office in Saigon), the Vietnamese revolutionaries lacked the "advantage" of an
.indigenous central administration that could be blamed for oppressing or

neglecting the peasant, and thus serve as a rallying cry to supplement that of
patriotism against the foreign occupier. Indeed, from 1945 to 1949, the only
‘indigenous administration worthy of the name was that of Ho Chi Minh's own
Democratic Republic of Vietnam, which the ex-Emperor Bao Dai himself served for

a while. All three of the major figures in the Vietnamese revolution - Ho Chi Minh,
Vo Nguyen Giap and Truong Chinh - were deeply influenced by China's example.
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The theories of revolutionary war elaborated by the second and third of the

triumvirate reflected this debdbt.

On the political front, too, they vorrowed from Mao Tse-tung, and the
Vietminh, or League for the independence of Vietn&m, drew heavily on Mao's
"united front" policy. Initially, the Vietminh attracted a wide spectrum of
Vietnamese nationalists, and this was important, in the early stages, in giving
a "patriotic" character to the revolution. When the true communist character
of Ho's régime became apparent, however, many of the non-communist nationalists -
including Bao dai - deserted Hanoi., The French were very late in taking
advantage of this development, and their lateness must be deemed one of the

causes of their final defeat.

Whatever the causes, the Vietnemese Communists resorted both disruptive and
coercive terrorism during both Indochina wars. The disruptive terrorism -
including attacks on the French community - were to some extent "legitimate",
in that they were aimed at the main.enemy. In South Vietnam, however, a non-
communist member of the Vietmink, Nguyen Binh, developed coercive methods of
terror against the civilian population which were to become gadly characteristic
of both Indochina wars. In the war against the French - ,as in the Malayan
Emergency some years later - coercive terrorism was undoubtedly used to counter-
productive excess. In the second Indochina war, on the whole, coercive terrorism
was far more selectively applied; though it continued to be an indispensable

element in the Vietnamese Communist approach.

Since we-are concerned here with the strategic uses that may be made of the

new technique of revolutionary war, it may be useful to point out that:-

1, Mao's forces did not defeat Japan's in a strategic sense,

2. They did defeat Chiang's army, but only after the Russians, in their
last-hour-offensive, had handed over vast quantities of seized nationalist
arms and equipment in Manchuria.

'3, Chiangt!s régime largely collapsed because of its own internal "contradict-
ions", i.e.'corruption, inflation and demoralization, '

44 Though disastfoﬁs, especially in terms of morale, Giap's defeal of the.
French at Dien Bien Phu wes not in itself gtrategically decisive. The
French could have fought on. France's collapse was due to a combination
of domestic factors, including war weariness, the weakness of successive
governments, the high cost of the war in buman as well as financial terms,
énd 80 on. For reaséns that need not be elaborated here, Bao Dai's

administration did not prove an alternative focus of nationalist support.
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5. The geographical proximity of China was g decisive factor in the
Vietnamese Communist victory. After Mao's troops had eétablished
themselves along the northern frontier of Xontieng, sanctuary for
the Vietminh and logistic support along short communicafion lines
became possible. Although Giap lacked air support,;he was abie in

the end to achieve a decisively superior concentration of artillery.

Let us turn now to the Cuban experience. Despite later claims to the
contrary, the Cuban conflict was not, in the Sino-Vietnamess sense, a people'!s
revolutionary war, It began as the revolt of a small group of intellectuals,
led by Fidel Castro. The Communists stayed aloof during the confliet, though
they later joined the victorious band-wagon. The peasant who had nothing to
lose, and potentially much to gain, Jjoined the revolutionaries and fought with
them. In the end, the corrupt and repressive dictatdrship of Batista collapsed,

and Fidelistas had a walk-over victory.

Generalizing from this rather special case of limited partisan warfare,
Cagtro's guerrilla tacticiang, Major Ernesto "Che" Guevara, argued that the
orthodox Communists - in Mog%g% 3§3P%%ﬁ§ﬁg Eh%grg ﬁ%ggéu§.3%/“8%%gc%§vg“c?eSSfUI %ﬁ%K
conditions were ripe., The mere fact of fighting, he added, would create the
right conditions for a successful revolution, Iater, Castro's young French
admirer Régis Debray, went still further, by ‘rejecting ;he concept of a united
front, and even that of a special leading role for the Communist Party. Until
victory had been achieved, he wrote, both the political and the military leader-
ship must be vested in one man, and throughout the struggle military priorities

must take precedence over politics.

2+ _The first phase: 1948-.54

During this phase, people's revolutionary war achieved two majbr étrategic
succegses: in China in 1949, and in Vietnam in 1954. 1In neither of these wars
was Russia involved, except marginally. Sfalin, who wag highly sceptical of
Mao's theories of peasant revolution, gave him no help until victory was in
sight and then only as an incidental bonus in Russia's own milifary strategy
agaipst Japang iﬁdeed, he maintained more or less correct diplomatic rélations
with Chiang Kai-shek throughout the Chinese civil war., He 4id, of course,
contribute indirectly to Ho Chi Minh's victory over the Frencﬁ by despatching
vast quantities of Soviet and Czech armaments across Siberia and China. But
I know of no evidence that Moscow "ordered" Ho to launch his insurrection
against the french Republics, Indeed, the evidence suggests that Giap and other
militants tobk the initiative while Ho was in France negotiating'with the French

government in 1946 and forced his hand.
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Thus,. although the Soviet Union, at least initially, made enormous
strategic gaing as a result of the Chinese communist victory, and no% uniﬁportant
ones as a result of the French defeat in Vietnam, it cannot be said thét these
gains were the outcome of consciocus planning on Moscow's part - except_in the
general and indirect sense that Moscow had employed Ho Chi MinhAfor many years

as a Comintern agent in South-Dast Asia,

During that period, however, the Russians did make a concerted effort to
win strategic gains by launching parallel revolutionary wars in a number of
countries in that area. To put it that way is. only mildly to strain thg.
language. Of course the Russians did not themselves take part in.the
insurrections they fostered in 1948: but at that time, Stalin's empire still
maintained its monolithiec unity, and Communist Parties .everywhere were obedient

instruments of his foreign policies.

When Stalin decided that revolutionary violence was to be used in South-
Bast Asia three years after the end of the Second World War, however, he was
not making conscilous use of the technique of people!s revolubiocnary war.
Rather was he acting from pre-formulated ideological postulates. Vhen most of
© South-Fast Asia was under Japanese occupation, resistance movements had sprung
up, and in most of them the local Communists had played a dominant part. This
militancy did not, however, bring the expscted prize of political power when
the fighting was over. Instead, the defeated imperial powers -~ Britain, France
and Hollahd - had returned and resumed control over their colonial possessions.
And then, contrary to the theoretical assumptions of Leninism and Stalinism,
the "imperialist" American and British had begun to discard their colonies.
This had already happened in the Philippines, India, Pakistan, Ceylon and Burma.
In all these countries "bourgeois nationalist® régimes had come to power. The
ideologist therefore argued that the national revolution in these countries was
incomplete, and that it must now be "completed" by the removal of the existing

authorities.

Before the war, the natural instrument for the furtherance of such an aim
would have been the Comintern, but* this organization had been formally dissolwved
during the war, In 1947, it was - in effect ~ revived under the name of
Cominform. In September of that year, the new body met in Poland and Zhdanov,
at that time Stalin's right-hand man, made an important speech in which he
argued that the time had come for the colonial peoples to "overthrow their
oppressors™., This message was carried to Communist Parties throughout the world

through the Cominform journal, For a lasting Peace, for a People's Democracy.
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More precise instructions were given in Calcutta the following February, at
an Asian"youth'conference sponsored by the World Federation of Democratic
Youth and the Intérnational Union of Students, both Communist-controlled
front organizations, The detailed execution of plans in these countries,

however, was left to individual Communist Parties.

Within a few months, Communist-led insurrections broke out almost
simultaneously in Burma, the Philippines, Malaya, Indonesia and India, The
point of interest to us in this paper is that they were all unsuccessful, for
reasons which may be summarized as follows:

1, In Burma, the Communists were unable 1o appeal to nationalist
aspirations, since the country was alréady independent. After a while
the two Communist insurgent groups - White Flag and Red ¥Flag - became
just two more of the many insurgent groups that plagued Burma.

2. In Indonesia, the nationalists had already proclaimed independence,
although the Dutch had not yet transferred sovereignty. The Communists
could not compete with the nationalist leaders, Sukarno and Hatta, and

. their rebellion was quickly crushed.

3, The Philippines had already been granted independence, but the Quirirno
régime was notoriously corrupt and the peasants were severely oypressed.
The Communists were able to exploit this situation through the Huk
guerrillas, whose insurrection was not defeated until the 1950's.

4o In Malaya, on the other hand, independence was not even in sight.

Hence, there was somé credibility to the Communist qall for liberation.
In the end, the insurrection was defeated by a combination of police and
military operations, together with political progress towards independences

The whole process was spread out over twelve years (1948-60).

What conclusions emerge from this brief study of the first phase? The first
is that the technique of people's revolutionary war, if resolutely applied by
a totalitarian party, may bring devastating results when it is harnessed to'a’
nationalist cause, as in China and Vietnam. The second is that to launch
insurrections from preconceived ideological motives and in conditions that are

irrelevant to local needs is gelf-defeating..

In terms of a model to be applied.elsewhere, the most interesting of the
examples we have considered was undoubtedly that of the first Indochina war,
in which the Vietminh demonstrated that a totalitarian party, using coercive
terrorism to enforce conformity on the population, and disruptive terrorism to
make normal administration and public order impossible, is capable - given the
proximity of friendly territory - to hold a great Power at bay and in the end

inflict defeat. The lesson has not been lost, as a study of the next phase shows,
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The first Indochina war was scarcely over when the Algerian war began.
The handful of Algerians who formed the FLN (Front de Lib&ration Nationale)
were not Communists, but had closely studied the methods of the Vietminh in
Iﬁdochina. They were ruthless in their use of disruptive terrorism in Algiers
and other cities, and coercive terrorism both against their own countrymen in
Algeria and among Algerians living in France, They received considerable
material and financial help from the Arab countries - and in the later stages
of the war « from China. Although far from the territory of any friendly
great Power, they enjoyed the sanctuary of acquiescent neighbouring countries,

Morocco to the West and Tunisia to the East,.

From the logistical standpoint, the French defenders were much better
situated than they had been in Indochina, or than the Americans were during
the second Indochina war, The French, on their side, were egually ruthless,
and smashed the terrorist organizations in Algiers by means that included
torture. -Geographical proximity and a preponderance of advanced weapons
helped the French gradually to establish mastery over Algerian terrain. 3By
1961 or 1962, French control over Algeria - in the military sense - was more
or less complete, and the bulk of the ALN (the Army of the National Liberation
Front) had taken refuge in Tunisia,

During the last two years of the conflict (which began in November 1954
and did not end until the spring of 1962), the French suffered for a second
time the bitter disillusion of revolutionary war, Though conventional military
-victory was theirs, it 4id not follow that political or diplomatic success
would crown it. The travelling diplomats of the Algerian provisional government,
formed in 1958, scored increasing successes in rallying world opinion to their
side against French colonialism. Inside France, although the French were nore
passionately involved in a defence of the concept of "French Algeria', the
 climate of opinion graduallj turned égaiﬁst ah indefinite French military
commitment in that country, The Indochina war had shaken the Fourth Republic,
and the Algerian war brought it down, General de Gaulle, recalled by the
French settlers and the army, disappointed the hopes placed in him, and in the
end came %o tgrms with the FLN. The special potency of "revolutionary war" had

yet again been demonstrated.

In the second phase that now concerns us Algeria was the only major and
definitive success to be attributed to the technique of a revolutionary war.
Some other events are, however, worthy of comment. These includes:-

i, The beginning of the second Indochina war, in 1958, and the gradual

American involvement in that conflict.
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2. The World Communist Declaration of November 1960, in which the Soviet
TUnion and China defined a common attitude towards the "National
Liberation Movement". .

3« Fidel Castro!s victory in Cuba in January 1959.

4. A confusing series of involvementé by Communist Powers (especially China,
Russia and Cuba) in "liberation movements" of various kinds in Asia,

Africa and Latin America,
Let us comment on some of these developments.

The gecond Indochina war was in some respects a continuation of the first

"after an interval, with the United States replacing France as the "imperialist"
enemy to be dislodged by "people's revolutionary war". It originated in regional
insurgency against the authoritarian government of Ngo Dinh Diem by the political-
religious sects, mainly the Hoa Hao and the Caodai, with which the remnants of

the Communist Vietminh associated themselves. The Communists soon dominated

the insurgent groups; arms that had been concealed at the time of the CGeneva
settlement of 1954 were recovered, and cadres from South Vietnam who had gone

to the north for further itraining and indoctrination were sent southward again.
Once more, the initial appeal was to patriotism and anti-imperialism = the
Americans, as protectors of the Diem régime, having teken on the former French

role ag colonialist bogeymen.

The 0l1d techniques of disruptive and coercive terrorism were further _
refined, selectively applied and devastatingly successful. The central govern-
ment's asuthority over rural areas was effectively neutralized by murders of
village officials, while the youth of the country were terrorized into co-operating
with the revolutionary forces. The Diem régime proved highly wvulnerable to
these tactics, and despite some successes, was brought to the edge. of defeat

within foup years.

The Americans, who were initially involved only as advisers and suppliers,
were themselves drawn into.fhe conflict. During this period, the Chinese and
the Ruesians, though prodigal with verbal sﬁpport for the insurgents and their
North Vietnamese controllers, and moderately generoué with economic and military
supplies, kept out of the fight., True, the Russians under Khrushchev sent arms,
including aircraft; to the left—wing forces in ILaos; but there is evidence
that the Soviet leader himself conceded that this was a mistake, and that he

sought to rectify it by withdrawing from a potentially dangercus adventure.

The World Communist Declaration of 1960 is important both because it is

the last major policy statement to which both China and the Soviet Union subscribed,

and because the Russians camnot entirely free themselves of the need to abide or
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to appear to abide, by its provisions, if only to demonstrate that they are
stilllﬁrevolutionaries" in an increasingly competitive field. Specifically,

the 81 Communist Parties that attended the world meeting in Moscow in December
1960 recogﬁised "their duty to render the fullest moral and material assistance
to the peoples fighting to free themselves from imperialist and colonial
tyranny". With the semantics of communist jdrgon in mind, this amounted to a
call for aésistance, not only to movements fighting for colonial freedom, but
also for those fighting to remove non-communist governments in newly independent

countries,

In a speech on 6 January, 1961, Karuschev went further by specifically
endorsing aid to "revolﬁtionary wars", while on 6 December, 1963, Pravda
declared that it was the duty of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union to
give all political énd economic support to hational liberation movements - and

if necessary, support by arms., This obligation was reaffirmed the following

year by Mr. Khrushchev's successor as boss of the Communist Party, Mr. Brezhnev.

As I have suggested, Fidel Castrols victory in 1959 was not, in the true

sense, the outcome of a "people's revolutionary war', When Fidel Castro belatedly
discovered that he was a Marxist (at the end of 1961), Cuba became a bése and
training ground for revolutionaries and guerrilla fighters from various countries
in Africa and Latin America, Cuban-trained Africans seized power in Zanzibar

in December 1963, and Cubans themselves ﬁere involved in fighting or training
activities in the ex-Belgian Congo and Brazzaville in the early 1960'5.- We

shall return 1ate: to Cuba's far more extensive revolvement in revoluticnary

violence in latin America,

Of the many examples of "national liberation" wars in Africa and Latin
America during this second phase, we need . say no more at this stage than that
all were unsuccessful., Let us turn now to the recent past and to the problematical

future.

4. The third phase: 1965~

The third and current phase in this arbitrary classification has been
marked bys the escalation of the third Indochina war into a major éonflict involv-
ing the United States on the one hand and, to an increasing though indirect
degree, the Soviet Union on the other; the proclamation by the Chinese of a new
world strategy of "national liberation"j the announcement of a policy on
similar lines by the late Cuban guerrilla leader Ernesto "Che" Guevara; the
emergence of a tri-continental organization based in Havana and devoted to the
promotion of revolutionary guerriila wars; and Moscow's pursuance of a policy

in which State and Party needs have often seemed to be in conflict.
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The contradiction between Péity and State policy in the Soviet Union_is

an important factor in this third phase. In Stalin's day, there was no such
conflict, or if there was it was relatively unimportant. A monolithic world
communist movement served the State interests of Russia as an imperiazl Power.
If State policy changed for tactical reasons, Communists Parties all over the
world obediently exeéuted the required somersault., Khrushchev was unable to
maintain this unity and obedience. His overt and secret speeches at the 20th
Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in 1956 destroyed Moscow's infallibility.
The doctrine "different roads to socialism" led to what the late Togiiaﬁti
called '"polycentrism", and Moscow lost its position as the sole fount of wisdom
in the communist world. Although the Sino-Soviet split of'1957-i960 was not
primarily ideological in character, it was thé culmination of the polycentric
syndrome, as it might be termed. Thereafter, the Party-State conflict in

Russia inevitably became more acute,

Although the Soviet ideologists did not share Mao Tse-tung's faith in
peasant revolutionary war as the royal road to revolution, they often felt
compelled to pay lip service to it, and even to provide material aid for
guerrillas, if only to show that they were as "revolutionary" as the Chinese;
and thus nip in the bud any trend towards defection from Moscow!s leadership
to Peking's. ABut this policy was often in conflict with the governmentt!s needs
of the moment. In Vietnam, for instance, Xhrushchev's distinction between
big, little and local wars did not remove the danger inherent in too open an
identification of the Soviet Union with North Vietnam, in that there was always
the possibility that it might lead to the kind of nuclear confrontation that
had opposed the Soviet Union to the United States over Cuba in 1962, which, on

grounds of State interests, Khrushchev wanted to avoid,

These considerations explain the extreme circumspection with which Moscow
approached the problems of conflict in Indochina. Despite lip service to the
cause of "national liberation" in Vietnam, the Russians gave virtually no
material asgsistance to the North Vietnamese for the firsf seven years bf'thé
second war. Indeed, by the summer of 1964, fhe Soviet leaders seem to have
decided to opt out of Indochina's crisis. On 26 July of that year, Moscow
threatened to withdraw from the "co-chairmanship" of the Geneva coﬁference,
which had been shared between Britain and the USSR, and under which the two
governménts were supposed to deal with difficulties arising out of the Geneva

agreement of 1954 and 1962 {the latter dealing with Laos). ;

Mr. R.A. Butler (as he then was) visited Moscow immediately afterwards as
Britain's Foreign Secretary, and is said to have been told by Khrushchev that

Russia had no taste for further involvement in Indochina. One of the things he
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may have had in mind was the fact that Soviet planes, sent to the Laotian
neutralist leader, Kong Iae at a time when the neutralists were workihg with
the communist Pathet Lao army were later used against the Communists. By
early 1965, however, Karushchev's successors seem to have decided that the
worst risks of a nuclear confrontation with America were now over, The

North Vietnamese seemed to be on the point of achieving, through the National

. Liberation Front, the distinguishing aim of revolutionary Wai - the complete
digsintegration of society and administration in South Vietnam. The Americans
had been unable to stem the tide by the mere provision of advisers and weapons,

and it seemed unlikely that they would venture further into the country.

This was the time chosen by Mr. Kosygin, the Soviet Premier, to commit
his government to massive military aid to North Vietnam. In so doing, he may
heve hoped to achieve two objectives: to demonstrate Russia's willingness and
ability to provide North Vietnam with modern weapons in contrast to Chinals
relative impotence, and to stake a claim for Russia as one of the major

participants in any future peace conference.

" While Mr, Kosygin and his high-powered team of ministers and advisers were
in Hanoi, however, the Vietcong in South Vietnam, probably on direct orders
from Hanoi,‘attacked American military installations, killing or wounding 70
Americans and destroying 17 helicopters and 3 transport planes, The Americans
retaliated by bombing attacks on North Vietnam., The great escalation had hegun,
and there are grounds for believing that Kosygin was surprised and indignant

at this unexpected turn of events.

Nevertheless Russia has supplied an ever—indreasing flow of advanced
weapons to North Vietnam, which have duly sent them sovthward "via the Ho.Chi Minh
trail" in Laos or by sea. To some extent therefore, the latter phaseé of the
Vietnam war have amounted to a fresh confrontation between America and Bugsia,

with the Amerieans directly; and the Russians indirectly, involved in the war,.

Undaunted by the disparity in ultimate power bhetween North Vietnam and the
United States, the most extreme wing of the leadership of the Lao Dong party
in Hanoi has followed an astonishingly bold, excruciatingly dangerous yet
basically sound strategy in South Vietnam, ®Escalating on their own account,
they have committed ever-larger conventional forces in South Vietnam, drawing
the American forces away from the countryside, and committing the Americans %o
an ever-rising spiral of military expenditure, thus exposing them to the full
force of a rising tide of public indignation and protest, carefully orchestrated
by the international Communist movement (which whatever its disunity on certain

ideological points, was united in opposing "imperialism" in Vietnam), and thus
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preparing for the "final offensive" that is the logical culmination of people's
revolutionary war. In the meantime, the Vietcong stepped up its terrorism in
the villages, to counter any military successes on the American and South
Vietnamese side, and went so far as to challenge the enemy's power within the
citadels in Saigon and other cities in the Tet offensive of 1968. True, the
trumpeted "final offensive™ failed to materialize, But much of the work of
rural pacification was shattered, President Johnson announced his decision not
to seek re-election, and preliminary talks began between the Americans and

North Vietnamese in Paris. There is every reason to hope, or fear, that another

major success for the technigue of people's revolutionary war is on the way.

Perhaps partly with the object of countering Moscow!s great propaganda
success in taking up the cause of Hanoi's liberation war, Peking launched a
new revolutionary world strategy in December 1965. The author of the policy
wag Marshal Lin Piao, Defence Minister and Vice-Chairman of the Chinese Politburo,
He expressed himself in an article entitled "Long live the victory of the people's
waxr", in which he called for the extension %o the entire world of the Maoist
theory of "encirclement of the cities from the countryside". On this world
scale, he said the capitalist countries were "the cities", and Asia, Africa and
Latin America were the "countryside'"; and he made it clear that the process of
"encirclement"” could be carried out only by people's wars led by Communists
ready to take China's revelutionary war as a model., Now one.glance at the
world map makes it clear that this much debated call for action was a purely
Utopian concept, since it is not physically possible for the world's "countryside®,
ag Lin Piao defined it, to encircle the world's "cities". As interpreted in
private, however, Chinese diplomats and other statesmen have made it clear that
by provoking people's revolutlonary wars 1n many countrles of Asia, Africa and
Latin America, they hoped to straln the mllltary and economic resources of the
- United States to breaking point, and indeed if one makes a simple arithmetical
| extrapolation from the example of Vietnam, it is possible that the experience
of Vietnam, repeated on a world scale, would indeed cause even the mighty

United States to run out of men and munitions.

This father wide-eyed notion evidently appealed to thé late "Che" Guevara,
ﬁho, in April 1967, issued a call from "somewhere in the world" to the Latin American
pecples to set up "new Vietnams" throughout the continent. About 15 months
earlier Havana had become the home of what a witty ambassador called the "guerrillas!
international”, A tri-continental organization set up in January 1966, with the
object of co-ordinafing the efforts of revolutionary guerrillas in the three

continents of the "third world" and helping them wherever possible.
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These wild, Utopian and essentially romantic calls for revolutionary
action by the Chinese and Cubans have deepened Moscow'!s dilemma. On the one
hand, the Russians cannot afford to appear to be cuthid by Communist Parties that
do not accept Moscow's leadership; on the other hand, they were realistic
enough to know that guerrilla warfare was unlikely to bring down the main
citadel of capitalism as quickly as the Cuban and Chinese might suppose.
Faced with this dilemma, the Russians have adopted an ambiguous policy, con-
sisting of paying lip service to individual "liberation wars" and actual aid -~

avin arms or training = for. selected revolutionary movements,

®h ' Jhe first Tri-continental Solidarity Conference in Havana in January. 1966
provided a good example of the inherent clash between Soviet Paty and+Stabe
interests., The Russians had sent a delegation, which subscribed to some of the
inflammatory resolutions passed by the conference. This immediately brought a
wave of protest from Latin American governments with'which VMoscow had diplomatic
relations, and which agsked Moscow how calls for their overtﬁrow, to which '
the Russians had subscribed, could be reconciled with friendiy intercoufse.
Moscow's response was to deny that the Soviet delegation at the Havana conference
had an officially representative character - a deception which deceived nobody.
However, the deepening disunity of the communist world has not, in fact, relieved

the non-communist world of revolutionary and subversive pressures.

Instead, it has been faced with what I have called "competitive subversion",
in which the main competitors are the Russians, the Chinese and the Cubans;
with further competition provided by certain "Trotskyist" groups in Latin
Americs, and a profusion of African "liberation movements", helped externally
not only by the communist Powers but also, at times, by such revolutionary or
.militant régimes as those of Algeria, the United Arab Republic and Nsxrumah's
Ghana,

While I have no wish to burden this text with excessive detail, it may be

useful to summarise the situation in the three continents of the Third World,

I have in mind insurgent activities now being supported by the communist Powers,

A, latin America

*

The main Castroite bodies arez-

Colombias: Ejercito de Libefdcién Nacional or ELH, under Fabio Vasques.
Venezuela: Fuerzas Armadas de Liberacidén Nacional and its political arm,

the Movimiento de Izgquierda Revolucionariaj together with the Douglas Brave
guerrilla group, formerly of the Venezuelan Communist Party, but now expelled.
Guatemala: Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldes, which, in August,k 1967, joined forces

with the pro-Chinese Movimiento Revolucionario 13 de Noviembre, led by
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Marco Antonio Yon Sosa (previously infiltrated by Trotskyites, now expelled).
The FAR is led by César lMontes,

Truguay: Movimiento Revoluocionario del Orxiente,

Argentina: Movimiento Peronista Revolucionario.

Peru: Movimiento d!'Izquierda Revolucionaria,.

Although Moscow!s policy, as expressed through Communist Parties loyal to
Russis - such as the Chilean and Venezuelan parties - has been in favour of

"constitutional" methods of struggle, the Russians are in fact involved in

revolutionary guerrilla movements.

Their policy is, in fact, opportunistic in that they hold that a Communist
?arty should be prepared‘for all forms of struggle, whether singly or in
combination, DPeaceful methods are advocated when they'séem to offer a chance
of success, and violent ones condemmed when their adoption is arbitrary and
failure likely. They have no taste for futile adventures that may interfere
with State to State relations, The Russians do, nevertheless, support armed
action in some Latin American countries, even when failure is likely, so long
as their own interests are unlikely to be damaged, One example of this
attitude is in the Soviet broadcasts in Quechua, calling on the Andean Indians
to revolt; another is Moscow!s . Radic Peace and Progress programmes, supporting

armed struggle, for instance in Venezuela - and Paraguay.

This opportuniém reflects, in some degree, the Soviet Union's complex
dilemma in Latin America, which lies in the difficulty of making sure Cuban
subversion does not get out of hand, while retaining control over the orthodox
Communist Parties and avoiding a direct confrontation with the United States,

.on the model of the Caribbean crisis of 1962,

Chinese activity in Latin America is still on an insignificant scale,

B, Africa

The Russians, Cubans and Chinese are all involved in varicus "liberation
movements'" in Africa; at different times, and in different ways, East European
countries have also been involved. The Russians in particular, supported rebel
guerrillas in the Congo (Leopoldville) in 1964, More recently, as the trials
"of African guerrillas in Rhodesia and South Africa have revealed, the Russians
have been - and presumably still are - providing training for revolutionary war,
both in those countries and in the Portuguese African dependenciess They were '

deeply involved in Nkrumsh's organization of terrorist or guerrilla groups.
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It is probably true to say that the Cubans and Chinese are more systematically
involved in revolutionary violence in Africa than the Russians or East Europeans.
As long ago as 1960, members of the Armée .de Libération Nationale Kamerounaise
were arrested on returning from China, where they had received guerrilla
training. The Chinese have provided ins?ructors in guerrilla warfare in train-
ing camps in Ghana (under Nkrumsh), Tanzania and Congo-Brazzaville., They are

8111l training terrorists and guerrilla fighters in China itself,

Cuba has been providing training courses for African guerrillas since 19613
in Africa itself, Cuban instructors have been at work in Congo-Kinshasa
(Leopoldville), Congo-Brazzaville (where their numbers have been reduced latierly)

and in Tanzania.

¢, Asia (South and South~East)

The most active revolutionary irredentist force in the area is, of course,

North Vietnam. We have considered the first and second Indochina wars., It
should never be forgotten that North Vietnam's territorial ambitions are not
confined to South Vietnam, but extend to Laocs, Cambodia and even Thailand.

The Pathet Lao movement in Laos was created by Ho Chi Minh's agents, and remains
entirely under Hanoi's control, Llarge areas of Laos are held by North Vietnam,
either through occupation by regulars of the North Vietnamese Army, oxr through
the Vietnamese-officered Pathet Lao "People's Liberation Army™.

In Cambodia, according to annouricements by the Chief of State, Prince
Sihanouk, last January and Februery, Vietnamese Communists are behind attempted
revolts in Battambang Province (along with Communists and with Peking's support),

and among the Montaguards of the Khmer Loeu district of North-East Cambodia.

In Thailand, the North Vieinamese are involved in the insurgency in the
North-Bagtern provinces, both through supporting activities by the Vietnamese
minority in that srea and through the Thai Communlst Party guerrllla training

school at Hoa Binh in North Vletnam.

We have already considered Ru551a's belated but extremely importaﬁt
involvement in the present Vietnam war. Apart from that, I know of no evidence
pointing to Soviet involvement in revolutionary war elsewhere in Soufh—East Agia,
although the Russians are, of course, involved in the affairs of various Communist

or left-wing parties, in competition with the Chinese.

What are the Chinese themselves up t0? One difficulty is in distinguishing
between verbal support and propaganda, on the one hand, and actual involvement
on the other, The Chinese press and radio report in great detail, with evident

approﬁal and in terms that imply a claim to paternity (e.g, attribution of
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guerrillé successes to the thoughts of Mao Tse-tung), virtually every local

war from India ﬁo-the Philippines. There is, however, no reason to believe
that the Chinese are materially involved in guerrilla fighting in the
Philippines or on the Sarawak-Indonesia border - although Peking's influence
over the Philippine Communist Party, as distinct from the Huk guerrillas, and
over the Sarawak Communist organization and parts of the Indonesian Communist
Party (PKI) is strong. These remarks also apply to the Malayan Communist
guerrillas, who have shown renewed signs of activity lately on the Thai-Malayan

border.

On the other hand, the Chinese are invoived - in the sense of supplying
money, arms and training - in:-

Thailand: The leaders of the Thai Communist Party, which controls the
insurrection in North-Easztern Thailand, are,ethnicall& Chinese and live in Peking.

Burma and India: An important recent development has been the setting up

of a working alliance between the Chinese and the Kachin Independénce Army in

northern Burma. For the first time, communications are now open between Peking
and the pro-Chinese White Flag guerrillas of the Burma Communist Party, and with
the Nagas and Mizo tribesmen on the Indian border, who are now being trained and
armed in China. Chinese material support for.the insurgents in Bihar (northern

India) is also probable.

The Chinese are alsc involved in the Vietnam war, mainly through shipments
of small arms, probably through Cambodia (despite Prince Sihanocuk's neutral
denials). The inability to compete with the Soviet Union in aid to the Vietcong

.ig clearly a cause of deep frustration.

Se . Strategic Prospects'

There is_perhaps an a Eriori case fbr arguing that revolutionary war was
bound tb be used increagingly in the nuclear age, since the risk of nuclear
confrontation inhibits the super—powersrfrom direct involvement while it does
not limit their'indirect involvement -through money, arms8, advice and training.
America's difect involvement in the latter stages of the current Vietnam war
does not necessarily invalidate this contention, since the North Vietnameése and
Russians {together with the Chinese) may have discounted the risk that the

Americans would commit their own forces to the struggle.

It would be premature to conclude from the repeated failures of "people's
war" in Latin America and Africa that the strategic uses of the technique have
been exhausted, Many factors are involved in a successful revolutionary war:

contiguity with & &upplying Power; diseipline, fanaticism and ruthlessness on
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the part of the political organization of the revolutionaries; local martial
traditions and abilities; the vulnerability of the régime and scciety to be
undermined; avoidable errors on the part of the opposing forces and - where

this applies - of their protectors, Some human material is more suitable than
others: the Tonkinese have formidable traditions of military valour and physical
and mental toughness, as the Chinese discovered in their day and the French,
Americans and Cochinchinese have found in theirs. Conversely, as Hugo Blanco
discovered in Peru, and "Che" Guevara in Bolivia, the Andean Indian seems

refractory to the notion of revolutionary struggle,

Terrain, too, is important, though less so than the factors I have
mentioned above. The low hills and relatively open country of North-East
.Thailand are less suitable for guerrilla war than the mountains, jungles and
paddy fields of Central and South Vietnam. Each case has to be judged on its
merlts, and it is impossible %o say, with sweeplng flnalltj, either that
revolutlonary war is invincible or that the tecnnlques of counter—lnsurgency

have been mastered once and for all.

Mach depends on whether the countries ~ primarily though not exclu31vely
communist - that support revolutionary war for strategic ends, will continue
to do so. And whether they do will depend in turn both on the persistence of
their ideological bellef that revolutionary war works, and on the degree to

which this belief 001ncldes or clashes with actual experlence.

If Fidel Castro experiences several nore "B011v1as", it is conceivable,
though not certain in view of his repeated c¢alls for action, that he will
gradually abandon his attempts to gain control of Latin American countries

through peasant insurrections.

The most decisive test case of revolutionary war, however, is unquestionably
Vietnam, If the Americans are forced, whether for military or for political
reasons, to pull out of Vietnam, their defeat, however disguised, will be
hailed by revolutionaries everywhere as the final vindication of the theory of
people's revolutionary war - the demonstration that even a super-Power can be
defeated by a peasant army. In that event, the efforts now being made %o
launch such insurrections, or sustain them, in Africa and Latin America, would
be redoubvled. Even the Russians, who do not appear to share the faith of the
Chinese, the North Vietnamese and the Cubans in the efficacy of the technique,

will feel bound to improve on their commitment to insurgents.

But by far the most dangerous field of activity will continue to be South~

East Asia, whether or not the Vietcong achieve victory. It is a relatively
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painless intellectual exercise to reject President Eisenhower's original and
simplistic "domino" theory. But an examination of the situation as it actually
is will show a fair number of "dominoes'" ready for toppling. A North
Vietnamese victory in South Vietnam would be followed, very rapidly, by the
absorption of Laos, Though Cambodia's capacity for resistance is inherently
greater, it may be doubted whether that country would survive for long,
especially if Peking encouraged Hanoil to go ahead and attempt to fulfil the
original (1930) programme of the Communist Party of Indochina.

Theiland's turn would come néxt; and.in this context, it should be ﬁoted
that the vast American investmeént in strategic air bases in Thailand, and in
aid to its governments over the years, makes sense only on the assumption that
South Vietnam is to be held, If it ie abandoned, Thailand will be expendable.

The future ofrqther insurrectionary movements in thé area may depend partly
on China's ability to overcome its presenf internal difficulties and - in time -
on the polisi=ss adopfed by Mao's successors, But the trend of recent events,
particularly during the past three years,'suggests that‘Peking is fulfilling a
long-term plan of supporting revolutionary violence in Burma and India; and,
when condifiéns; including communications, pérmit, in HMalaya, the Philippines
and Indonesis. - ' ' -

In short, réﬁoiutionary war Will continue to be a_pfgblém, and probabl} a

growing problem; in the yeais ahead,
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1. Concept and Technique

, Traditionally, guerrilla war and insurgency are tactical concepts.
During the past twenty years, however, a variant of small-scale action known
as "people's revolutionary" war has emerged as a strategic technique. It is
the purpose of this paper to examine.the strategic possibilities and limitations
of this technique, in the light of recent history. I shall attempt-to show
that people's revolutionary war, though capable of dramatic strategic successes -
as in China, Vietnam and Algeria = is a weapon of limited potency when used by
a Power far from the field of military action., This conclusion is, at any rate,
strongly suggested by the experience of the past few years in Africa and Latih

. America.

"Although the concept of people's revolutionary war emerged during-the
Chinese civil war, it is more properly described as a Sino-Vietnamese theory.
Certain individual, though in practice ineffectual, modifications were made as
a consequence of Fidel Castro's successful insurrections in Cuba, Care must be
taken, however, to distinguish between theory and practice, between technique

and theory.

In China, Mao Tse-tung assuined popular support for his revolutionary
guerrillas in the theoretical writings distilled from his experience in fight-
ing the Japanese occupying forces and the army of Chiang Kai-shek's central
government, In the sgpecial circumstances of China in the 1930's and 1940's,
he does in fact appear to have achieved ropular support. China was entering
the final and agonizing phase of a century of foreign occupation, humiliation,
civil conflict and general disorder., Chiang Kai-shek's régime, though itself
revolutionary in a republican and nationalistic sense, was both corrupt and brutal;
landlordism, warlordism and the effect of China's population explosion, all

afflicted the peasantry.. -
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By promising land to the peasants and enforcing a strict code of courtesy
and consideration for agricultural needs on his soldiers, Mao achieved the
practical ideal enshrined in his famous dictum about the army moving among
the people as a fish in water. He could offer protection against the
depredations of the warlords and of the Kuomintang army. The fact that China
was occupied by Japan added a further dimension to his revolutionary war effort.
The peasant soldiers who rallied to his banner did so from patriotic as well
as other motives, Indeed, the needs of patriotism and revolution happily -
co~incided. An imporfant consequence of these favourable circumstanceé was ﬁhat
Mao had no need, broadly speaking, to resort to coercive terrorism during his

years of military struggle.

The enormous size of the country was yet another advantage to Mao. His
concept of "protracted war" spamnned three stages. Dﬁring the first, the -
revolutionary forces, being relatively weak, must be prepared to retreat.
Unhampered by a cumbersome supply machine, the guerrillas could withdraw, if
necessary, over thousands of miles. The pursuing forces, whether Japanese or
Kuominténg, could follow only up to a point, The time would come when they
must stop to consolidate their territorial gains, their lines of communication
having been stretched to near breaking point. Once the pursuing forces were
immobilized, the revolutionary guerrillas could begin harrassing them, in the
second stage, during which they would capture as-many weapons as possible and
set about training and equipping a regular army. The third stage was that of
the "revolutionary final offensive', Exhausted and demoralized, and surrounded
by a hostile population permeated by the revolutionaries, the enemy forces would
face inevitable defeat., By this time, the revolutionary army, itself strong,

well-equipped and experienced, could deal the death blow,

In both Indochina wars, patriotism was also a powerful rallying cry - first
against the French and later against the Americans., But the relatively
restricted and congested territory available to the guerrillas in Vietnam ruled
cut the protracted geographical attrition that had been possible in China.
Moreover, until 1949 {when the French-sponsored Bao Dai administration took
office in Saigon), the Vietnamese revolutionaries lacked the "advantage" of an
indigenous central administration that could be blamed for oppressing or
neglecting the peasant, and thus serve as a rallying cry to supplement that of
patriotism against the foreign occupier. Indeed, from 1945 to 1949, the only
indigenous administration worthy of the name was that of Ho Chi Minh's own
Democratic Republic of Vietnam, which the ex-Emperor Bao Dai himself served for
a while. All three of the major figures in the Vietnamese revelution - Bo Chi Minh,
Vo Nguyen Giap and Truong Chinh -~ were deeply influenced by China's example.
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The theories of revolutionary war elaborated by the second and third of the

ftriumvirate reflected this debt.

On the politidal'front,'too, they borrowed from Mao Tse-tung, and the
Vietminh, or League for the independence of Vietnam, drew heafily on Mao's
“unifed front" policy; Initially, the Vietminh attracted a wide spectrum of
Vietnamese nationalists, and this was importanﬁ, in the early stages, in giving
a "patriotic" character to the revolution. When the true communist character
of Ho's régime became apparent, however, many of the non-communist nationalists -
including Bao dai - deserted Hanoi, The ¥rench were very late in taking
advantage of this development,; and thelir lateness must be deemed one of the

causes of their final defeat.

Whatever the causes, the Vietnamese Communists resorted both disruptive and
coercive terrorism during both Indochina wars, The disruptive terrorism -
including attacks on the French community -~ were to some extent "legitimate",
in-‘that they were aimed at the main enemy. In Seuth Vietnam, however, a non-
communist member of the Vietminh, Hguyen Binh, developed coercive methods of
terror against the civilian popﬁlation which were to become sadly characteristic
of hoth Indochina wars, In the war against the French - as in the Malayan
Emergency some years later - coercive terrorism was undoubtedly used to counter-
productive excess, In the second Indochina war, on the whole, coercive terrorism
was far more selectively applied; though it contirmued to be an indispensable

element in the Vietnamese Communist approach.

' Since we are concerned here with the strategic uses that may be made of the
new technique of revolutionary war, it may be useful to point out that:-

l. Mao's forces did not defeat Japan's in a strategic sense,

2. They did defeat Chiang's army, but only after the Rugsiang, in their
last-hour-offensive, had handed over vast quantities of seized nationalist
arms and equipment in Manchuria,

'3, Chiang's régime largely collapsed because of its own internal "contradict-
ioris", i.e. corruption, inflation and demoralization,

4+ Though disastroﬁs, especially in terms of morale, Giap's defeat of the
French at Dien Bien Phu was not in itself strategically decisive. The
French could have foughﬁ on. PFrance's collapse was due to a combination
of domestic factors, including war weariness, the weskness of successive

" governments, the high cost of the war in human as well as financial terms,
and 5o on, For reasons that need not be elaborated here, Bao Dai's

administration did not prove an alternative focus of nationalist support,
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5. The geographical proximity of China was a decisive factor in the
Vietnamese Communist victory. After Mao's troops had established
themselves along the northern frontier of Xontieng, sanctuary for
the Vietminh and logistic support along short communication lines
became possible, Although Giap lacked air suppqrt, he was able in

the end to achieve a decisively superior concentration of artillery.

Let us turn now to the Cuban experience. Despite later claims to the
contrary, the Cuban conflict was not, in the Sino-Vietnamese sense, a people's
revolutionary war, It began as the revolt of a small group of intellectualsy
led by Fidel Castro. The Communists stayed aloof during the conflict, though
they later joined the victorious band-wagon. The peasant who had nothing to
lose, and potentially much to gain, joined the revolutionaries and fought with
thems In the end, the corrupt and repressive dictatorship of Batista collapsed,

and Fidelistas had a walk-over vicitory.

Generalizing from this rather special case of limited partisan warfare,
Castro's guerrilla tacticians, Major Ernesto "Che" Guevara, argued. that the
orthodox Communists - in Mog%g% gﬁé %a§ﬁ§ Eh%grg %%ggéu%ﬁon/ﬁo JecglveHCCESSful Oﬂlﬁ
conditions were ripe, The mere fact of fighting, he added, would create the
right conditions for a successful revolution. Later, Castro's young French
‘admirer Régis Debray, went still further, by rejecting the concept of a united
front, and even that of a special leading role for the Communist Party. Until
victory had been achieved, he wrote, both the political and the military leader-
;ship must be vested in one man, and throughout the struggle military priorities

mist take precedence over politics,

2. The first phase: 1948-54

During this phase, people!s revolutionary war achieved two major étrategic
successes: in China in 1949, and in V§etnam in 1954. In neither of these wars
- was Russia involved, except marginally. Stalin, who was highly sceptical of
Mao'!s theories of peasant revolution, gave him no help untll v1ctory was in
sight and then only as an incidental bonus in Ru551a s own mllltary strategy
against Japan; indeed, he maintained more or less correct dlplomatlc relatlons
-with Chiang Kai-shek throughout the Chlnege civil war, He did, of course,
contribute indirectly to Ho Chi Minh's victory oﬁer the French by despatching
vast gquantities of Soviet and Czech armamenté acréss Siberia and China. But
I know of no evidence that Moscow "ordered" Ho %o launch his insurrection
ggainst the French Republic, Indeed, the evidence suggests that Giap and other
militants took the initiative while Ho was in France negotiating with the French

government in 1946 and forced his hand.
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Thus, although the Soviet Union, at least initially, made enormous
strategic gains as a result of the Chinese communist victory, and not unimportant
ones ag & result of the French defeat in Vietnam, it cannot be said that these
gains were the outcome of conscious planning on Moscow's part —-excepf in the
general and indirect sense that Moscow had employed He Chi Minh for many years

as a Comintern agent in South-Fast Asia.

During that period, however, the Russians did make a concerted effort to
win strategic gains by launching parallel revolutionary wars in a number of
countries in that area.  To put it that way is only mildly to strain the
language. Of course the Russians did not themselves take part in the
insurrections they fostered in 1948: but at that time, Stalin's empire still
maintained its monolithic unity, and Communist Parties everywhere were obedient

instruments of his foreign policies,

When Stalin decided that revolutionary violence was to be used in South-
East Asia three years after the end of the Second World War, however, he was
not making conscious use of the technique of people's revolutionary war.

Rather was he acting from pre-formulated ideological postulates. Vhen most of
South-East Asia wes under Japanese occupation, resistance movements had sprung
up, and in most of them the local Communists had played a2 dominant part. This
militancy did not, however, bring the expected prize of political power when
the fighting was over. qInstead,.the‘defeatgd imperial powers - Britain, France
and Holland - had returned and resumed control over their colonial possessions,.
And‘then, contrary to the theoretical assumptions of Leninism and Stalinism,

the "imperialist" American and British had begun to discard their colonies.
This had already happened in the Philippines, India, Pakistan, Ceylon and Burma.

‘In all these countries "bourgeois nationalist" régimes had come to power. The

ideologist therefore argued that the national revolution in these countries was
incomplete, and that it must now be "completed" by the removal of the existing

authorities,

Before the war, the natural instrument for the furtherance of such an aim
would have been the Comintern, but this organization had been formally dissolved
during the war, In 1947, it was - in effect -~ revived under the name of
Cominform. In September of that year, the new body met in Poland and Zhdanov,
at that time Stalin's right-hand man, made an important speech in which he
argued that the time had come for the colonial peoples to "overthrow their
oppressors". This message was carried to Communist Parties throughout the world

through the Cominform journal, For a lasting Peace, for a People's Democracy.
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More precise instructions were given in Calcutta the following February, at
an Asian youth conference sponscred by the World Federation of Democratic
Youth and the International Union of Students, both Communist-controlled
front organizations. The detailed execution of plans in these countries,

however, was léeft to individual Communist Parties.

Within a. few months; Communist-led insurrections broke out almost
simultaneously in Burma, the Philippines, Malaya, Indonesia and India., The
point of interest to us in this paper is that they were all unsuccessful, for
reasons which may be summarized as follows:

1, In Burma, the Communists were unable to appeal -to nationalist -
aspirations, since the country was already independent. After a while
the two Communist insurgent groups - White Flag and Red Flag «~ became
just two more of the many insurgent groups that plagued Burma.

2. In Indonesis, the nationalists had already proclaimed'ihdepéndénce,
although the Duich had not yet transferred sovereignty. The Communists
could not compete with the nationalist leaders, Sukarno and Hatta, and

. their rebellion was quickly crushed. _

3. The Philippines had already been granted independence, but the Quirirno
régime was notoriously corrupt and the peasants were severely oppressed.
The Communists were able to exploit this situation through the Huk
guerrillas, whose insurrection was not defeated until the 1950's.

4. In Malaya, on the other hand, independence was not even in sight.

Hence, there was some credibility to the Communist call for liberation.
In the end, the insurrection was defeated by a combination of police and
military operations, together with political progress towards independence.

The whole process was spread out over twelve years (1948-60),

“What conclusions emerge from this brief study of the first phase? The first

is that the technique of people's revolutionary war, if resolutely applied by
a totalitarian party, may bring devastating resulis when it is harnessed to a
nationalist cause, as in China and Vietnam. The second is that to launch

insurrections from preconceived ideologicalk motives and in conditions that are

irrelevant to local needs is self~defeating.

In terms of a model to be applied elsewhere, the most interesting of the
examples we have considered was undoubtedly that of the first Indochina war,
in which the Vietminh demonstrated that a totalitarian party, wsing coercive
terrorism to enforce conformity on the population, and disruptive terrorism fo
make normal administration and public order impossible, is capable - given the

proximity of . friendly territory - to hold & great Power at bay and in the end

inflict defeat. The lesson has not been lost, as a study of the next phase shows,



%, - The. second vhase: 1954-65

The first Indochina war was scarcely over when the Algerian war began.
The handful of Algerians who formed the FLN (Front de Libération Ndtionale)
were not Communists, but had closely studied the methods of the Vietminh in
Indochina, They were ruthless in their use of disruptive terrorism in Algiers
and other cities, and doerciﬁe terrorism both égainsttheir own countrymen in
Algeria and among Algerians living in France,' They received considerable
material and financial help from the Arab countries - and in the later stages
of the war - from China. Although far from the territory of any friendly
great Power, they enjoyed thé.sanctuary of acquieséeht’neighﬁouiiﬁé:countries,

Morocco to the West and Tunisia to the Bast,

From the logistical standpoint, the French defenders were much better
situated than they had been. in Indochina, or than the Americans were during
the second Indochina war, The French, on their side, were equally ruthless,
and smashed the terrorist organizations. in Algiers by means that included
torture. Geographical proximity and a preponderance of advanced weapons
‘helped the French gradually to establish mastery over Algerian terrain. By
1961 or 1962, French control over Algeria - in the military sense - was more
or less complete, and the bulk of the ALN (the Army of the National Liberation

Front) had taken refuge in Tunisisa.

During the last two years of the conflict (which began in November 1954
and  did not end until the spring of 1962), the French suffered for a second
time the bitter disillusion of revolutionzry war, Though conventional military
victory was theirs, it did not follow that political or diplomatic success
would crown it., The travelling diplomats.of the Algerian provisional government,
formed in 1958, scored increasing successes in rallying world opinion to their
side against French colonialism. Inside France, although the French were more
passionately involved in a defence of the concept of "French Algeria", the
climate of opinion gradually turned against an indefinite French military
commitment in that country. The Indochina ﬁar had ghaken fhe Fourth Republic,
ana the Algerian war brought it down, General de Gaulle, recallea'by the
French settlers and the arnmy, disappointed the hopes placed in him, and in the
end came to terms with the FLIN, :The special potency of “revoiutionary war" had

yvet again been demonstrated.

. In the second phase that now concerns us Algeria was the only major.and—
definitive success to be attributed to the fechnique of a revolutlonary wale
Some other events are, however, worthy of comment, These include:=

1. The beginning of the second Indochina war, in 1958, and the gradual

American involvement in that conflicte.
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2. The World Communist Declaration of November 1960, in which the Soviet
Union and China defined a common attitude towards the "National
Liveration Movement",

‘3. Fidel Castro's victory in Cuba in Jamuary 1959.

4. A confusing series oflinvolvements by Commuhist Poﬁers (especially China,
Russia and Cuba) inl"liberation movements" of yarioﬁs kinds in Asia,

Africa and Latin America.
Let us commeni:on some of these developments.

The second Indochina war was in some respects a continuation of the first

after an interval, with the United States replacing France as the "imperialist"
enemy to be dislodged by "people's revolutionary‘war". Tt originated in regional
insurgency against the authoritarian government of Ngo Dinh Diem by the political-
religious sects, mainly the Hoa Hao and the Caodai, with which the remnants of

the Communist Vietminh associated themselves., The Communists soon dominated

the insurgent groups; arms that had been concealed at the time of the Geneva
settlement of 1954 were recovered, and cadres from Scuth Vietnam who had gone

to the north for further training and indoctrination were sent southward againe.
Once more, the initial appeal was to patriotism and anti-imperialism - the
Americans, as protectors of the Diem régime, having taken on the former French

role as colonialist bogeymen.

The old techniques of disruptive and -coercive terrorism were further
refined, selectively applied and devastatingly successful, The central govern-
ment's authority over rural areas was effectively neutralized by murders of
village officials, while the youth of the country were terrorized into co-operating
with the revolutionary forces. The Diem régime proved highly vulnerablé to
these tacties, and despite some successes, was brought to the edge of defeat

within four years. ' . ’ .

The'ﬂmericans, who were initially involved only as advisers and suppliers,
were themselves drawn into the conflict. During this period, the Chinesé and
the Russians, though prodigal with verbal'support for the insurgents and their
North Vietnamése controliérs, and modefatély generous with economic and military
supplies, kept out of the fight. True, the Russians under Kiarushchev sent arms,
including aireraft, to the leftmwiné forces in Laos; but there is evidence
that the Soviet leader himself conceded that this was a mistake,.and that he

sought to rectify it by withdrawing from a potentially dangerous adventure.

The World Communist Declaration of 1960 is important both because it is
the last major policy‘statement to which both China and the Soviet Union subscribed,

and because the Russians cannot entirely free themselves of the need to'abide or
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to appear to sbide, by its provisions, if only to demonstrate that they are
s8till M"revolutionaries" in an increasingly competitive field, Specifically,
‘the 8l Communist Parties that attended the world meeting in Moscow in December
1960 recognised "their duty to render the fullest moral and material assistance
to the peoples fighting to free themselves from imperialist and colonial
tyranny"., With the semantics of communist jargon in mind, this amounted to a
call for assistance, not only to movements fighting for colonial freedom, but

algo for those fighting to remove non-communist governments in newly independent

countries,

Ina sﬁeech on 6 January, 1961, Khruschev went further by specifically
endorsing aid to "revolutionary wars", while on 6 December, 1963, Pravda
declared that it was the duty of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union to
give all political and economic support to natiocnal liberation movements - and
if necessary, support by srms. This obligation was reaffirmed the following

year by Mr. Khrushchev's successor as boss of the Communist Party, Mr. Brezhnev,.

As I have suggested, Fidel Castro's victory in 1959 was not, in the true

sehse, the outcome of a "people's revolutionary war". When Fidel Castro belatedly
discovered that he was a Marxist (at the end of 1961), Cuba became a base and
training gﬁound for revolutionaries and guerrilla fighters from various countries
in Africa and latin America., Cuban-trained Africans seized power in Zanzibar

in December 1963, and Cubans themselves were involved in fighting or training
activities in the ex~Belgian Congo and Brazzéville in the early 1960's., We

shall return later to Cubats far more extensive revolvement in revolutionary

violence in Latin America.

Of the many examples of "national liberation" wars in Africa and latin
America durihg this second phase, we need say no more at this stage than that
all were unsuccessful. Let us turn now to the recent past and to the problematical

future.

4. _The third phases 1965-

The third and current phase in this arbitrary classification has been
marked bys: the escalation of the third Indochina war into a major conflict involv-
ing the United States on fhe one hand and, to an increasing though indirect
degree, the Soviet Union on the other; the proclamation by the Chinese of a new
world strategy of "national liberation"; the announcement of a policy on
similar liﬁes by the late Cuban guerrilla leader Ernesto "Che" Guevara; the
emergence of a tri-continental organization based in Havana and devoted o the
promotion of revolutionary guerrilla wars; and Moscow's pursuance of a policy

in which State anlearty needs have often seemed to be in conflict,

5



- 10 -

The contradiction between Party and State policy in the Soviet Union -is
an important factor in this third phase. In Stalin's day, there was no such
conflict, or if there was it was relatively unimportant. A monolithic world
communist movement served the State interests of Russia as an imperial Power.
If State policy changed for tactical reasons, Communists Parties all over the
world obediently executed the required somersault. Ehrushchev wag unable to
maintain this unity and obedience. His overt and secret speeches at the 20th
Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in 1956 destroyed Moscow's infallibility.
The doctrine "different roads to socialism" led to what the late . Togliatti
called "polycentrism", and Moscow lost its position as the sole fount of wisdom
in the communist world. Although the Sino-Soviet sPLitwof 1357~1960 was not
primérily ideological in character, it was the culmination of the polycentric
syndrome, as it might'be termed. Théreafter, the Party-State conflict in

.Russia inevitably became more acute.

-Although the Soviet ideologists did not share Mao Tse—tung?s faith in
peasant revolutionary war as the royal road to revolution, they often felt
compelled to pay lip sefvice to it, and even to provide material ajd for
.guerrillas, if only to show that they were as "revolutionaryﬁ as the Chinese;
and thus nip in the bud any trend towards defection from'Moscow's leadership
to nging's. But this policy was often in conflict with the‘government's needs
of the moment. In Vietnam, for instance, Khrushchev's distinction between
big, little and local wars did not remove the danger inherent in too open an
identification of the Soviet Union with North Vietnam, in that there was always
the possibility thét it might lead to the kind of nuclear confroﬁtatioh that
had opposed the Soviet Union to the United States over Cuba in 1962, which, on

grounds of State interests, Khrushchev wanted to avoid.

These considerations explain the extreme circumspection'with which Moscow
approached the problems of conflict in Indochina. Despite lip sérvice to the
cause of 'mational liberation" in Vietnam, the Russians gave virtuslly no
material assistance to the Forth Vietnamese for the first seven years of .the
second war. Indeed, by the summer of 1964, the Soviet leaders seem to have
decided to opt out of Indochina's crisis. On 26 July of that year, Moscow
threatened to withdraw from the "co-chairmanship" of the Geneva conference,
which had been shared between Britain and the USSR, and under which the tﬁo
governments were supposed to deal with diffiéulties arising out of the Geneva

agreement of 1954 and 1962 (the latter dealing with Laos).

Mr. R.A. Butler (as he then was) visited Moscow immediately afterwards as
Britain's Foreign Secretary, and is said to have been told by Khrushchev that

Russia had no taste for further involvement in Indochina. One of the things he
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may have had in mind was the fact that Soviet planes, sent to the Laotian
neutralist leader, Kong Lae at a time when the neutralists were working with
the communist Pathet Lao army were later used against the Communists, By
early 1965, however, Khrushchev's successors seem to have decided that the
worst risks of a nuclear confrontation with America were now over., The

North Vietnamese seemed to be on the point of achieving, through the National
Liveration Front, the distinguishing aim of revolutionary wéri— the complete
disintegration of society and administration in South Vietnam. The Americans
had been unable to stem the tide by the mere provision of advisers and weapons,

and it seemed unlikely that they would venture further into the country. .

Thig was the time chosen by Mr. Kosygin, the Soviet Premier, to commit
his government to massive military aid to North Vietnam. In so'doing, he may
have hoped to achieve two objectives: to demonstrate Russia's willingness and
ability to provide North Vietnam with modern weapons in pohtrast to Chinals
relative impotence, and to stake a claim for Russia as cone of the major

participants in any future peace conference.

While Mr. Kosygin and his high-powered team of ministers and advisers were
in Hanoi, however, the Vietcong in South Vietnam, probably on direct orders
from Hanoi, attacked American military installations, killing or wounding 70
Americans and destroying 17 helicopters and 3 transport planes. ' The Americans
retaliated by bombing attacks on North Vietnam. The great escalation had begun,
and there are grounds for believing that Kosygin was surprised and indignant

- at this unexpected turn of events,

Nevertheless Russia has supplied an e#er—inéreasing flow of advanced
weapons to Noith Vietnam, which have duly sent them southﬁard "via the Ho Chi Minh
trail" in Laos or by sea. To some extent therefore, the latter phases of the
.Vietnam war have amounted to a fresh confrontation between Ameriéa and Russia,

with the Americans directly, and the Russians indirectly, involved in the war.

Undaunted by £he disparity in ultimate power between North Vietnam and the
United States, the most extreme wing of the leadership of the Lao Dong party
in Hanol has followed an astonishingly bold, excruciatingly dangerous yet
basically sound strategy in South Vietnam. Hscalating on their own account,
they have committed_ever-larger conventiohal'fofces in South Vietnam, drawing
the American forces away from the countryside, énd committing the Americans to
an ever-rising spiral of military expenditure, thus exposing them to the full
force of a riging tide of @ﬁblic indignation and proteét, carefully orchestrated
by the international Communist movement (which whatever its disunity on certain

ideologidﬁl poiﬁts, was united in oppdsing "imperialism" in Vietnam), and thus
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preparing for the "final offensive" that is the logical culmination of people's
revolutiénary war. In the meantime, the Vietcong stepped up its terrorism in
the villages, to counter any military successes on the American and South
Vietnamese side; and went so far as to challenge the enemy's power within the
citadels in Saigon and other cities in the Tet offensive of 1968, True, the
trumpeted "final offensive"™ failed to materialize. But much of the work of
rural pacification was shattered, President Johnson announced his décision not
to seek re-election, and preliminary talks began between the Americans and
North Vietnamese in Paris., There is every reason to hope, or fear, that another

major success for the technique of people's revolutionary war is on the way.

Perhaps partly with the object of countering Moscow's great propaganda
success in taking up the cause of Hanoi's liberation war, Peking launched é
new revolutionary world strategy in December 1965, The author of the policy
was Marshal Lin Piao, Defence Minister and Vice-Chairman of the Chinese Politburo.
He expressed himself in an article entitled "Long live the viciory of the people's
war', in which he called for the extension to the entire world of the Maoist
theory of "encirclement of the cities from the countryside". On this world
scale, he said the capitalist countries were "the cities", and Asia, Africa and

Latin America were the "countryside"; and he made it clear that the process of

"encirclement" could be carried out only by people's wars led by Communists

ready to take China's revelutionary war as a model., Now one glance at the

world map makes it clear that this much debated call for action was a purely
Utopian concept, since it is not physically possible for the world's "countryside™,
as Lin Plao defined it%, to encircle the world's "cities". As interpreted in
private, however, Chinese diplomats and other statesmen have made it clear that \
by provoking people's revolutionary wars in many countries of Asia, Africa and
Latin America, they hoped to strain the military and economic resources of the
United States to breaking point, and indeed if one makes a simple arithmetical
.'extrapolatibn from the example of Vietnam, it is possiﬁle that the exﬁerienoe
of Vietnam, repeated on a world scale, would indeed cause even the mighty

United States to run out of men and munitions.

This rather wide-eyed notion evidently appealed to-the'late "Che" Guevara,
ﬁho,_in April 1967, issued a call from "somewhere in the world" to the Latin American
peoples to set up "new'Vietnams" throughout the continent. About 15 months
earlier Havana had becomé the home of what a witty ambassador called the "guerrillas!
rinternational".i A tri-continental organization set up in January 1966, with the
object of qo-ordinafing the efforfs of revolutionary guefriilas in the three

continents of the "third world" and helping them wherever possible.
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These wild, Utopian and essentially romantic calls for revolutionary
action by the Chinese and Cubans have deepened Moscow's dilemma. On the one
hand, the Russians cannot afford to appear to be outbid by Comminist Parties that
do not accept Moscow's leadership; on the other hand, they were realistic
enough to know that guerrilla warfare was unlikely to bring down the main
citadel of capitalism as quickly as the Cuban and Chinese might suppose.
Faced with this dilemma, the Russians have adopted an ambiguous policy, con-

sisting of paying lip service to individual "liberation wars" and actual aid -

*- in arms or training - for selected revolutionary movements,

The first Tri-continental Solidarity Conference in Havana in January 1966
provided a good example of the inherent clash between Soviet Party and State
interests. The Russians had sent a delegation, which subscribed to some of the
inflammatory vesolutions passed by the conference, This immediately brought a
wave of protest from Latin American governments with which Moscow had diplomatic
relations, ‘and which asked Moscow how calls for their overthrow,ltd.which
the Russians had subscribed, could be reconciled with friendly intercourse.
Moscow's response was to deny that the Soviet delegation at the Havana conference
had an officially representative character « a deception which deceived nobody.
However, the deepening disunity of the communist world has not, in fact, relieved

the non-communist world of revolutionary and subversive pressures.

Instead, it has been faced with what I have called "competitive subversion",
in which the main competitors are the Russians, the Chinese and the Cubans;
with further competition provided by certain "Trotskyist" groups in latin

America, and a profusion of African "liberation movements", helped externally

_ not only by the commmist Powers but also, at times, by such revolutionary or
militant régimes as those of Algeria, the United Arab Republic and Nxrumah's

Ghana,

While I have no wish to burden this text with excessive detail, it may be
useful to summarise the situation in the three continents of the Third World.

I have in mind insurgent activities now being supported by the communist Powers,

A, Latin America.

The main Cagtroite bodies‘are:- . .

Colombia: Ejercito de Libveracién Nacional or ELE, under Fdbio Vasques.
VYenezuela: Fuerzas Armadas de Liberacidn Nacional and its political arm,
the Movimiento de Izquierda Revolucionariaj; together with the Douglas Bravo
guerrilla group, formerly of the Venezuelan Communist Party, but now expelled,
Guatemalas Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldes, which, in August 1967, joined forces

with the pro~Chinese Movimiento Revolucionaric 13 de Noviembre, led by
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Marco Antonio Yon Sosa (previously infiltrated by Trotskyites, now expelled),
The FAR is led by César Montes.

Uruguay: Movimiento Revolucionario del Oriente,

Argentina: Movimiento Peronista Revolucionario.

Peru: Movimiento d!'Izquierda Revolucionaria.

Although Moécow's policy, as expressed through Communist Parties loyal to
Rusgsia - such as the Chilean and Venezuelan parties - has been in favour of
"constitutional methods of struggle, the Russians are in fact involved in

revolutionary guerrilla movements.

K R
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Their policy is, in fact, opportunistic in that they hold that a Communist
Party should be prepared for all forms of struggle, whether singly or in
combination, Peaceful methods are advocated when they seem to offer a chance
of success, and violent ones condemned when their adoption is arbitrary and
failure likely. They have no taste for futile adventures that may interfere
with State to State relations, The Russians do, nevertheless, support armed
action in some Latin American colntries, even when failure is likely, so long
as their own interests are unlikely to be damaged. .One example of this
attitude is in the Soviet broadeasts in Quechua, calling on the- Andean Indians
to revolt; another is Moscow's Radio Peace and Progress programmes, supporting

armed struggle, for instance in Venezuela - and Paraguay.

This opportunism reflects, in some degree, the Soviet Union's complex
‘dilemma in Latin America, which lies in the difficulty of making sure Cuban
subversion does not get out of hand, while retaining control over the orthodox
Communiét Parties and avoiding a direct confrontation with the United States,

on the model of the Caribbean crisis of 1962,
Chinese activity in latin Americe is still on an insignificant scale,

B, Africa _

The Russians, Cubans and Chinese are all involved in various "liberation
movements™ in Africa; at different times, and in different ways, East European
countries have also been involved. The Russians in particular, supported rebel
guerrillas in the Congo (Leopoldville) in 1964. More recently, as the trials
of African guerrillas in Rhodesia and South Africa have revealed, the Russians
have been - and presumably still are - providing training for revolutionary war,
both in those countries and in the Portuguese African dependencies. They were

deeply involved in Nkrumahls organization of terrorist or guerrilla groups.,



It is probably true {o say that the Cubans and Chinese are more systematica}ly
involved in revelutionary violence in Africa than the Russians or Bast Europeans,
As long ago as 1960, members of the Armée de Libération Nationale Kamerounaise
were arrested on returning from China, where they had received guerrilla. .
training. The Chinese have provided instructors in guerrilla warfare in train-
ing camps in Ghana (under Nirumsh), Tanzania and Congo-Brazzaville. They are
8%ill training terrorists and guerrilla fighters in China itself.

. Cuba.has been providing training courses for African guerrillas since 1961;

-in Africa itself,. Cuban instructors have been at work in Congo-Kinshasa
“~(leopoldville), Congo-Brazzaville (where their numbers have been reduced latterly)

and in Tanzania,

C._Asia (South and South-Fast)

The most .active revolutionary irredentist force in the area is, of course,

North Vietnam, We have considered the first and second Indochina wars., It

- .should never be forgotten that North Vietnam's territorial ambitions are not
confined to South Vietnam, but extend T,b Laos, Cambodia and even Thailand,.

'~ The Pathet. Lao movement in laos was created by Ho Chi.Minh's agents, and remains
entirely under Hanoi's control, Lsrge areas of laos are held by North Vietnam,
either through ocoupation by regulars of -the North Vietnamese Army, or through
 the Vietnamese-officered Pathet lao "People's Liberation Army". '

In Cambodia, according to announcements by the Chief of State, Prince
 Sibanouk, last-Jamnary and February, Vietnamese Communiets are behind attempted
_ revolts in Battambang Province (alomg with Commanists and with Peking's support),
. and among 'the.Monté.guards of the Kmmer Loew district of North-East Cambodia,

Inm Thailand, the North Vietnamsse are involved. in the. .insurgency in the
North-Eastern provinces, both through supporting sctivities by the Vietnamese
minority in that area and through the Thai Comminist Party guerrilla training
‘school at Hoa Binh in North Vietnam,

We have already considered Russia's belated but extremely important
involvement in the present Vietnam war, Apart from that, I know of no-evidence
pointing to Soviet involvement in revolutionary war -elsewhere in South-East Asia,
although the Russians are, of course, involved in the affairs of various Communist
or.leftewing parties,.in competition with the Chinese, '

What are the Chinese themselves up to? One difficulty is in distinguishing
‘betwesn verbal support and propaganda, on the one hand, and actual involvement -
" on the other. The Chinese press and radic report in great detail, with evident
-approval and in terms that imply a claim to paternity (e.g. attribution of
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guerrilla successes to the thoughts of Mao Tse—tﬁng), ﬁirtuelly,every local

war from Indie to the Philippines. There is, however, no reason to believe
that the Chinese are materially involved in guerrilla fighting in the -
Philippines or on the Sarawak-Indonesia border - although Peking's influence
over the Philippine Communist Party, as distinct from the Huk guerrillas, and
over the Sarawak Communist organization and parts of the Indonesian Communist
Party (PKI) is strong. These remarks also apply to the Malayan Communist
guerrillas, who have shown renewed signs of activity lately on the Thai-Malayan

border.

-On the other hand, theé Chinese are involved - in the sense of supplying
money,'arms and training - ins- ‘

Thailand: The leaders of the Thai Communist Party, which controls the
‘insurrection in Worth-Eastern Thailand, are ethnically Chinese and live in Peking.
Burma and Indias An'important recent .development has been the setting up

of a working alliance between the Chlnese and the Kachin Independence Army in

northern Burma. For the first tlme, communlcatlons are now open between Peking
and the pro-Chinese White Flag guerrlllas of the Burma Communist Party, and with
the Negas and Mizo trlbesmen on the Indian border, who are now being trained and
- armed in China, Chinese materlal support for the 1nsurgents in Blhar (northern

India) is also probable.

The Chinese are also involved in the Vietnam war, mainly through shipments
of small arms, probably throughVCambodia (despite Prince Sihancuk's neutral
denials). The inability to compete with the Soviet Union in aid to the Vietcong

is clearly a cause of deep frustration.

De Strategic Progpects

"'There.is perhaps an a priori case for arguing that revolutionary war was
bound to be used increasingly in the nuclear age, since fhe risk of nuclear
confrontation inhibits the super-powers from direct involvemeht while it dbee
not limit their indirect involvement through money, arms, advice and training.
America's direct involvement in the latter stages of the current Vletnam war
does not necessarily invalidate this contention, since the North Vietnamese and
Russians (together with the Chinese)*may have discounted the risk that the-

Americang would commit their own forces to the struggle.

It would be premature to conclude from the repeated failures of "people's
war'. in Latin America and Africa that the etrategic uses of‘the technique have
been exhausted. Many factors are involved in a successful revolutlonary wars

contiguity w1th a supplying Power; discipline, fanatlclsm and ruthlesenees on
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the part of the political organization of the revolutionaries; local martial
traditions and abilities; the vulnerability of the¢régime and society to be
undermined; avoidable errors on the part of the opposing forces and - where

this applies - of their|protectors. Some human material is more suitable than
others: the Tonkinése:have formidable traditions of military valour and bhysical
and mental -toughness, as the Chinese discovered in their day and the French,
Americans and Cochinchinese have found in theirs. Conversely, as Rugo Blanco
discovered in quﬁ, and "Che" Guevara in Bolivia, .the Andean Indian seems

refractory to the notion of revoluticnary struggle.

1

Terrain, too, is. important, though iess so than the,factors I have
mentioned above. The low hills and relatlvely open country of North-East
Thailand are less suitable for guerrilla war than the mountalns, Jjungles and
paddy fields of Central and Scuth Vietnam. Each case has to be judged on its
merits, and it is impossible to say, with sweeping finality, either that
revolutloﬁary war is invincible or that the technlques of GOunter-lnsurgency

have been mautered once and for all.

Much depends on Whether the countries - prlmarlly though not exclu51vely
communist - that support revolutionary war‘fop strategic ends, will continue
to do so. And whether they do will depend in turn voth on the persistence of
their ideological belief that revolutionary war works, and on tﬂe degree to

which this belief coincides 6r clashes with actual experienée.

If Fidel Castro experiences several more "Bolivias", it is conceivable,
though not certain in view of his repeated calls for action, that he will
gradually abandon his attempts to gain control of Latin American countries

through peasant insurrections.

The most decisive test case of revolutionary war, however, is unquestionably
Vietnam, If the Americans are forced, whether for military or for political
reasong, to pull out of Vietnam, their defeat, however disguised, will be
hailed by revolutionaries everywhere as the final vindication of the theory of
pecple's revolutionary war - the demonsitration that even a super-Power can be
defeated by a peasant army. In that event, the efforts now being made to
launch such insurrections, or sustain them, in Africa and Latin America, would
be redoubled. Even the Russians, who do not appear to share the faith of the
Chinese, the North Vietnamese and the Cubans in the efficacy of the technigue,

will feel bhound to improve on their commitment to insurgents.

But by far the most dangerous field of activity will continue to be South-

East Asia, whether or not the Vietcong achieve victory. It is a relatively
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painless intellectual exercise to reject President Eisenhower's original and/
simplistic "domino" theory. But an examination of the situation as it actuslly
is will show a fair number of "dominoes" ready for toppling. A North: '
Viethamese victory in South Vietnam would be followed, ‘'very rapidly, by the
absorption of Laocs. Though Cambodia's capacity for resistance is inherently
greater, it may be doubted whether that country would survive for long,
especially if Peking encouraged Hanoi to go ahead and attempt to fulfil the
original (1930) programme of ‘the Communist Party of Indochina, '

Thailand's turn would.cdme next; and in this context, it should be noted
that the vast American investment in strategic air bases in Thailand, and in
aid to its governments over the years, makes sense only on the assumption that

South Vietnam is to be held, If it is abandoned, Thailand will be expendable.

The future of other insurrectiénary movements in the area may depenq partly
on China's ébility to overcome ifs present internal difficulties and - in time -
on the policies adopted by Mao's successors. But the trend of recent events,
particularly during the past three years, suggests that Peking is fulfilling a
long~-term ‘plan of supporting revolutionary violence in Burma and Indiaj and,
when conditions, including communications, permit, in Malaya, the Philippines

and Indonesis,

In short, revelutionary war will continue to be a problem, and probably a

growing problem, in the years ahead,
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1. ' My first and pleasantest duty is to welcome you all

to this Tecennial Conference, which is held, like three

of its predecessors, in this great grey university - one

of the most loved and the most hated cities in the: world -
to discuss a field of policy and study that, like Oxford
itself, arcusessbmrg passions. I am indebted to the Prime
‘Minister of this country for his message of encouragement,
for the words of introduction that Sir Basil Liddell Hart -
one of the greatest living of the classical stretegiSts -
"h& spoken, and above all to you, the members of this’
-Conference, drawn as you are from eighteen countries in
four contlnents, for flndlng the tlme and resources to
attend, ' '

2. - At this point I find myself in an unfamiliar 31tuat10n.
The preparation of the'Annual Conference involves over six
months ®f work, though it is only one of the activities of
I.8.8., and my role’ in it is that of impresario rather than
“conductor. By aneﬁith-the~speakers-assembléd,-the”pepers
" written,  the participants organised, I cah’génerally sit
‘back’ while somé aiigust person-starts the-substantive-

‘-;prbceeaiﬁge,-my-mindfuneasily'conceﬁ%rg%8d9%ﬁ§%rthe lights

#ill fuse or that the simultaneous translator will have a
“heart attack. Now, at the order of my?Councii'I'find'myself
‘in the Chair. I have ‘oftén compared my role in this Annual
" Conferénce to the manager of -the le Bourget air show; his
Job is to organise'a -great international occasion in which
the perﬁicipants come primarily to meet each cother and to
buy each other's products: his job is to arrange a display
of aerobatics to enable them to justify the time and the
travel inveolved to their consciences, their budgets, or



their employers. But no-one has ever expected the manager
of le Bourget himself to open the proceedings by doing a
barrel roll in a Mirage IV ten mebtres above the runway.
This, it seems, is what you are calllng on me to do.
'3. Clrcumstances, however, have come to my 3551stance,
though not circumstances that any of us welcome., Clearly it
is imperative that we discuss the implications of the Czecho-
slovak crisis for international sécurity.‘ This is the first
of our Annual Conferences which is not concerned with some
aspect of policy but with strategic. studies themselves.

It would be a gross misuse of our time. and opportunity,
however, if we do not take advantage of the éssembly in
this hall of so many able minds to talk about Czechoslovakia.
1 am, therefore, cutting short my opening remarks, and will
,shortly ask half a dozen members of the Conference to join
me as an informal panel on the subJect.
4, The story of I.S.S., how it came into belng, how it has
grown in just under ten years from a small Ford Foundation
grant, a shoebox full of names, three rooms and two typewriters
to an organisation which ~ though still modest in resources and
objectives -~ has a membership in thirty-two countries, is an
interesting one. But the telling of it can wait. Tonight
1 want to make only a few simple points about the Institute
and its history and to use this. opportunity to repay some
long~standing debts of gratitude.
5. We live today in a dark world in which many of the false
horizons of the 1950's and earller,l960's have disappeared,
either into new thunderclouds or a kind of grey penumbra,
True the central balance is more stable than it was ten years
ago, but the alliance systems which- extended this stability
to Europe and the Far East are beginning to decay, for reasons
that I am sure Henry Kissinger will analyse, and the advance
of technology poses new problems in the maintenance of the
central balance itself, as Bernard Brodie and others will
~discuss. Lconomic pressures of a kind unforeseen ten years
ago may rob deterrent strategies in the 1970's of that
flexibility, which, after a tremrendous battle between opposing
schools of thought, it has at last been intellectuzally.
appreciated that they must have. The concept of peace-keeping
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"-is in dissaray and in some ‘contempt, for reasons which

“‘Urs- Schwsrz's eéxcellent paper explains. The concept of the

"limitation of warfare has made headway in the thinking of
‘the -larger powers, as Robert Osgood's paper points out;

“but in- othetr conflicts it has been more the product of
limited resources than of any ‘accepted phllosophy of restraint;
at the same time the concept of arms control has 1o} far
carried us - as Hedley Bull empha51ses - only a very short
" distance down what must eventually = if we are to survive -
be a very long road. Meanwhile ideological preconceptlons

" still cloud: rational calculatlon of the natlonal 1nterest

as Louis Halle'?iscussesi - '

V' In the meadnwhile the structure of the nation state
“itself is becoming precarlous, as Sam Huntlngdon and Brian
Crozier will be discussing, whether in the 51xty new countries
~of thé world, many of them under siege from some form of
revolutlonary warfare, or evén in the advanced states. In
the- great: develoPed powers, " the Chlcago rlots, the days of
“May, the sense-of despalr and restlessneéss in the younger
generation, from Tokyo ‘to Turln, from Edlnburgh to Istanbul
are clear signs that the 1970's are going to be’ a very
difficult decade to' live through ‘Meanwhile,” as Mlchael
Howard and- Raymoﬁd ‘Aron nay discuss, ' the classical study
of strategy as & specialised aspect of human organlsatlon and
behaviour has“reached: somethlng 1like a full stop in the sense

~.--that -1t has becone 1nseparable from the study of " international

relations as’ a whole with its growing cemplexity'aad endemic
‘imprecision, while the approach to the analysis of ‘conflict

.- <. through behdviéural and social sciences, with which Kenneth
Boulding will be ‘dealing, has beén initiated very late in
human“history, and its flndlngs and’ 1ts methodology are not

. yet politically‘influential. T

6," It i& not unnatural, therefore, that those of us who work
in ‘this particular fiéld of study or of policy should have
moments of black despair and should wonder why we should have
"given the better part of our working lives to this'unrewarding

' field of endeavour, why we have not laboured in some more

fruitful vineyard like development studies or world health,
or did not just go and make money. Some of you must have been
tempted, as I have, t¢ abandon the attempt to ‘organise or to
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pursue dispassionate analysis of the role and the context
" of force in international politiés, and to. join the young
and the angry in some great crusade against human folly
and pretensions; but then we are safely neutered, for we
know, better than most, to what fresh barbarities such
crusades cnn lead. Above all, in a world such as ours,
where ign6fant armies clash by night, what use is a little
Institute of this kind?

But when we do feel like this, it is useful to look
back a space as well as forward. Since this is a tenth
anniversary, let me give you some personal recollections
of the year 1958, when I.S5. & was founded.

. First of all, there were no accurate orders of magnitude
in eirculation anywhere in the world on which the politician
or the journalist or the scholar could base his own assess-
ments of the war potential of his own or other countries,
Figures of bombs or aircraft or divisions were guarded
'jealously by governments in priﬁciple, but in practice
leaked in driblets to favoured journalists or academics, in
the interests either of inter-service arguments or of .
disputes betwéen allies. In‘consequence to the public the
Russians were always ten feet tall and there was always one
perfect weapons system in one environment which would be the
answer to everything. &Second, there was intense suspicion
between those responsible for defence policy and what
Coleridge once called"the clerisy" - the decision-making
elite in modern social science jargon -~ journalists,
politicians, academics, and so on. Again the reason was
partly inter-service rivalry, which made a dispassionate
exchange of views with the ordinary chief of staff or
- defence planner, especially in air forces or navies,
virtﬁally impossible. Partly it was because of official
bureaucracies themselves who were quite uncertéin what policy
they should implement in the face of new and frightening
problems. The consequence was an external attitude of
Landarin-like obscurity in London, Paris, Bonn, and even
Washington, the most open of the cgpitals, very similar I
am sure to the affect that the cultural revolution has
producéd in Peking, an attitude of "if you knew what I know,
you wouldn't say what you do", which brought rational
intercourse to a full stop.



Third, the subject itself was in a'state of methodological
and substantive chaos, not surprising 'given the rapid pace of

technoloiical and political change., 1In the minds of those

concerned with international affairs, officially or academically,
there was no proper distinction between defencé studies, which

- are concerned with the security of a particular nation,

strategic studies, which concern the role-of power and force

in international relations as:a whole,fthe study of conflict

as a widely-disSeminated9%%EHE%%nbn, and the study of the
control of war and armaments. There was also a total confusion
between the study of war strategies and?%ayS‘bf“keeping the
peace. The consequence. was that those who were' interested in
the study of war and conflict were a melange of the classical

‘strategist, the defence expért, oiten a hardware man, the

soldier, and theidealist. The 'dissimilarity of their approaches

-perhaps justified the official planner in ‘thinking that the
'publlc were a pack of fools and ‘that hlS really was an arcane

craft.
Meanwhile in the United States a great intellectual effort

“'had been'going forward during the 1950's to clear away the

" debris -of old ideas, very largely through the agency of RAND.

" Classical strategists like Berhard Brodie, men coming in from
- new disciplines like ‘Albert Wohlstetter from mathematics,

- ‘Herman Kaln from physics, Henry Rowen, Tom Schelling and Alain

‘Enthoven {one of our absenteés) from economics, had been intro-
“ducing 'some conceptual order at least “into nuclear strategy.
- I will not retell ‘the story, partly because they are almost?ﬁ%re

t6 tell it themselves, partly because I do not wish to' pre-~
empt Michael Howard's admirable paper.
But here a fifth difficulty emerged, namely that there

‘wag very little international communication -~ trivial by
' comparison with the field of economics. One or two people in

Zurope had made it 'their business %o seek out these men in the

-United States,; and their coélleaguee in the Lbast <oast univer-

sities - Raymond Aron was oné, Denis Healey was another, I was

a third. - But the intérnational community of analysts and
scholars that exists today, a fair proportion of which is
" represented in this room, simply did not exist.”



Finally, the universities were, except in the United
States, largely uninterested in researching or teaching
the kind of subjects we shall be discussing this weekend.
There were a number of reasons for this. The minimal
- encouragement they got, intellectual or financial, from
governments; the furopean distrust for contemporary history
studies; the slower evolution of the discipline of inter-
national relations than in the United States from its
chrysalis of international law and diplomatic and military
history, meant that the European universities were in no
position to play the same role in a great international or
national policy debate that they were already playing in
-economic or social policy. It was the work during the 60's
«of men like Geoffrey Goodwin at London, Louis Halle at Geneva,
Rix Lowenthal in Berlin, or Raymond Aron, Bertrand de Jouvenel
and others in France who have made the kuropean universities
rart of the strategic debate. Countries that come nore
recently to serious strategic problems like Australia or Japan
come also better equipped in this respect.
7 e At the end of these ten years there is some progress to
record; First of all, public and peolitical debate is now
grounded onfmore accurate basis of knowledge about the orders
of magnitude involved. The o0ld bugbear of security still
dogs the subject to a much greater extent than it need, and
does give rise to'some_very distorted political debates and
soﬁe very inaccurate Jjournalism. But the principal sufferers
from a myopic attitude to security are now really the Russians
rather than the Western powers. Second, in-almost every
country there is a less frightened relationship between
officials and theorists, between governments and their elites.
Each has come gradually to recognise their nutual dependence
on the other. There is a disappointing exception to this
generalisation, namely the legislator, who has not taken this
subject as seriously as he should; one can count on the
-fingers of two hands the number of parliamentarians in
Lurope and the Commonwealth other than ministers who have
really made a thorough study of this field of international
policy. I find it sad that there are only two parliamentarians
in the audience tonight. But, third, there is now an inter-
national community of which this Annual Conference is the
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“expression ‘so that people no longer work in watertight -
compartments.. Finally there is now clear evidencé ofa con-
tinuity of interest, evidence that 'there are a great many
young people in many countries who are prepared to make the
'study of stratezy, conflict or security the main focus of
their attention. - Probably a fifth of the membership of I1.S.S.
ig now under 40 and the proportion is growing. Many of the
most important contributions to the literature have been made
- by men in the twenties and thirties, Merton Halpefin;'Hedley
Bull and Pierre Hassner to name only three exampies. And this,
- of course, is part cause, part consequence, of the fact that
- strategy and conflict studies have become a normal part of the
scope or curriculum of schools of political science and

- - international relations. -

8, I have so far said little or nothing of the role of
T.8.8. in this, for though I think we have played a useful
part in this process of making the study of security a
“serious and an international subject, there have been other

- centres and more powerful forces at work. Let me close by
making a number of brief points about the Institute itself.
First, I would like to dispel for good and all the notion
thiat “the growth of this Institute is a one-man tour de force.
. I gather it is sometimes said, and I should be flattered, but
it is very unfair to-a number of people who have had as much
to do with it .as I.  To begin with, there were the men who
called: the Brighton Conference of 1957 - Dick Goold-Adams,
Denis Healey, Sir Kenneth Grubb, inhthony Buzzard, Michael
Howard. and -Alan-Booth, and who had the foresight to see that
-1t must  be - made into a permanent centre and ‘who organised

the finance to make this possible., I had nothirng %o do with
this and the credit is entirely theirs. - Second, there were
the important figures already in the field, most of them

here -tonight or coming tomorrow, who helped, encouraged and
guided me in the early years: Albert Wohlstetter, Raymond Aron,
- Thomas Schelling, Henry Kissinger, Henry Rowen, André Beaufre.
- Third, by no means all the innovations which are central to
I.8.S. sprang full-grown frém my own brain; for instance, the
Military Balance is'+the publication by which the Institute is
most widely known; - the idea for it was not my own but was
suggested. to me by M. Paul-Henri Spaak when he was Secretary
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General of NATO. Fourth, I make no claims to be an original
thinker in the field of strategic studies, and this is
confirmed by the fact that I find no reference to any of my
own works in the footnotes of any of the papers at this
Conference, But I do know an original mind when I see it
and‘I;S.S. owes a great debt to the many original minds
who have worked here as Xesearch Associates or as authors
of our studies, a galaxy so large, diverse and able that to
pick out any one name would be invidious. Fifth, there have
been my fellow Institute Directors in Lurope, in the United
States and in many other cowtbries and continents. Without
their active interest and co-operation I.S.S5, would never
have become a serious international operation. The now
famous Anglo~French-German group of 1962 was a ground-breaking
exercise of great importance and its successor, our European
Study Commission, has not only given us who work in London
insights into the preoccupations and objectives of the
countries of the 5ix plus Scandinavia which we could have
obtained in no other way, it has?%ggn quietly influential in
a number of Eufopean capitals.

Finally I could have achieved little or nothing without
_'the assistance of an able and hard-working staff, most
" particularly because financial resources have never permitted
us the luxury of a large infrastructure and we have always had
to make pennies go a very long way indeed. I would like to
take this opportunity to thank four people in particular who
have been with me almost from the start: Arthur Majendie, our
Administrative Director; fve Streatfeild, cur Librarian;
Patricia Evans, who runs both our Meetings and our Luropean
Stﬁdy Commission, and Bettine Strdogo, who keeps control of my
own untidy affairs. .Finally I owe a great deal to Curt
Gasteyger for his work in extending the contacts of the
Instifute nbt only in Western Europe but in kastern hurope and
in Asia as_well'during his four years at Adam Street,
9. This is no conventional list of acknowledgements, and
you'will ﬁote that I have omitted any reference to the Council
of the Institute, who have been my masters down the years.
For théy deserve gratitude and credit of a different kind,
nanely for taking, at various stages, five decisions which
have been crucial to the success of this particular operation.
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1. The decision to seek no access to classified material.
I was certain that with a good Library public resources
were adeguate for serious. analytical work, though this
locked a much harder proposition to sustain ten years ago
than it is today. This decision has been an immense boon,
for it has raised the Institute above suspicion of

covert dealings with any- government.and has given us
great freedoﬁ of : expression. Without it the full inter-
nationalisation of I.8.5. would of course have been
- impossible, It does however impose limitations, and these

I clearly recognise. FYor instance, though I.S5.S. played
I think a central role in the whole argument about the
strategy of flexible response, I never permitted anyone
to undertake, let alone publish, any studies on tactical
nuclear weapons, knowing that the dispositions and the
nature of these systems involved certaln necessarily
guarded secrets which would make any work that did not
have access to them look amateurish. The same is true
today of certain technologies that are still under
development. But with so vast a field of work such
blind spots are of minor importance. if. one is running
an institute that is concerned with analysis and scholar-
ship and not with planning.
2. The decision fully to internationalise the

. Institute in 1963. This had been inherent from the very

foundation of I.35.5. for the Brighton Conference Assoc-
iation itself was international. It was my own conviction
from the start that strategic studies was an international,
not a national, subject. -And the full internationalisation
of the Institute has been a great source of strength.
What we have done .is to exploit London. as an international
capital with its great diversity of political, diplomatic,
commercial .and cultural contacts rather than let London
exploit us. _ o .

3, The decision to seek financial independence. 1 have
-a great respect for the contract research institutes.

I believe in contract research: and without for instance
the famous RAND base study we would not have the degree of
stability in the central balance that we have today.
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But I do not think it would have been right for a centre
such as ours to have become dependent on contract
research. And this is the proper place to pay tribute

to the great foundations - Ford, Carnegié and Rockefeller
‘in the United States, Nuffield, Leverhume and Wolfson

in Britain, Volkswagen in Germany, Agnelli and Olivetti
in Italy and others besides which have supported us.

4, The fourth decision did not present itself as a
black and white one. It was in effect a decision that

we were not concerned: to try and reach the mass public
but that our constituency was those who do influence the
-public: -the academic, the- journalist, the politician,
and, in this context, the official and the minister.

With this has gone a high emphasis on the provision of
common services for other institutes, whether in helping
national institutes of international affairs to develop
some expertise or specialism in the strategic field or

in the setting up of new institutes of defence or
strategic analysis as for instance recently in India.

5. The fifth and the most important was a decision at
the very beginning to set the subject firmly in the
context of international relations as a whole rather than
concentrating purely on nuclear strategy, on war strategy,
or on any one area of the world. This has often had the
effect of making our publications seem rather unglamorous
or even peripheral by comparison with work emanating from
other centres. DBut it has, I think, given it a certain
consisténcy and durability, and it has kept I.S.5. work
from being too influenced by fashions in strategic thought,
for instance by the overweening preoccupation with nuclear
relationships of the late 1950's or the preoccupation
with counter-insurgency of the mid-1¢60's.,- The second
study which I commissioned was a comparative analysis of
the way in which puropean governments raise military
manpower and the relative effectiveness of different
methods: I was attacked by a member of the Institute's
Council for wasting resources on a marginal subject when
1 ought to have been concerned with the great question

of human survival. Yet seven or eight years later, no
subject was more fully relevant to survival than the
availability of conventional military manpower in Europe.
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Men who founded the Institute were deeply concerned with
the moral:implications‘of-dependence on a strategy of massive
retaliatioh, and in our early years we had a much stronger
connection with the. churches than I am afraid we do today.

I know. they will forgive: me if I have sought. to achieve the
same goal as. they by-rather-different means, namnely by .

'zencouraglng profe551onal studles of ways in whidh war can be-
—.mlnlmlsed restrained- or prevented

9. . I.8:8. is, -and should remain, a relatively small: operation.
It always amuses me when T hear:someone. ask me if it is:.the

- European equivalent of the RAND Corporation: At the last
coﬁﬁt.our,budget was one sixty-fifth that of the size of the

w;-RAND'Corpbration,-and'I must cheek the'latestjfigure'with

- .Harry Rowen. Where RAND has some 300 full-time research
-, Wworkers we haveée never had more’ than four people permanenti&
on the staff working on substantive problems, though we now
have eight Research Associates a year from a wide variety of
countries. Our role is primarily that of d ¢learing-house;
but of course that i» quite inadequate to sustain the momentum
of an institute or to retain good people. The operation will
wither on the vine without its own programme o0f studies and
reseatrchi .

‘But the context in whlch I.5.5, exists is changing.
It is no lonrer sufflclent o pursue the kind of studies that
clarify the basic prlnclples of strategy. There are other
new centres of research activity outside the United States,
the problems of strategy and security become more complex as
they become less purely military in character, and the
challenge to the Research side of the Institute augments each
year. I shall be leaving I.S5.35. within a year or so and 1
think that my successor must be more adept than I in the
techniques of quantification and analysis,
10. Finally, let me say a word about this particular
Conference. It is, as I have said, the first that is con-
cerned with a particular field of study rather than a
particular field of policy. It is therefore right that the
speskers should be primarily pundits rather than policy-
makers. But it is highly significant that something like
half the members of the Conference should be men concerned
with policy. This acknowledges a convergence of interest
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that certainly did not exist a decade ago.

The I.5.S. Annual Conference has .ecome a recognised
institution and over 1500 people have attended them. But
not all have been of the same quality. Three in particular
stand out in my mind;. the 1960 Conference on arms. control

'~ here in Oxford, when the "new thinking" on the subject was

first discussed in Europe; the 1962 Conference in .Bad
Godesberg, where the dialectic between lr. McNamara's young
men and their Luropean counterparts got its first public
airing; and the 1966 Conference iﬂ Vienna, where we first
introduced Last Europeans into our discussibns - a link that
I am glad to say still holds. I am.sure that this will prove
to be the most memorable of them all.k' '
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The Place of Techndlogy in Strategy

BERNARD BRODIE

The original title.of thiérpaﬁér“ﬁas to be, rather grandly, "Strategy
and Technology," but-after I had somewhat rashly accepted the invitation to

presenﬁ-i#:heye,?ﬁhe_question arose: What can now be said on the subject of

- technology. and. str&tegy -that ig both significant end new? I do not wish to

gtrain for novelty, but nelther do I wish t0 waste your time. The opportunities

for concocting fresh generallzatlons in this area are noit what they once were,

Some twenty-seven years ago I published a book which, insofar as it was

- not simply a history of ‘the major naval inventions of the past hundred years,

presented the basic argument that change in the instruments of war which appear

" to ‘be 'gimply tactical can be so far-reaching as to have large strategic and

politiéal“effects.l 1 thought when I published it that there was some novelty

~in the 'idga, but that thouzht may have been illusory even ther. 'deay the

point would be obviously and ludicrously banal. The literature dealing directly

0¥ indirectly with the relstionship of technology to strategy has especially

' .gince World War II been very considerable, and muach of it heg been guite good.

In this present company I have to remember that one of the more recent examples
of that literature was Adelphi Faper Number 46, entitled "The Implications of
Military Technology in the 1970s,'" which contains six of the eighteen papers

delivered at this Institute's Ninth Annual Conference at Llsinore last year.

But merely to refer to the vast amount of pertinent literature is

certainly tb understate the influence which preoccupation with technology has

‘had on our recent strategzc thinking. The whole impressive development of

y systems ana1y51s and of related techniques, especially in the United States,

has fostered the notion that selection of future weapons systems for appropriate

development and deployment represents most of what there is to modern military

Bernard Brodie: Sea Power in the Machine Age, Princeton, 1941.
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strategy. I suspect that the former American Secretary of Defénse, Mr. Robert
S. ﬂcNamaxa, tended automatically to think in such terms. Military history,
which used to be the main acknowledged source of strategic insight ~ Clausewitz
and Mehan are examples = has been enormously down-graded in favour of the new
analytical techniques. Except for economics the modern social sciences have

had only a peripheral influence.

As you msy by now guess, I shall use this circumstence as the basic
challenge in this psper, and I shall be emphasizing mainly the limitations of
technology in strategy, and also the limitations of the study of technological
frends as a means of acquiring strategic insights. The time is indeed over-
ripe for considering these limitations. Vietnam is glmost too conspicuous an
example of technological superiority having inadequate payoff and of the modern
techniques to which I have referred proving irrelevant. Over the past year,
incidentally, I have witnessed fwo instances where a remark like the one I have
just made provoked in each case the retort that systems analysis could not have
been proved inapplicable in Vietnam because it has not been tried - the implication
being that an appropriate trisl might produce some very'far-reaching results.

In each case the person making that .retort was a distinguished member of the
strategic intellectual fraternity., I feel that such a reply reflects either a
profound misunderétanding of what has been happening in Vietnam, or a stubborn
réfusal to distinguish beiween the areas of consideration where systems-analysis
is appllcable and indeed invaluable and those in which it has little or no-

relevance. I suspect if reflécts both.

| Onerof the first.poinfe I should like to make is that the speeHMEnd extent
of teehnologieal chaﬁge have‘neeer been very cloaely coupled with the strategic
and political implications of the relevant changes. Some technological advances
may be so earth-shaking in their consequence that subsequent ones, however more
sophisticated individually and impressive in the aggregate, cannot tut be of
diminished significance relative to the original de dice. The outstanding example
is the weapon which introduced the nuclear age, the ofiginai figsion weapon -tested
at Alamagordo in 1945 and used -in that same year at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.g A
cornér was turned in those few months which vastly separates the world before
those events from the world after them. Against the bursting flash of* the
first A-bomb, the later much' larger thermonuclear weapons and all thelr agsociated

gear are of dletlnctly lesser ‘importance.

Let me develop this example a little further. At the end of the flrst ,

decade of the nuclear age, that is about 1955, a condition had eettled upon us

Tt is, of course, now well-known 'that the Nagasaki bomb was the:same (implosionw
type) as that tested at ilamagordo end thet the Hiroshima bomb.was. different, but
for the purposes of this paper the dlfference is 1nconsequentlal.;__



which in most essential respects is the same as that in which we find our-

‘gelves now and which involved changes much greater in their political

implications than were to derive from the second decade of that age, endihg‘
about 1965, I will also venture the prediction that the second decade will

prove more significant than the third, in which we now live,

At the end of the first decade there was fairly general understanding
among statesmen that major wer must be avoided at almost all costs. HNotice

I do not specify thermonuclear war but simply major war between powers

posgessing large nuclear capabilities, because no one is entitled to have, and = -

practicing statesmen seem never to have, any abiding faith in our abilities

to control or avoid eécalation from non-nuclear war between such powers., We
might observe, however, that at the end of this first decade fthe ideas were
already developing that were subsequently to constitute a kind of theory of
limited war, the existence of which has in iteelf had enormous pelitical con-
sequences, including on the negative side, I regret to say, helping to get the

United States involved in the Vietnam war.

At the end of the second decade the most important achieved realization

- wag that the balance of terror was really not delicate, that is, that the

expectation of being able to make a surprise attack against their major
opponent with near-impunity was most unlikely ever to be entertained by leaders
of either of'the super-powers, This second decade, embracing the shiff from
fission to fusion weapons, included also great developments in ballistic
missiles of all ranges, and vast increases in the stockpiles of all nuclear
weapons and their delivery systems. 4s it happened, missiles lent themselves
to passive protection and to concealment in a way that aircraft did not - or at
least appeared not to among those respongsible for operating them., The result
of this latter change was enormously to reduce the fear of surprise attack,
which persisted halfway through the second decade of the nuclear era and which
was in itself by far the single most important factor that would make for swift
escalation to nuclear war in the event of a really serious breask in the pesace
between the superpowers. The dominant military concern for those powers in the
earlier period was with getting one's delivery vehicles moving in time in order
to avoid tleir being destroyed on the ground. The coming of underground silos
and Folaris submarines greaily reduced that anxiety, though this reduction of
fear was alsc greatly sssisted by various politieal and psychological influences,
including simply the experience of having lived for years under a regime of
strong mutual deterrence, during which process one may also get to know the

enemy much better.

For reasons 1 have already hinted at, I am not able to be seriously dis-

turbed by such new technologies as MIRV or as Ballistic Missile Defence (BD),
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which in its present American form we call the Sentinel system and which is
probably as sophisticated as any yet existing. MIRV has been called potentially
destabilizing because it tends to alter in favour of the attacker the cost in
offensive migsiles of destroying retaliatory missiles - that is, it seems to
put "surprise attack" back in business. From the sirictly technological

side, I should expect that if the individual components of the MIRV gystem
acquire the accuracy theyAwill need to make them a real threat to heavily
hardened retaliatory missiles, there will be some options open to the defender
which will enable him to restore some large measure of his defensive integrity
- assuming he moves not altogether too laggardly with the times. But much
more to the point, the patterns of thought and of emotional response with which
governments have become imbued as a result of living with nuclear deterrence
are undoubtedly capable of surviving very large perturbations in the style of
the weaponry which originally induced them, One needs also occasionally to
remind oneself that even the return of those hardly-to—be-expecféd technological
conditions under which surprise attack is back in business is faf from being

a sufficient motivation for one great nation to destroy another, even one which
the former was accustomed to regard as an adversary over many years of time., To
repeat, the "many years of time" mzke a difference, because an enemy one has
lived with a long time has after all proved that it is possible and perhaps

not even very incenvenient to live with him. I am merely describing something
like the relationship existing today between the United States and Communist
China, where the Chinese seem not to fear and have no real reason to fear
preventive action by the United States, whose nuclear superiority is not only
wholly commanding, but, unlike the situstion vigs~a~vis the Soviet Union prior

to 1950, expressed also in huge capabilities.

I do not mean that we should be indifferent to changes which threatened
sharply to reduce the retaliatory capability of American nucleaxr power against
our major opponent or opponents. I only mean that our panic-level in the face
of such apparently impending changes would remain rather high, parily, I
suppose, but only partly, because we would expect an alert and provident
defence organization to be anticipating these changes by appropriate techno-
logical measures. Since 1945 the United States record in this respect, though
flawed, is clearly not one of neglect. If, however, such anticipation failed
to being the deterrence factor quite back to its previous high level; I should
expect the defence communities on both sides fto become quickly adjusted to
being adequately deterred with other patterns of potential attack and response.
That awful phrase "assured destruction" will inevitably still count for a lot

in a world which has as meny nuclear weapons in it as exist already today.
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Similarly, the BMD has been accorded vast potentiality for both good
and evil, but it seems to me likely %o be encugh limited in its future
technical effectiveness as to have 1little consequence other than adding huge
additional expense to the weaﬁbnry gystems that accomplish nuclear deterrence.
U.S. Senator Frank Church has been quoted somewhere as having called it
potentially the most expensive sieve in history. An article in the March
1968 issue of Scientific.American by Drs. Richard L. Garwin and the enormously

respected Hans A: Bethe (reprinted in the August 1968 issue of Survival) has,

I should hope, .shaken ameng many in the American defence community, the previous-
iy excessive confidence in the utility, from a cost-effectiveness point of
view, of the Sentinel system. The story of how that confidence became so
inflated in the first place is itself interesting and significant, and is un-
fortunately the kind of story that rarely gets properly -told in print., To do
it requires someone with the requisite experience and with the talents of a
Prcfessor R.V, Jones., I have myself seen only the outer edges of the BD
enthusiasm, and all I can bear witness to is the fact that people who have
access to the classified information heeded to make a rounded evaluation of the
system are by no means immune to highly subjective judgments. Some fend to

be particularly prone to a desire %o see put in service highly sophisticated
and novel weaponry that they have been working on for a long time. I might

add that Drs. Garwin and Bethe are particularly merciless about the proposal
for a so-called "thin'" BID defence against China, as is also Mr. Don G. Bremnan,

who unlike Garwin and Bethe, strongly advocates & large HID system.

I will not pretend to know much more than is in the public domasin about
the- Sentinel system. I will only say that the arguments mede for that deploy~
ment, and especially for ihe thin defence dgainst China only, seem to me to be
transparently full of flaws both in logic and in the reliability of the applied
data, They certainly do not take into account the vital points made by Garwin
and Bethe, as well asg others. The simple fact that the Spartan exo-atmospheric
missile alone will cost about two million dollars ecach, and is easily confused
by decoys, is enough to suggest to me that although the case for deploying it
may be substantial, it can hardly be overwheliiing in technical terms alone,
even before some negative political considerations are teken into account. Of
course the presently available BID system will improve, especially if we avoid
or postpone as long as possible that deployment which ftends to freeze designs,
but so will the means of defeating it.

Both MIRV and BMD represent an extraordinarily high degree of techno-
logical sophisiication, but, as I have already suggested, they dno not sompare

"with the original A~bomb in their effects on the whole pattern of deterrence.



Their appearance stems from and in turn induces a good deal of costly com~.
petition - possibly avoidable in part by international agreement, tacit or
formal. Also, because of tleir effects on the total costs of nuclear capa-
bilities, they will tend when and if deployed to maintain the exclusiviity of

the superpower club.

That last observafion suggests, however, a contrary idea which is
possibly worthy of being called & second "major point". We have become
accustomed, largely through the thinking fashioned over a long period of
American denunciation of French nuclear ambitions, to conceiving of very high
thresholds of expense below which it makes no sense to have or to aspire to é
nuclesr capability. However, the same people who have made the most of that
alleged threshold have often expressed a fear of proliferation, I think
appropriately - though somewhat incongistently. Some of them have alsc dis-
played a fear of the Chinese nuclear capability which seems to me to be
entirely disproportionate to the true menace of that capability, end which
is anyway entirely inconsistent with their arguments about the nullity of
French nuclear power, The reasoning which shows the French being shatteringly
overwhelmed if they dare raise the threat of their nuclear power against the
Soviet Union (not to mention the United States, which figures in the "All-
asmuths" plan) applies just as cogently to the case of China. Hevertheless,
China's potentislity for mischief is for some reason - somewhat obscure so
far as the manifest argument goes ~ supposed $0 be sufficient to warrsnit the

construction of the thin missile defence referred to above.

We notice here a certain disorderliness of thinldng that goes on above
those levels which all would agree are appropriate for the spplication of coste
effectiveness or systems analysis., What was the basis for Mr. lcNamara in his
gpeech of Sepfemﬁer 1967 jﬁstifying the projection of the thin BID system
partly on the ground that Chins was & less responsible adversary than the
Soviet Union so far as concerned the use of military force? On what evidence
and whose expert analysis was this finding based? Political judgments of such
character and importance can be carefully weighed and evaluated by persons of
the appropriate polifical expertise and sensitivity, but the patterns for doing
so systematically seem not yet to be established in government practice. The
Chinese have said and done many foolish things, but where have they shown the
tendency to med abandon in their use of military force beyond their frontiers
which is pfesupﬁdséd.ﬁy-thdse ﬁho dgdvocate the thin defence - which
incidentally must also presuppose a form of Chinese nucleasr missile attack that
is technologicelly primitive, i.e., sang decoys. At least one student of
Chinese affairs hag, apparently without major digpﬁte from his colleagues,

cogently argued the case that the Chinese Communists have always shown
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appropriate circumspection and indeed caution in their external use

3

of military power.

None of this would matter very much if the thin BMD defence would really
stay as thin and as cheap as some of ifs advocates claim, but if the restate-
ment by Mr, Clifford of lir, McNamara's proposal and the Senate support there-
of does not actually prod the Russiane into the appropriate arms control
agreement - which the Russian response to the Senate vote of fundg gives
us some reason to hope it may ~ then there are several reasons for predicting
with relatively high confidence, that the thin defence would goon become a
thick and enormously expensive one, and that it would probably have other

mischievous political consequences as well,

However, I have allowed myself to be distracted from the point about
thresholds of expenditure for meaningful nuclear capabilities. A very few
ruclear weapons, perhaps even one, in the hands of either Israel or the
United Arab Republic cculd be of very great significance in the Middle East,
even though deliveiable only by fightex aireraft. The effects of posgession
by cne side or the other would not be symmetrical, and mutual possession would
have still different and possibly even favourable effects, though I should
certainly not have enough confidence in the possibility fto want to see it

tried out in practice.

Still on the subject of meaningful thresholds of nuclear powers: T admit
to finding it somewhat difficult in my own thinking to find a convincing
utility for the French nuclear effort on its present scale of activity, but I
might find it at least ss difficult to justify those additional conventional
military forces that could be purchased and maintained with the same money. Ons
of the common fallacies 6f our time is that nuclesr forces are inevitably
expensive and conventional forces are by comparison cheap. It certainly matters
how much and what kind of each one ig talking about. Well-equipped ground
divisions or naval forces are certainly not cheap, and the one sure thing de
Gaulle could accomplish by sacrificing his nuclear power to buy more divisions
is please the Americans - which is clearly not his main endeavour in life. Any-

way, he would not get many more divigions.

My third major point concerns a phenomenon, related to the one just dis-
cussed, which is very well known but is very far from being well understood.
We have witnessed, for what is surelybthe first +ime in history, a huge

development and growth of outlandishly powerful weapons systems which are sealed

David P. Mozingo, "Containment in Asia, "World Politics, April, 1967,
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off from use but not yet from utility. How much axe they really sealed

off from possible use? What utility do they nevertheless continue to have?

When provided in .the lavish manner in which they are provided and developed

in the United States, strafegic nuclear forces are exceedingly costly. If

we should add a large anti-missile defence to our existing anti-bomber defence
end retain our offensive nucléar cepabilities in anything like the configuration
that they have today, the cost of maintaining both the offensive and defensive
gides of the strategic nuclear capability in the United States may come to
approximate what we are currently spending each year on the Vietnam war. We
could 5ear it, but who should want to?

I have been speaking thus far only of strategic capabilities, not of the
tactical nuclear capabilities which according to official reports are already
large and s1ill growing and which appear 1o he sealed off from use to only a
slightly lesser degree than the strategic nuclear weaponry. Everyone of course
agrees. that for the United States huge expenditures on these tremendous and
all-too~poverful forces are indispensable. The debate of some few yeara ago
on the guestion of minimum or finite deterrence seems to have petered out -~ or
rather to have been replaced by a debate on the quesiion of whether it jis reslly
necessary or even meaningfully advantageous to maintain a numerical superiority
over the Soviet Union if that country should choose to challenge our existing
superiority, as she appears to have been doing of late. The jargon of debate has
given us such barbaric terms as "overkill," "assured destruction," and several
similer unappetizing word figures. On the whole, however, I would submit thsat on
these issues there has been much dogmatism bui little searching inquiry. How
much are all these weapons systems really -sealed off from use in war, and under
what situations might they become unsealed? Almost everyone seems to be agreed
that the cement should be very strong indeed, but should it mean effectively s
promise of non-use under almost aeny cireumstaneces? If so, the utility of these
systems-ine~being will be much diminished, and that utility is presently high. I%
makes major war between the super-powers and between their respective alliance

systems not only much less likely than without them but perhapsaritically so.

The ¥ital question, however, is: how much utility have fhese capabilities
exerted in deterring much lesser conflicts? This is the area in whichlI feel we
have sustained a real failure in our efforts to understand the issues. All the
diplomatic pressure by the United States on her allies over the last six or eight
years to build up their conventional forces, alleviated within the last two years
only by the allies' refusal to heed these admonitiqns and demands, has been based
on the assumptiion that our large nuclear capabilities had,inédequate ufility in

deterring less than major wars snd were not even proof against‘the bccu:rence of



major wars on the conventional level. Some of this pressure was not simply

an attempt to interpret probabilities but rather to strengtheh the cement which
would keep the nuclear capabilities totally and completely out of use. Many
relevant propositions have been presented and pressed home simply as articles

of faith with a very minimum of what miéht be cailed hard, cold analjsis. To

be sure, analyéis in areas of this kind do not yield hsrd and fast figures,

which can be neatly portrayed in graphs on charts. Those who produced numbers

on charts have enjoyed a better hearing in recent years than those who were merely
reflective and who asked relevant and penetrating questions. My friend and former
RAND colleague, Dr. Amrom Katz, has said that the trouble with charts is thet one
can present only data on them, usually in the form of numbers, and that therefore
the motivation to preduce charts tends to become an incentive to gather data

4

because of its availability rather then because of its relevance,

Thus, while we have relatively rigorous and disciplined thinking at the levels
at which systems anslysis is aspplicable, the tolerance for sloppy thinking appears
to be at least as great as ever the moment we_épill over into those areas or rise
above those tactical levels of inguiry where systems analysils, according to common
agreement by the best practitioners of the art, has no reel applicability. As it
happens, these are the areas where we find all the really itough and important
questions, I am not suggesting that the questions settled by the new guantitative
techniques are not imporiant; I am suggesting rether that generally they prove
fo be'of much lesser importance than the questions which are normally answered out
of the simplest kind of intuition or bias. The point would not be worth making
axcept that I believe a great deal more rigour is possible in what might be called

the soft areas.

To be éure, thé épgearaﬁbé df g new problem - and fthe questions of choice which
arose following World War II with respect to new wespons sysiems had fthe dimensions
of an historically new problem - had a greatly stimulating effect in producing a
new kind of skill. People who had the requisite training for developing into
systems analysts might not have become interested in strategic guestions at all
if these new proplems, and the resesrch institutions for solving them, had not come
forward. On the other hand, a prestige factor has been involved, and what ghould
have been supplementafy talent tended in fact to become preemptive of the field of
strategic study. Undef the seven critical years of the regime of”ﬁcHamara, gome-

thing like the effect I am describing took place in the United States. The demand

Awrom H. Katz, "The Short Run and the Long Walk", Air Force, June, 1967.
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for figures, end for the ugse of computers, is relatively easily mefi. I under-
sténd that something called music is now being composed by computers. No doubt
I should try to hear some before passing judgment on it, but I always have felt
that both the composing of andrthe listening to music were a deeply personsl
kind of communication. The fact that machines have now intruded into this
process suggests to me only that it has become extremely fashionable to find new
and additional ways - the farther out the better-~ of putting these machines to

use., One is always interested in useful work, but not in make-work projects.

I turn now to some relevant congiderations of the Vietnam experience, What
makes Vietnam especislly germane to our discussion today is that a vast American
technological superiority in practically eve;y department has tummed out fto be of
much lesser vaiue than we had expected and sometimes even dysfunciional. By
dysfunctional I mean, for exaﬁple, that we sometimes fix our attention on ways for
utilizing our technological superiority rather than on methods of solving the
problem, like letting the Air Force and the avy's air amm compete with each other
to produce high sortie rates. When we begin to put an emphasis on sortie rates
and cn weight of bombs and shells dropped, we are not only tearing up real esiate
needlessly but alse requiring additional services of supply to maintain those rates

of expenditure.

The problem seems to be intensified, as Dr. Katz has also pointed out, by the
fact thet there is no front line %o bring both sgides into common agreement on how
they are doing. VWhen a front line is moving backwards or forwards, both sides know
who at the moment is winning or losing. But the kind of war we have been fighting
in Vietnam is one in which our "winning" is demonstrated by the use of charts con-
taining data. These data may or may not be accurate and they may or may not he
terribly relevani. The enemy is probably using a very different kind of criteris
for determining gain or loss from what we are using. This is something beyond

what is generally meant by a non-zero sum game.

Although the fighiing still continues, we carnnot wait foxr its end to begin
organizing our thinking about what has gone wrong in Vietnam. The effects of our
encrmous frustration in that land will long influence snd perhaps blight United
States military and diplomastic polilcies elsewhere. ©Some of these effects will no
doubt be benefieciel. & more realistic appraisal of our true capabilities is
always to the good, but we have probably expérienced a real constriction of those
capabilities rather than merely a clerification of'them.‘ The political disunity
within the United Stateé which is so largely attributable to the war in Vietnam,-
and the disaster which has overtaken President Johnson as a result of his perscnal

commitment and involvement, will not soon be fdrgotten by his successors.



- 311 -

I cannot presume to know all the importani things that have gons wrong in
Vietnam, but I don't dcubt we can group most of them under the heading of
"political misjudgment". Clausewitz did his best to warn us against neglecting
the political dimension in strategy, but that was a long time ago. It may not
be fair to blame this neglect of political considerations upon our precccupaticn
with fechnology and with the various analytical skills we have developed, but it
is remarkable how few of the pitfalls we have encountered in Vietnam were taken
into account in the kinds of war games, scenarios, and cost-effectiveness analyses
done at places like RAND over the past tﬁenty years. Nobody werned ug nf the pit-
falls involved in attempting to support through military action a regime or series
of regimes with a high common dencminator of corruption and ineptitude and which
have in any case failed utterly to attract the allegiance of the people. Nor do
I remember that we ever took into account what frustration might mean with respect
to the attitudes of the American people in supporting such a war, and also the
attitudes of other peoples who were simply witnessing what was going on. Wé had

in fact had some warning in the Korean experience.

One of the great weaknesses nf our Vietnamese military policy is that it hasg
been based on the draft. As both a parent and a teacher I have seen at first hand
hrw insidiously the draft affects the plans and outlooks of the young men who are
subject to it. Much if not most of the msral indignation stimulated within the
United States by our Vietnamese adventure has been connected with the draft. There
are, indeed, other reasons for finding'réal moral issues, nne certainly being the
effects of the prolangation of the war upon the Vietnamese people. BEven this
prolengation, however, is to some degree draft-connected, for the draft accounts
for the one-year rotatinn system, which has been extremely costly to our military
effectiveness. The United States can nbviously afford a professional army where
the incentive to enlist is higher pay. We are now spending about thirty billion
dollars per year in Vietnam, which amounts %o about $60,000 for each military person
we have in that countﬁy. Thet leaves a good deal of room for increased pay,
especially if we get direct and disproportionate increases in efficiency as a
result of being able to lengthen periods of rotation or to dispense with rotation
altogether., This is really a éost-effectiveness issue, and should be amenable to

familiar analytical techniques.

Incidentally, the $30 billion annuslly amounts to some $lQO;OOOVf0r each
North Vietnamese or Viet Cong fighting man engaged in the war. I am not speaking
here of enemy casualties, which cost astronomical figures each to produce, but
simply of soldiers in the field.: War seems always to confine us to the costliest

possible way of producing (or failing to produce) a desired result.

I am trying to avoid a judgment as to whether it was or was not a correct
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policy to become committed in the first place. However, I do hove a strong

allegiance to the idea that failures of the kind we have experienced thus far

 should be predictable. Some persons did in faet predict failure, and for

approximately the right reasons.5 Before committing U.3, combat troops we

had rich opporfunities for informing ourselves about the situation in Vietnam,
and actually since that time we have had few surprises from the environment.

The major surprise is that the environment has changed so little. Naturally,

to avoid predictable failure means either to avoid the commitment szltogether or
tn change the methods normally used for fulfilling such a commitment. Our ex-
perience in shaking bureaucratic structures in order to bring about a change in
methods drnes not warrant optimism about the results of such attempts. It 1s also
relevant that ~ur declining to invade North Vietnam - in line with the concept

of "sanctuary" wﬁich is so conspilcuocus a part of modexrn 1imited—war theory -
affected the conditions of the war in a mést fundamentzl way, snd inzsmuch as

we were making that choice we should have had some awareness of the probable
penalties. The restraint wés, surcly, a correct one; what was incorrect was our

failing to appreciate the military burden it entailed.

Another problem that has been acute concerning Vietnam has been the "information
gap," which again flies in the face of a marked advence in the technoiogy of
communications. The Vietnam war is reported daily on the televiéion screens of
dmerica, with more than enough views, in colour, of the fighting, the killing and
the deetruction. It is almost surely the first war in history that has been so
reported. Yét it is a war in which the publie, iﬁclﬁding that part of it vwhich is
usually highly informed, seems to be at a loss not only about the issues but about
the facts of the situation. The government, with its own monumental but bureaucratic
gources of information, which tend to overwhelm or at least dispiace outside and
contradictory sources, is probably differently confused rather than less confused.
The books, articles, and shorter news reports on the war are by now voluminous, but
to get some detached view of what is really going on is extraordinarily difficult,
even among the few whoe try. The question of stapping the remaining bombing in North
Vietnam how now become a hot election issue, yet surely not one in a hundred voters

has any idea what kind of bombing is involved, or where it takes place.

I know how partial and inadequste is this synopsis of lessons we should be
deriving from Vietnam. I intend it as much to illugtrate as to implement remarks

made earlier in fhis paper. Nevertheless, what I have cailed "the politiecal

Two such persens I can mention are Prof. J. Kenneth Galbraith, who while he was
ambassador to India warned Pregident Kennedy against invelvement, and Dr. Guy
Pauker of The RAND Corporation.
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dimension' is remarkably wvisible in Vietnam. ©So is the fact that a virtually
complete monopoly of =2ir power and a great'preponderance of every other form

of war material have bought us only the conviction thet we cannot escape the
guagmire through wilitory defeat, sz did the French. Also, if pride goeth
before a fall, mémbers of the American strategic freternity have had both their
pride and their fall. Let us hope we recognize the fall for what it is and do

not rationalize sway ite benefits,

A friend said to me recently that history teaches us only how to fight past
wvars. In s very real sense that is true, precisely because of the rapid advance
of technology. Nevertheless, I suspect that the wisdom that the same friend
brings to his own interpretation of our military neceds is in large measure based
orr his own experience with military ond assoeciacted bureaucracies, in other words,
on recent higstory as it has funnelled through his pérsonal expérience. I think
that history is of far greater Qalue than my friend allows, but it obviously
has to be another kind of history than the one we are accustomed to. In any case,
we learn from history that while some battles and even campaigns have been won by
clever technological tricks, others have been quite unaffected by considerable
technological superiority. We should learn that technology amounts %o very much
indeed - it after all separates the rich and the powerful from those who are

neither ~ but it falls vexry short of being the name of the game which is strategy.
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The foundstion of the Institute for Strategle Studies ten years ago
coincided with the beginnings of a great debzie- within the Westemn world
about the implications of nuclear wespons for zxms control snd disarmament.
One of the high points of that debate was the conference of the Institute
held here at Oxford in 1960, when the 'new thinking' on this subject that
had been developing in the late 1950's, chiefly in the United States, was

first presented to a wide internatioral audience.

The 'new thinking! of 1960 was not as new as it seemed to some of us
at the time: much.of it was a restatement of old princinles, concerning the
balence of power or the pelitical control of forces, in new terms, or an
application of these principles to new circumstances. But it seemed to
herald the birth, or at all events the rensissance, of a subject that was
both intellectually exciting snd of great practical importance. Some of the

central ideas of the 'mew thinking' may be briefly recapitulated:

Firgt, there was a feeling of concern about the‘dangers of nuclesr
war, and of dissatisfaction with the existing policies of the nuclear poﬁers,
that was sharéd with radical disarmers and was much more intense and immediate
then the concern that is felt now. Our anxieties were focussed upon the
possibility of war between the United States and the Soviet Unién, arising
especially out of the dangers of a premeditated surprise attack, a pre-emptive
attack dictated by thg need to disarm the adversary if war was imminent, or the
unintended expansion df a local conflict in Burope. The policies of the United
States in the period of the 'New Look!', of the United Kingdom after the 1957
Defence White Paper, and of the Soviet Union after Mr. Knrushchev's speech
of January 1960 seemed to envisage the unlimited use of strategic nuclear

weapons sg the chief, if not the only means of conducting a major conflict

in ihe nuclear age.



Secondly, representatives of the '"new thinking', in common with
advocates of unilateral nuclear disarmament, who were then a force to be
reckoned with on the British political scene, were suspicious and distrust-
ful of the goal of a negotiated general and comprehensive disarmaant agree-
ment, which was still powerfully upheld by men such & Philip Noel-Baker and
Jules Moch, vhose thinking about diszxmament had been shaped in the League
of Nstions feriod, and whose ideas still provided the chief content of
'disarmament! as & concept in the public mind., The goal of a general and
comprehensive disarmanent agreement was adopted in principle by the nuclear
powers, and had recently been forcefuliy restated in the Soviet proposzl of
1959 for 'total disarmament'. Like members of the Campeign for Nuclear
Digarmament in Britein those who gave expression to the 'new thinking!
were apt to draw attention to the gap which separated the professions of ihe
major powers to a belief in negotiated disarmament and their actual
practice, the predeminance of. propaganda over genuine negotiation in disarmament
conferences, the atmosphere of dilastorinegs and humbug that accompanied
these meetings, and the urgent need to do something to reduce the dangers
of war, without waiting fr the great:powers'to'reach agreement on remote

and improbable schemes for transforming the world.

Thirdly, by contrast with both the traditional disarmement doctrine
stemming from the pre-war period :1d the school of unilateral nuclear
disarmament, which were inclined to regard defence and disarmament as
opposed objectives of policy, and the influence of the military on disarmam-
ent policy as a sinister one, the 'new thinking' insisted upon the unity
of strategy and arms control, the continuing need for defensive measures
under conditions of disarmament, the need for defence planners tc take
disarmament info account, and the subordination of both defence and disarm-
ament to the objective of security. While this doctrine of the unity of
strategy and arms control meant that traditional defence thinking, unrefined
" by the element of collaboration with the antagonist in military policy,
was inadequate, it also cariied the implication that arms control was not
the preserve of radicals and rebels, but was a respectable pursuit that
could be contemplated without aiarm'ih the corridors of power. Radicals
and rebels were quick to interpret the 'new fhinking' as essentially a
capitulation of disarmament thinking to defence thinking, cr as the new
apologetics developed by the defence establishment to protect itself against

the criticism to which it had become subject.

Fourthly, implicit in the treatment of arms control rather than

disarmament as the essentisl focus of concern, wss e broadening of the
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scope of the subject and a perception of links between varieties of military
activity hitherto thought separate. 'The essenﬁial feature o§ armé cgptrol‘,
Schelling and Halperin wrote, 'is the recognitibn of the common interest,

of the possibility of reciprocation and cooperation even'between potential
enemies with respect to their military establishments'.lr Along with
disarmament‘agreements it was necessary to recognise formal agreements which
restricted miliftary policy without involving disarmament, facit agreements
arrived at without being given formal or even verbal expression, and unilateral
actions undertaken in the pursuit of common interests. The effect of this
broadening of the scope of the subject was to weaken the claigs that advocates
of disarmament had slways made that theirs was a new and untried course.

For a great deal of what counted as arms control in this extended sense was

already & part of the established practice of states.

The broadehed definition also introduced a note of obscurity and
even of metaphysiecs into the discussion of arms control. For while we
mey easily recognise a formal_agreement when we see one there are inherent
difficulties in establishing the exisience of an agreement which has never
been alluded to in the statements of governments. The fact that the United
States and the Soviet Union have both refrained from doing certain things
{e.g. directly confronting one another in war, using nuclear ﬁeapons in war
or stepping up their defence expenditure to Second World War levels) does not
mean that they have agreed not to do them. Moreover, it is also often
difficult to determine whether unilateral military policies can in fact be
regarded as instances of arms contrel: for steps taken 4¢ strengthen
command and control procedures, to render retaiiatory forces invulnerable to
destruction or to avoid provocative deployments of forces, have a simple
defence rationale, and if they are to be regarded as measures of arms control
it has to be shown that they asre motivated by a perception of interests
shared with the adversary, or at all events that they result in the

advancement: of such interests, which is sometimes difficult to demonstrate.

Fifthly, the 'new thinking' was critical of the assumption that
disarmament, in the sense of the reduction or abolition of armaments and armed
forces, should be the objective of arms conirol policy. It was argued that |
'total disarmament' was not qualitatively different from any lesser degree of

disarmament; that whatever mesning could be given to the term, it still

*
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1 Thomas C. Schelling and Morton H. Halperin: Strategy and Arms Control,
1961, p.2.




implied 2 situation in which war was physically pessible. It was argued
also that drastic disarmament, while it might or might not prove desirable,
should be regsrded as the objective of arms control policy only in cases
wheré it could be demonstrdted that alreduction of armaments, rather than
an increase of them or a maintenance of them at existing levels, prometed

the overriding objective of security.

In particﬁlar, it was suggested that while the uneritical pursuit of
disarmament implied the dismantling of the Soviet-American balance of
terror, the proper object of arms control policy was rather to preserve or
perfeét it. Ammsceontrol policy should distinguish betweén fhosa military
developments which tended to stabilise the balance of terfor, and those
which tended to destabilise it; and while restricting the latter it should
tolerate or even encoursge the former. From this perépective meagsures
directed towards‘making retaliatory forces invulnerable, or towards the
neifenance of the ability to threaten unaccepteble damage, were welcomed
as gtabilising, while measureé directed towards thé acduisition of a dis-
arming capacity or the provision of an effective defence of cities rgainst

misgile attack, were brended as 'de-gtabilising',

Sixthly, although the 'new thinking' was directed in part towards
destroying the illusions end exposing the humbug that surrounded the
discussion of disarmament it was also deeply infected with optimism,
especially the optimism of the social sciences in America. There was‘é
sense of being at the threshold of a new era in arms 6ontrol, reflected in
proposals .to expand governmenital machinery for dealing with arms control,
in hopes placed in the goal of what was called 'stable deterrence!, and above
all in the confidence that was displayed in study and reséarch ag a means
of improving the prospects of peace and security. One of the most memorable
interventions in the discussion at Oxford in 1960 was that of Mr (now Sir)
Con O'Neill, who warned that the hopes now being placed in logic or mathematics
in the search for a solution to the problem of disarmament might prove as
illusory as those which had been placed by a previous generation in the moral

transformation of mankind.

II
_ What progress has been made since 1960 towards the goals that the
'new thinking'! mapped o:t? The answer to this question presents something
of a paradox. .On the one hand the world is a great deal safer than it

was at the begimning of the decade, at all events against the danger of



majoxr nuclear war. But on the other hand the progress of arms control,
while it has not been negligible, has been- slight and the contributions

it has made to the streugthening of international security are problematical.

It is obvious that the sense of impending catastrophe that gripped: the
Westem world during the late 1950's has now given place to a more relaxed
view of the dangers of nuclear war. Disarmament has lost much of its
urgency as a public issue in Western countries; governments are not so much
on the defensive against radical groups pressing for sction in this field,
and radical groups themselves have found other matters on which to focus their

protest.

This more relaxed attitude does not necessarily reflect an objgctive
improvement in the position. Moreover, there may be some risk thaf the new
mood of relaxation will itself help to resuscitate the old  dangers. While
the departure of panic and hysteria from the discussion of nuclear problems
can only be welcomed, we should beware of assuming that the twenty-three
years' nuclzar peace we have had reflects the operation of inherent
tendencies of the nuclear age that are in no need of éncouragement from us,
of neglecting the part that has been played in our survival so far by

conscious efforts to remove the dangers and by sheer chance.

In fact, however, there has been an objective improvement in the
position. We remain, it is true, in a world of states that are sovereign,
armed and divided, and subject to the insecurity which this entails. If
progress is to be measuréed by the,degreé to which we have altered the
political structure of mankind by depriving states of their sovereignty,
or their armaments, or by removing the political conflicts among them,
we have made none, But within this framework a situation of relatively

greater security has grown up.

First, the United States and the Soviet Union have devoted much effort
and attention to d evising procedures and technigues for ensuring adequate
command and control of their own nuclear forces and weaponss, 'The‘novels
and filmsy which depicted the outbreak of a nuclear war zs the result of
failure in command and control, whether or not they draw attention to
dangers which actually existed in the 1950's or early 1960's, carnot be
taken very seriously as warningsnow. I believe that these dramatised
warnings, exaggerated as they no doubt were, served a useful purpose; and
although i have no evidence on this point I believe they may have played
a part in stimulating the measures which fthe United States and the United
Kingdom have taken to improve commend and control measures in relation to .

nuclear weapons.



I believe it is desirable that the United States and other muclear
powers should make more .information available to the public about the
steps they have taken in this field. Information about commend and
control is, of course, necessarily subject to the highest security
classifications, But at the present time the public can onlyrtake it
on trust that in this vitel area their interests are being adequately ‘
safeguarded. Moreover, there is reason to believe that the dissemination
by the United States of information in this field to other nuclear
powers, including unfriendly ones, might help to guard against common.

dangers.,

Secondly, the United States has carried out the sieps to ensure the
invulnerability of its strategic nuclesr forces, for which the strategic
writings of 1958-61 called as if with one voice. . Moreovef, the Soviet
TUnion in due course followed the United States in the multiplication,
dispersal and hardening of 1 nd-based missile sites and developing a
nuclear-submarine-based missile force, and added the techniqué of the
mobile land-based IC:™,

As a consequence of these measures it is not reasonable now, as it
wag in 1960, on the basis of the information then publicly available about
the state of nuclear forces, -to doubt the stabiiity of the situation of
mutual deterrence, in the sense of the tendency to persist of the situation
in which the United States and the Soviet Union could each survive a first

blow by the other side and retain & capacity for Assured Destruction.

It is true that the siltuation of mutusl @eterrence remains 'delicate’
or unstable in principle, in the sense that its persistence is not assured
by the mere existence of nuclear weapons on both sides but only by constant
attention to the measures that are necessary to provide an fLasured Destruction
capability. It is true also that there are actusl ‘'destabilising' trends
perceptible, both in. the measures being taken by the United States and the
Soviet Union to provide Ballistic Missile Defence of their cities, and in guch
harbingers of the development of a disarming capability as the MIRV and the
improvement of submarine detection. But experts do not now expect that
trends such as these will undermine the situation of mutual deterrence within

-the foreseeable future.

A stable balance of nuclear terror does not ensure the pricervation

of peace, The form of order it provides, moreover, as Osgood and Tucker



have pointed out, labours under the disadvantage that 'a gindle breakdownr
of that order in nuclear viclence would be.catastrophio'.z But it does
ensure that deliberate resort to the unlimited use of force by either

side cannot be a rational act of policy. pnd it does reduce - while not
eliminating - the incentive to get in the first blow in a situstion in
which war is believed to be imminent, For these reascons the increased
stability which the balance of terror between the super-powers has come to
possess in the 1960's has made for a safer world, despite the absolute
increase in the size and destructive potential of the Soviet and American
strategic nuclear forces, and in the money spent on them, during thié !

pericd.

Thirdly, we have much less reason now than we had in 1960 to assu@e
that if the United States and the Soviet Union did become involved in .
hostilities these would necessarily expand or 'explode' into an unlimited
conflict. Perhaps even then there was reason enough.to doubt any automsztic
tendency of a Soviet-American conflict to become unlimited, and evidence'
enough from the experience of the Berlin Blockade, the Korean war or the
Quemoy crisis of the ability of the superpowers to contain conflicts in which
they were involved. 3But in .the nineteen sixties the United States has cc 2
to espouse a sophisticated doctrine of the need for and the possibility of
limitetion of war, at a variety of different levels; and the Soviet
Union, although it began later gnd has not gone nearly as far, has moved

in the same direction.

The United States and the Soviet Union, I believe, need to go much
further in elaborating a doctrine of limited war. Because e8pousdl of the
idea of limited war impliesyéckﬁoﬁledgfné.the piace of war in ihternationél-
relations, because it appears to weaken fhe force of deterrent threats, and
because, as the United States discovered when it sought to enuncizte thisg
doctrine within NATO, it raises awkward questions about the differeht int?rests
of allies in the nature snd extent of the limitations proposed, there are great
obstacles to carrying the ‘doctrine of limited war further. Once the United
States and the Soviet Union, moreover, are directly engaged in hostilities,
the pressures for expansion of the conflict must be great. But at. least
if the major powers accustom'themsélves to the idea of limited war, amg allow
for it in their strategic planning and prepsrations, there -will be some:
pdssibility of limiting a Soviet-American conflict that -has broken out.
Uhitedlstates and Soviet policymakers, although they have studiously avoided -
direct military conflict and have controverted those who argued that once

the strategic nuclesr bzlance was stable, war between the superpowers would

——

2 Robert E, Osgood and Robert W. Tucker: Force, Order and Justice, 1967 p. 39
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for a plan that would, in Schlesinger's word&«, 'strengthen allied unity
and beat the Soviet U nion in the U.N.' -he overruled the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the 'extreme arms controllers' and ruled in favour of general

and complete disarmament.

There followed the McCloy-Zorin talks of 1961 and the 'Agreed
Principles' concerning GCD which they drcw up; and the following year
the presentation of Soviet and United States draff GCD plans to the new
Eighteen Nation Disarmement Conference. Perhaps because of the new elemént
of professionalism injected into the plamning of disarmement policy by the Arms .
Control and Disarmement Agencdy the United States GCD plan of April 1962 was
a réasonably Sophisticated'document which attempted to spell out the meaning
of drastic disarmament in terms of the stages necessary to accomplish it,
and the institutiong necessary to verify and enforce disarmament measures and to
maintain international order in a disarmed world. Undexr the impact of this.
professional argumentation Soviet plans for drastic disarmament became
less frivolous than they had previously been. The period 1961-4 was one of
sustained intellectual attention to fthe subject of drastic disarmament on
the part of the E.N.D.C., bureaucracies and ouiside scholars and.writers, and
it resulted in the appearance of a great deal of material of interest to

students of the subject.

But it never showed any sign of resulting in any agreement in this
field, apart from 'agreements‘df piinciple' like the McCloy=-Zorin one which
merely serve to obscure the differences between the parties and to create an
illusion of progress. Since 1965, the discussion of GCD in the E.N.D.C.
has become a perfunctory affair, the time set aside for this subject being
devoted to the canvassing of measures such as a freeze in the production of
nuclear delivery vehicles, which may be formally linked to progress in the
field of GCD but have in fact been discussed as separate proposals., Critics
of the pursuit of GCD have often argued that it distracted attention from the
discussion of partial meassures and imposed an obstacle to agreement on them.
In recent years, however, negotiators have experienced no difficulty in det-
aching particular proposed azgreements from the GCD framework, and discussion
nf the latter has become a ritual affair., It is also strilting that among
non-official students of arms control and groups interesied in proroting
arms control, advocates of drastic or comprehensive disarmament have ceased

4

to exert a significant influence.

3 Arthuvr M. Schlesinger Jr: A Thoussnd Days. John F. Kennedy in. the White

House, 1965 p.418
4 This is bemoaned by R.R. Neild in What Has Happened to Disarmement?

Annugl Memorial Lecture, David Divies Memorial Institute of International
Studies, April 1968
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The most tangible evidence of progress in amms control is provided
by the formal arms eontrol agreenents, not involving disarmament, that
have been signed in the 1960's. Follewing upon the Antarptica Treaty of
Deeember 1959 we have had the Partial Test Ban Tfeaty signed .in August
1963, the tripaitite declaration on outer space of October 1963, followed
up by the Treety oﬁ-the Exploration and Use of Outer Space of Janﬁary 1967,
and the Non-Proliferation Treaty this year. The Hot Line-egreemeht of June
1963, although it imposes no resfriction on military policy and hence ceannot
strictly be conszdered an.example of arms contrel, nevertheless may be mentioned
as giving effect to the oh‘ective of percelved common interests in milltary
security and embodying a techn;que advocated by stpdents of arms control,

The intrinsic effects of these formal arms control agzeements on
military competition emong states are not negligible. '?calisfs‘ argue that
the Partial Test Ban Treaty is ineffective because it does not prevent nuclesr
explosions, but merely registers the faect that the powers who launched it had
exhausted the utility of tests in the atmosphere. Or they argue that it had
merely the effecf of intensifying underground explosions. _Theee.;ﬁe ﬁisleading
half-truths, It did not in fact prove possible o terminagte United States and
Soviet bouts of :.ompetitive nuclear testing without the instrumentality of
the Partial Test Ban Treaty. And although underground testing has'been
intensified, the prohibition of testing in the atmosphere; under water and in
outer space represente 8 realrrestriction, which elements .within the United
States and the Soviet Union, and among potentlal nuclear powers that are

51gnator1es of the Treaty, undoubtedly flnd 1rksome.

The Antarctica and Outer Space agreecments similarly prohibit the
deployment of weapons in areas where the pressure for deployment is in any case
not yet powerful. 3But they do add an additional inhibition to-ofhers which |
alreadj make against the extension of armaments competition info these areas;
and the& gerve to advertise and to define the intentions of signatory-states
and thus to reassure them about one another's intentions. The Non-Prollferation
Treaty slmllarly has to be viewed as an instrument which cannot LI+ itself
arrest the spread of nuclear weapons, but which rdds a legal inhibition to
other more pet; ful factors already making against prcis 1feretlon, and whlch
helps signatory states to arrive at a more precise apprec1ation of one
snother's intentions than they would be able to make in the absence

of a foxmal agreement.

No one would argue, however, that an& of these zgreements has

. vitally affected the course of military competition., The chief importance
of these agreements lies ﬁot in their intringic effects uponrthe military
policies they are designed to restrict, but in their symbolic effect. The
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signing of the Partial Test Ban Treaty, which demonstrated that arms control
negotiafions were not necessarily forever without concrete issue, and thaf

the United States and the 3oviet Union were able to agree upon a tangible
restriction in the nuclesr wcapons field, marked an imporiant stage in

the emergence of the political deténte. Similarly, the chief importance

of the Non Proliferation Treaty mey lie. in its gqualities as a symbol of
positive cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union in
promotlng a universal arms control measure in opposition to the pollcies

of other states, and as a dramatisation to the world at large of’ the pos51b11—

ity of taking action to arrest the spread of nuclear weapons.

A number of important expectations or hopes. that were entertained

in 1960-in relstion to.formal arms control agreements have failed to bear fruit.
There have been no agreements bringing about any actuﬁl reduction of amaments.
There has been no progress in the application of intermational inspection
machinery to arms control agreements, contrasting with an immense investment

by the United States in the study and development of techniques for such
inspection, although the Non-Proliferation Treaty will result in the extension
of I.A.E.A, safeguards to the peaceful nucleaxr activities of non-nuclear weapon
siﬁte éignatories. Advancing technology has greaily improved the means of
verifying‘some agreements without international inspection machinery, as
illustrated by the Partial Test Ban Treaty and the role which satellite
intelligence might play in a limitztion on deployment of nuelear delivery
vehicles, But many possible agreements still clearly require formal ingpection
procedures for adequate verification, and many students of arms control in 1960
rlaced great emphasis upon intermational inspection aw something valuable in
itsgelf, as‘pndermining military secrecy and establishing a momentum towards

further measures of arms control.

-

Above all, no progress has been made towards a formal arms control
agreement, or series of such agreements, that would stabilise the balance of
terror at a minimum level of force. Perhaps the chief specific objective that
was singled out by the 'new thinking! was in this field, It was. thought that
whether or not radical disarmament was a feasible ultimate objective, the
first step was to stabilise the balance of terror; that this was unlikely .
$0 come aboul as the result of Soviet-American arms competiton itself; and
that arms control agreements could be designed specifically to this end. Thig
immediate goal, which was viewed by 'disarmers' as. part of the firet stage ofa
GCD plan and by 'arms controllers' as a subject for negotiation in its own
right, cbuld be pursued directly by means of a comprehensive agreement on
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strategic nuclear weapons which would proel™ m the desirability of
distinguishing 'stabilising' from 'de-stabilising' weapons developments,
rather es plans in the infer-war periocd had proceeded deductively ffom
the principle that 'specifically offensivé' weapons were to be reéfricted
and 'defensive' weapons  to be retained. Or the goal could be'sought
indirectly by means of agreements such as a freeze of nuclear delivery
vehicle (NDV) production, & deal on numbers of deployed NDV's arrived

at by 'straight bargaining'!, a prohibition’of Anti-Ballistic Missile

deployment or & 'bomber bonfire'.

In fact, as has been noted, the United States and the Sovief Uhion;
unaided by formal zrms control agreements 1o this end, have cfeafed a
gtable balsnce of terror. It is, however, subject to destabilising '
tendencies as illustrated by the MIRV and the ABM; and in terms of the
numbers and size of nissiles and destructive potential of warheads =
available to both sides, it exists at a vastly higher level than the
strategic “alence of 1960, ' Within and around the lWestern defence éstabe
lishments some progress has been made in thinking through the great
complexities of this subject. President Johnson's 1964 propossl for a
freeze on numbers and characteristics of nuclear delivery wvehicles
proposed a way of opening the ?éﬁ%PSSion of this subject, but at the
time it was presented it would XX frozen & great United States
superiority; it involved a great deal of intrusive inspection; and
it would have frozen such 'stabilising' developments as the hardening
of Soviet ICBM forces. The 'Gromyko proposal! of 1362 for a nuclear
umbrella, which also led to some valuable thought on this problem, was

never spelt out in detail nor detached from the framework of GCD.

o What éﬁuqribufibn hag arms control made %6 the impiovemen% of
seéﬁrity againét major war during this decade? Measures of "unilateral
arms control',like the strengthening of command and control and the
securing of retaliatory forces, have undoubtedly played an impdrtant
part, although it is difficult to estimate whether the dimension of -
armg control thinking was essentisl o the taking of them. The category
of 'tacit arms control agreements', if by thet we mean studied attention
by the great powers to one another's moves in military policy, plus the

. attempt to jockey each ofther towards minimax solutions, is central to
the present Soviet-Americen expectation of secure coexistence, But

this remsins an obscure field in which there are some illuﬁinating notione
about what might happen or could happen, but little hard evidence about

what actually goes on.
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Tangible, formal arms control negotiations have resulted in some.
agreemenfs, but fhesé agreements have affected the couise of events by
virtue more of their syubolic than their intrinsic importance, andfthe
negotiations themselves have contributed to inteinational securlty more
because of their side-effects, in the communication of strategic ideas
and the definition of arms control policies, than as the result of their

pursuit of the central purpose of arriving at agreements.

111

What lessons cen be drawnrfrom this experience for the study and
practice of arms control in the future? If the fruits so far of the
'new thinking' have been disappointing should we feturn to the pursuit
of radical disarmament, bending our efforts once again towards a general
and complete disarmament plan, or some comprehenéive proposal of this
sort; rather than expending ocur energies upon measures which, even if

they are implemented, are of slight significance?

Such a course would‘be diéastrous. If progress ié the negotiation
of lirited measures has been. disappointing in the field of comprehensive
dissrmament there has been none at all. The detackment from such
comprehensive plans of items for separate negotiation, beginning with the
Surprise Afttack and Test Ban negotiations that opened in 1958, was the
most constructive step of the disarmament negotiations in the postwar years.
The developments that have flowed from this step have brought afms control
out of the realms of cyniral propaganda and scholastic irrelevance and into

that of serious international politics.”

I believe on the contrary that the Western powefs shauld seek to

. deprive GCD plans of the foothold they still enjoy in disermament
conferences. When this coﬁfse is suggested to them, officials are inclined
to0 argue that the public will not stand for it., Very frequently, however,
when this subject comes up for discuééion‘if ig the officials who are in
favour of'continuing to negotiate about GCD.an& the members of the public
present who wish fto drop it. The veocal public in this field ave in fact

a good deal more sophisticated about thig matter than théy were iﬁ the
19508 '

It is certainly not possible, nor would it be desirable, to sbandon

official espousal of a disarmed world as an ultimate goal. It 1s desirable
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that our leaders should uphold the idea that military force 1s in itself
repugnant and that we maintain it and pay for it only because 1t is an
unlortunate necessity. The notion of a worid without arms, moreover, is a
nelessary point of reference in mainteining the momentum and-sense'of
direction of an ehterprise devoted to the reduction and'limitationlof

eiinents.

What should be eliminated is the pretence that plang to bring about
general disarmament are a matter that can be negotiated about in good
faith by governments now. GCD plans need not be drasmatically disavowed
but can be quietly dropped. The aecomplishment of this task would be
facilitated if the Western powers were able to interest the Soviet Union

in some reciprocated restraint to this end.

Apart from this negatlve one what p031t1ve lessons can be drawn?
First, we should recognise that among the different sorts of measures
that go o make up arms control_'unilateral action' is more important
thizn the pursuit of agreements, and 'tacit agreements' are more important
than formal ones., This ﬁay have been impliciﬁ in some of the 'new
thirking! but it was nowhere clearly spelt out. It now seems to me
that one of the defects of the 'rew thinking' waw that it was not :dieal
enc:sh, and overrated the importance of formsl arms control agreements
in impoging severe curbs upon armaments competition, and especially the

importance of international inspection.

Formal agreemenfs in areas of vital military concerm. such as that
of the reduction and limitation of stfategic nuclear weapons, are
immensely difficult to negotiate not only because of the, sensitivity
of goverrments towards them and the suspicion with which their military
advisors regard them, but also because of the inherent difficulties of
translatlng the uncertain and constantly changing balence of power into

the precision and fixity of a treaty.

For zs long as states remain_the primanﬁ acﬁérs in international
relations and possess arms, which is for as.long as we can forésee, what
will chiefly determine international securlty will be the decisions
these states make about the use of their arms. Intermsational agreements,
even when satlsfactorily coneluded and brought into operatioﬁ, are at

best a means of influencing these decisions.

_ As_haé been argued ahove, the improvement of internation&lr

security in the 1960's owes more to unilateral actions than to the pursuit
of formal agreements. Accordingly it is regrettable that the major organis-
ational imnovation of the period, President Kennedy's Arms Control and
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Disarmament Agency, is one primarily oriented toverds the pursult of such
treaties. I have great respect for‘thé work of the A.C.D.A., and
-helieve its creation was a great sfep fofward. Nevertheless, thé heart
of ihs problem of infernational security lies in the defenéé or strategic
roilicles of the major powers, and the negotiation of iﬁfernational under-

stendings is necessarily subordinate to it.

" The prime need is perhaps to inject a greater element of self
consciousness about the arms control dimension of strategic policy into
the defence and foreign_policy‘estéblishments of these states. No doubt
a good deal of awareness of this dimension already exists. But this
awareness might be strengthened if there were established within the
defence and foreign policy machine groups chsrged not merely with the
éearch for agreements, but with the definition of interests shared with
-adversaries, and ﬁhe study of ways in which these interests might be

advanced,

. An examplé may be given from the field of anti-proliferation policy.

The Non-?roiiferation Treaty, in my view, has a part to play in the
control of proiiferation. But the spread of nuclear weapons will be

more vitally affected by the overall policy of the nuclear powers on

this matter: +the restraints they themselves ﬁractice in their nuclear
wea@ons policy, the assurances they can provide, the induceﬁents and
pressure they can brihg o bear. Thege wider considerationa are by

- no means neglected but one may doubt whether they have received the

degree of gttention that has been bestowed upon the.Non-Proliferation

.Treaty.

Another example is the field of Soviet-American competiticon in
strategic nuclear armaments. It is this field which is the most sensitive
of all areas of military activity at the present time, because on it the
whole structure of pdwer in the world depends. Formal agreements may
) affect it,.as up to a point the Partisl Test Ban Treaty and the Quter
Space agreement already have done. DBut in this ares progress towards
restraint and a gealing dewn of effort is mqré likely to come by means of

-recipfdcated uniiateral aqtidn than by treaty.

Secondly, we should recognise fhat the chief function of formal

| agreements may sometimes be the symbolic one of demonstrating.'progress!'
and fEcilitating'the conclusion of further agreements, rather than the
intrineic contribution they make to military security. The 'new thinking',
which was characterised by a certain intellectual_purism in the pursuit

of military security and by disdain for the merely political and theatrical,
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was inclined to overlook this. Thus we haﬁe had the Partisl Test Ban
Treaty dismissed as a 'clean air bill', the Hot Line,;agreement disparaged
aé‘SOmp+hing that could as well haﬁe'been arrenged qﬁiétly'between the
United States end Soviet post offlces, and'ﬂn Non-Proliferation Treaty
derided as & merely declaratory instrument w1th 1nadequpte provision for
verification and none for enforcement Such narrowly strateglc appreciations
of these agreements overlook the political dimension in disarmament negot-
iations, the force in the world of the d;;ire for tangible evidence of ,
aciion %o curb the dangers of war, and the effect that can be produced

upon reltations among the negotiating countries by a dramatisation of this

evidence.

‘ Clearly we must continue to insiét on establishing the intrinsie
utility of arms control agreements before we set off in pursuit of them.
In the accumilation of merely symbolic or hortatory treafies there is a
risk that we shall repeat the errors of the 1920's and become the vietims
of our own illusion - meking., But it should be recognised that the
creation of a political effect can be a legitimate part of the utility of an

agreement,

Thirdiy, given that disarmament talks frequently prove to be
chlefly important in the function they have of prov1ding opportunltles
for the exchange of ideas and for mutual edudation in strategic policy,
there is a case for explicitly recognlslng this function and assigning it
an important place in the planning of arﬁs control policy. Jeremy Stone's
reéent study of the strategic dialogue brings out the extraordinary difficulty
of conveying strategic ideas as between the United States and the So#iet

> The United Stateg should give very careful attention to what it

Union.,
wants to.say to the Soviet Union and how it can most effectively say it;
and in making its.voice heard through the interference, it would seem valuable
to brief disarmament delegations explicitly to this end, and to include

among them persons whose skills lie in the "exposition of strategic ideas,

Pourthly, the most important proximate goal of arms confrol remains
the stability of the Soviet-imerican strategic balance. ThéAideaé enter-
tzined in 1960 for surrounding the balsnce with a measure of control &nd
for maintaining it at a lower level, remain valid. A reduction, or cessation
of expanéion, of Soviet-American nuclear armaments remains important for

its symbolic effect upon the deténte, its possgible economic benefits and

5 Jeremy J. Stone : Strategic Persussion:frms Limitation through
Dialogue, 1967.
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. its relations to the prospects of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The

" stability of the balance remains s chief foundation of peace and security.

it is unlikely, however, that this obgectlve w1ll be arrlved at
by means of a comorehen51ve arms control agreemert %0 this end. Such
p;ospects of it as there may be depend upon reciprocated restralnt

of the sort the United States was trylng to pract;ee until early this

yeer in relation to the depleyment of BMD, A stable balance a % minimum

levels might'become 1te object of each side's negqt;ating policy, but
it cannot be made the operative principie of an aris.cbntrol seheme,
from which the numbers and sorts of the N.D.V's that each side is
ellowed fto have will be deducted. 'Such a way of proceeding involves
a ratiocnalistic attempt to side-step the politics of arms control

discussion, and would founder on this rock. Formsl agreements dealing with

. particular aspects of the strategic belance - a comprehensive test ban,

.a freeze on numbers of N.D.V's could help indirectly to yromote the

objective of a stable balance at minimum 1evels.'

Flfthly, whereas the 'new thlnklng was focused prlnclpally on
the dangers arising out of the Soviet-American relatlonshlp,lt is necessary
now to take more seriously into account other dangers to 1nternat10nal
security that have arisen in the world - not orly from the spread of
nuclear weapons but also from the gequisition of sophlpwicated armaments

by new countries.

A great &eal of atten?ioﬁ has been devoted to fhe spread of nuclear
weapons in the last few yeers, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty is'now
under way. There mey be some danger t srms éontrelrih the %eny guccess
of the’ Treaty and in the dev910p1ng consensus smong the super powers whioh
it reflects. ThlS ig that the ceuse of arms contreol, “like that of the League

of Netlons in the 1930's, w111 become 1dent1£1ed with the 1nterests of a

' partlcular power group and tarnlshed with the brush of 1deology.

. The United States and the SOV1et Union do have a special position
in world politics; and there is in fact a general interest in their
cooperation for some purposes. It will be important, howewver, not to give
priority to Soviet-American cooperation at the expense of failing to engage
the interests of other major powers, including China, in the arms control
conversation. For the present there is clearly nn possibility of engaging
the interest of China, but it must surely be a high priority to bring
China intc the negotiations at the first opportunity, even at the expense

of a lowering of consensus,
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Sixthly, it is time that the study of arms control was redirected
towards an examination of fundamentals. Wheress the ‘new thinking' was
remarkable for the guestioning of old assumptions and the spelling out
of new.ones,the research that has been‘cafried out since, now on a
' messive scale and under the aegls of large institutions, has fended to
be encased within these latter assumptions, which are now ageing. The
technical character, the proféssionalism and the absorption in detail
of recent research in arms control, like research in the wiQer_field
of strategicnstudies, have tended %o obséure the uncertainty of the

starting points,

~ In particular, it is necessary to ack again how valid is the
asgumption that the balance of terror is the chief foundation of inter—
ngtional security, and the preservation of it the first object of =rms
control policy. If this assumption was walid at the time of the cold
war, does it remain so in a period of declining concern about military
security? If it does remain valid, do we have to accept Mr McNemara's
assumption that the objective of Assured Destruction requires an ability
td.déstroy.i-- % the Soviet population and £ Soviet industrial capacity,
or can adequate'déteirepce be maintained at a lower ievel of Assured
Destruétién? What are the.ciréumstancés in whicﬁ éecurity would Be.enhanped
rather than imperilied by the_diminution.ofjthe capécity for Assured

Destruction?

The importance of the debate about HID is that it has tended fto
reopen these queéiidns.. The.'claséical"view of the arms controllers,
that BEMD of cities_is unwelcome because it is 'de-stabilising',has come
under attack from two directions: from right wing critics who accept that
BMD 1s de-stabilising but welcome it because they-see in it the means of
éstablishinglpréponderahce{ and ffom left wing critics who also accept
that it is de-~stabilising but believe‘it will lead to the establishment
of a 'higher' form oflstability based on.defence rather than deterrence.

'In the néw political and technological environment of the 1970's new basie

essumptions may have to be thought out,
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The basis of what follows is that, in the great conflicts of mankind,
ldeologlcal considerations and strategical cons1derat10ns generally stand
opposed to each other. If this were not so there would be no "problem",

and our.general‘subJect at this conference is "Pfoblems'of Strategy".

There have in the past been many conflicts in which ideology played o
part at all. Such conflicts represent pure power politics (a term I do nct
use, here, in a peJoratlve sense), and in such conflicts the strateglst has

had a free hand. One example 15 the war of the Spanlsh Succe551on, in which

Lo Britain, Holland, and kiustria fought to prevent the French state, which was

Louis XIV, from extending its hégemony,to;the Iberian perincule.  Another

is’ the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, fought.to decide whether Germany should

" be ruled from Vienna or Berlin. In both examples, no ideclogical considexr.

tionS'stoodgin‘the way of what I might call the strategy'of power poiiticsu

The case. was different in the crusades, when 1deologlcal con31cerat10

were opposed to any co-operation between Chrlstlan and Musllm notentates,

~ however advantageous strategically., It was dlfferent 1n the rellslous war:s

of the sixteenth and seventeenth centurles. It was dlfferent in the wars
of the Frenéh Revolution. It has also been dlfferent in the great wars of
our’ own century (among which I include, for present purposes, the Cold VWar);
for these wars have had ideological confllct as their most publzclzed and

consplcuous feature - - although perhaps not as their moot fundamentai o

- featurs, Thls has sometimes played hob with strategy, as we shall see¢

_ The conflict between ideology and strateby is 1llustrated by tha con-
flicting interpretations that have been offered of the three great teonbietis

century wars. The strategical interpretation of WOrld War I has it thai *is

'Kaisér's'Germany was upsetting the balance of power, and that ¥hls thresatened
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the security of France, Britain, and the United States, which therefore
undertook to thwart it, ~The" 1deologlcal lnterpretatlon is that democracy -
-went to war to save the world from: autocracy.- World War II, likewise, was.
_helther &. balance~of-power struggle, or it was a.contest between. fascism and
_ democracy, or (in still another ldeologmcal ver31on) it'was e conflict. =

“'between peace-loving and aggressor:na@}onst::m@hat brings us-to the thlrd'"m
war, and to the question (which I shall explore later) whether the objecti#e'-'
" of the Atlantic allies in the Cold War has been to contain-Russia or- to-
contain Communism. If the answer to this question is "Russia", then what ™~
is the United States doing in Viet Nam? If the answer is "Communism", then
this further question appears not to arise: -

o " The lnterpretatxon of these three confllcts, then, poses a manifest

. ambiguity. The nature and role of 1deology pose another amblgulty. ‘ On -
the face of it, a natlon, having given 1tself to an 1deology, goes to war

for the promotlon or the defence of that ldeology. " There are cases, however,
when this sequence is reversed, vhen a goverhment engaged in war 1nvents an
ideology, or fabricates false ideological considerations,. to persuade the
-people under its jurisdiction to fight, or to subvert people under the
jurisdiction of rival govermments. In other words, an ideology is not always
-a cause in it;alf. It is sometimes a conspiratorially contrived weapon of

. sychological warfare,

This ambiguity goes back at least to Kerl Marx's statement in 1845:
e philoéophers have only interpreted the world in various'ways; the pbint
is to chenge it." - It is clear that Marx's objective, in formulating the
origiﬁal ideology to which his name was attached, was not simply to discover
the truth of man's destiny but to move men to certain kinds of -action.
. The Communist Manifesto set forth an ideology designed to serve as an in-
strument that would bring Marx @nd Fngels, or people with whom they identified

themselves, into power. The contradiection implicit in this has since been
“perpetuated by the contradiction implicit in Marxism's appeals for desperate
action by its votaries to bring about changes in the world that it h,s pro-
claimed to be inevitable. If they are inevitable, then why can't the |
Marxists relax? Saying they are inevitable, howevér, is simply a way of
encouraging the troops. The point is not to interpret the world but to
change it, ‘

The same contradiction is represented more cymically in the birth of
Italian Fascism. In 1922, the year that Mussolini seized power by his March

on Rome, he said: "Qur program is simple: we wish to govern Italy." The
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Fascist ideology was concocted only after he had achieved power and, finding
himself insecure in it, felt the need of an ideological appedl that would

lnduoe the Italian people to bow their heads benesth his yoke and to follow

him 1n forelgn adventures.

The use of ideology to serve the purposes of power politics need not be
altogether cynical and is, in any case, the common practice of the very best
democracies, I think it is clear that the United States got .into World
Wer I to prevent the Kaiser's Germany from replacing the‘British naval
supremacy in the itlantic, a naval supremacy on which the United States
depended for its security. The threat hecame vivid when German submarines
"began sinking merchant ships outside New York Harbor. This -led to a legal~
" istie quarrel between washington and Berlin that revolved about such abstruse

" issues as the rights of American nationals on armed mérchartmen of belligerent

" powers traveling ofi the high seas between belligerent and neutral ports.

When this brought thé United States to the brink o6f war, President Wilson and
Secretary of State Lansing were suddenly confronted by the dilemma that they
could never get the American people to fight and die over legal guibbles,

nor could they get them to fight and die .over the issues of Realgolltlk for
which the legal quibbles were simply a cover. They had no ch01ce, therefore,
but to formulate an 1deologlcal appeal that would inspire the Amerlcan people
to meke sacrifices, the real need for which t@ey were, for the most part,
lncapable of understandlng. Se!Wileen preclaimed-the war - ‘t0 "meke the world
safe foi democracy," ‘which was, consequently, 2lso 2’ war "to end all wars."
(It would end all wars because it would put an end to power polltlcs, which

were the practice of autocratic princes and not the practlce of democra01es )

The American pecple responded to this appeal Whlch was so deceptlvely
attractive, in consequence of which the security of the United States (and
of Briteip and France) was saved - - although the world was not made safe
for democracy, and victory did not bring an end to all wars. Oniy'efter-
wards, the failure to realize the ideclogical objectives for which the
Americean people had been told they were fighting led to a terrible dlSlllu—

s;onment and consequently tc an embittered return to 1solat10n15m.

4 score of years later, none of the dAtlantic allies went to war against
Hitler's Germany simply because it was ideclogically obn0x1ous - - although
that it was. They went to war against it because, by upsettlng the balance
of power, it threatened their security. The case of Stalin's. Hu831a was no
" different, as witness the Hitler-Stelin pact of August.1939.. The United
_ States did not fully get into the war until it was attacked; and Russia did

not get into the war at all, except on Hitler's side in Poland, until it, too



was. attacked.

As the United States moved toward increasing involvement in World War II,
President Roosevelt faced precisely the same dilemms that Wilson had faced
as the United States had moved towgrd inereasing involvement in world War I.
The wvery notion of power polities - - of balance of power and spheres of
influence - - was ideologically repugnant to the American pecple. Therefore
he could not make his appeal to them on what were- the real grounds of American
involvement. He had to invent an ideological myth. The myth he invented
was that the world was divided between two opposed .species: the peace-loving
nations -~ - the United States, Britain, Russia, and China - - and a monster
species of aggressor nations represented by the Germans, the Italians, and
‘the Japanese. - ‘The American people were told that wars occurred only because
it was the nature of aggressor nations to start them; from which it followed
that, .once the aggressor nations had been disarmed forever,- and only peace-
loving nations were left with arms in their hands, there could be no more

..war, (Feace-loving nations, by definition, don't make war.)

“iell - - it wasn't true, but it enabled us to bverthrow the gangster
governments of Germany, Italy, and Japan, and this we could ot otherWLSe

have done.

When i speak 1n such dlsenchanted terms 1 have to recall Woodrow Wilson's
words in his own "moment of truth", as the United States was about to enter
World war I- "We live in a world which we did not make, whlch ve cah not
alter, Wthh we can not thlnk into a different condltlon from that whlch

actually exists," Thls from the father of "Wllsonlan 1deallsm"'

'7 Winston Churchlll who was, in these matters, a more sophlstlcated man
than Franklln Roosevelt, was always ill at ease w1th the 1deolog1cal window-
~ dressing and allowed himself, on more than one occasmon, to blurt cut certain

indiscreet truths. One such occasion was when, speaking in the House of
Commons; he paid a debt that he owed to the faseist dictator of ppaln for
the latter's resitraint in not interfering with the preparations at Gibraltar
for fhe North African landings of ﬁovember 1942.  Let me quote 2 little
exchange that followed between him end a man of ideological passion,
Mr, Emanuel Shinwell: | |
The Prime Minister: . . . Internal political problems in Spain are a
matter for the Spaniards themselves, It is not for us ~ - that is, the
Government - - to meddle in sueh affairs - -

Mr, Shinwell: Wwhy then in Italy? - My right hon, Friend did. remark,
as regards the restoration of the Government in Italy, that it could not
‘be Pascist, That was his declaration. ¥hy not in Spain?

[
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The Frime Minister: The reason is that Italy attacked us. Wwe wexe

at, war with Italy. We struck Italy down. .My hon. Friend, I am sure,
will see that a very clear line of distinction can be drawn between
nations we go %o war with,-ahd nations who. leave us alone. . . . There
is 2ll the difference in the world beiween a man who knocks you down and
a man who leaves you alone. . . . we pass many pecaple in the ordinary
daily round of life about whose internal affairs and private quarrels

we do not feel ourselves called upon to make continued inguiry. . . .

The truly grandiose indiscretion that Churchill allowed himself on this

cccasion was & statement that ocutraged half the population of England and

America. “As this war has progressed,” he said, "it has become less
ideological." The statement was, I think, true - - if that is in its favor.
+ + ' +

And this brings me to the Cold War, to the gquestion whether it has

been primarily a balance~of-power corifliet - - with Stalin's Russia cast in

- the role previously played by Napcleon's France, the Kaiser's Germany, and
" Hitler's Germany - - or an ideoclogical conflict between something called

"Communism" (and God knows what this is today!) and something called "Capitalism",

which is egually difficult to identify in terms of present-day sctuality.

I daresay most of us would agree, today, with George Kennan's estimate
of February 1946, that Marxism was merely the "fig leaf of . . . moral and
intellectual respectability" that covered the nekedness of Stalin's power
ﬁolitics. It is'a fact that the basic objectives of Russian foreign policy
under Lenin, Stalin, and their successors have been the same as the basic
objectives of Russian foreign policy under the czars for centuries past.
The strategic. approach has alsc been the same, except for the notable addition
implied by the:use of a new weapon in the form of zn ideclogy that has

hypnotized and captured millions.

How doés the matfer stend on the other side, on the side of the NATO .
powers? Here we begin with the policy of "containment¥ formulated by
George Kennan in’i946 and 1947. The key'questibn we have to ask, with
respect to containment, is containment of what? Mr. Kernan was explicit.

In the‘Foreign Affairs article of July 1947‘hé wrote (uhder'the signéture wxXn):

"It is clear that the main element of any United States policy toward the
Soviet Union must be that of & long-term, patient tut fiym and vigilant

containment. of Russian expansive tendencies . . . (my italics)."

This is unambiguous, and what it shows is that, at the ocutset of the
Cold War, the great coalition under American leadership was embarked on a

strategic policy, a typical balance-of-power policy. HNot the containment
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of Commnnlsm (Wthh was merely one weapon of the. Ru351an state), but the

contalnment of the Russ1an state 1tself.
What héppened then?

. Ve havé'séén hoﬁ the UnitédlStates entered World War I for strategical
reasoﬁé, and_how:the dynamicsréf”popular involvement then made it interpret
‘its participafion as an idédlcgical crusade., . We have seen how it entered
WOrld War 1I, as well, for strateglcal reasons, and how the dynamlcs of
popular involvement - - 1n all the allled countries, I might say - - again
made it necessary to interpret its part1c1patlon in ideological terms. Now,
for the third time, we all entered into a great conflict, this one the
Cold War, for strategical reasons, and for a third time the dynamics of
popular democracy transformed 1t into what it had not been at the outset

- - or had not been prlmarlly - - 8 War between rival 1deolog1es.

The fact is that cold strategical considerations are too abstruse and
uninspiring for the rank and file of people in any country. THeir zeal
responds only to-the.fairy-tale conception of two species: the Servants of
- God and the Minions of Satan, the Good People who represent our common

. humanity and the Villainous Conspirators who are plotting to enslave that
_:hgmanity, the Cops andAthé 3obbers, the Cowboys and the Indians, the Good
T_Guys.aﬁd the Bad Guys. Read any such newspaﬁer comic-strips és "Steve

- Capyoq" or "Buzz Sawyer" and there you have it naked.  The gregt:conflicts

mst be presented in terms that the readers of such fiction understand.

The proof.that these are the ferms of their participation is that

-virtuelly all the militant crusaders against Communism, if asked to say what
Communism wasy, would be unable to define it in any terms that were relevant
to the real circumstances of life on earth, It is simply a new name for an
- old myﬁh, the myth of a demonic species that is trying to conguer the earth
‘.and enslave mankind. _ Fbr the majority of people in Russia and China today
that demonic species is the "capltallst-lmperlallsts" For M. Jean-Faul
Sartre it 1s that hoary nlneteenth-century abstractlon, the "bourge0131e."

_ For the maJorlty of my fellow countrymen it is the "Communlsts“

- -Democratic governments are run by polltlclans, and polztlclans must,

. of netessity, represent the common mind, Messrs, Truman, Elsenhower, and
Johnson, have represented the common mind in America, and throughout the West,
far better than has Mr, Kennan, To the common mind, the "containment of
Russian expansive tendencies" qulckly became the containment of something
qulte different: it became the cqntalnment of a mythological monster that

now bore the name "Commonism". 'Communism was not geographicaily delimited,
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as was the Russian state. It was, rather, ubiquitous, having already
1nf11trated the civilization of the good species everywhere - - not least
of all, as Senator Joe McCarthy maintained, in Washington,

The thing about a conflict conceived in these terms is that it camnot
be resolved by compromise. The angels must not do business with Saten and
‘his' agents, the cops must not make deals with the robbers., This wéuld be
to follow a policy of "oxpediency", @nd we all remember the scendalons .
connotations of that word in the 19508 - ~ especially in the mouth of Mr. John
Foster Dulles, who insisted on an absoluite and irreconcilable opposition
between "expediency" and "morality™. "Morality" required us to follow

policies without regard for "expediency".

- Kow, I hesitate to say that the word "expedient"™ is synonymous'with
the word "strategic", but certzinly there is a2 close relationship between
them, If Strategy is not expedient then it is bad strategy =~ - however good

it 'may be in moralistic or ideclogical terms.

Here you hawve the basic conflict betwsen strategy and ideclogy that I
cited in my opening remarks. Let me now illustrate that conflict by a

couple of case-historie-

.When, in November 1942, the Anglo-Américan forces made their surprise
landiﬁg in French North Africa, they confronted the resistance of French
forces obedient to the Vlchy Government of Marshal Pétain, the Government
that had accepted collaboration with the Nazis as the Czechoslovak Government
has now accepted collaeboration with Moséow. The only man in North Africa
who:could end the resistance of these French forces was Vichy's High Com-
missioner for Affica, Admiral Darlén. - éo the allied' .aders on the spot
in the emergency of the moment, maae a deal with’ Darlan whereby he stopped
the re81star noand, 1n return, was recognized by the 1nvad1ng allles as
"Chief of State in French North Africa.®

- In strategic terms, this was a magnificent deal, with consequences of
which we are all, today, the beneficieries. It won over to the allicl side
~the only man whom the French forces in Africa would obey. it was, however,
ideologically obnoxious, for Darlan had been so closely identified. with the-
Vichy.fégime that he was regarded as belonging to the demonic enemy species.
The public outery against the deal was such as to create a major political
crisis in England and America. The editor of the American weekly, The
Nation, a woman of the fiezcest ldeologlcal zeal, wrote that if Darlan 8

nfavors could be won only by keeping him ln‘a p031tlon of command, then "we
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should have done without them - - even if lives were to be lost and military
advantage forfeited as a consequence."  3he did'not say how many American
and British lives she would have been willing %o sacrifice on ideological
grounds - - whether a thousand, 2 million, or five million. Nor did she
say how much military advantage she would have been willing to forfeit - -
whether, for example, she would have accepted the defeat of the allied cause,
Since ideological considerations are based on an absolute morality, it would

be immoral to enter intc such calculations,

Now for my second case-history.  In 1948 a break occurred beteeen
Stalin's Russia and Tito's Yugoslavia. If Tito should meke good his
- independence, this would prove to be (as, indeed, it did prove to be) one
of the great turning-points of the Cold War. It would mark the end of the
expansion of Russia's post-war empire and the beginning of its retraction.
It would be the beginning of the realization of the objective of eontainment,
'in the terms originally formulated by George Kennan and accepted by the

Government in Washington.

But Tito would not be able to make good his independence without the
support of the United States; __Ehis posed for Washington the gquestion
whether the Unlted States should accord that support. The queetioh was
presented in the form of a request from Belgrade that Washington 1lcense
the exportatlon to Yugoslavia of an American steel mill. A cablnet-level
meeting was held in Washington at which two opposed points of view were -
::edvanced. There were the‘strategists who, regarding "Bussian expansive
'tendencies" as the‘threat,te be overcome, favored co-operation with Tito and,
coﬂsequently; the granting of the expoit license, ind there were the
1deologlsts who, regarding "Communism" as the enemy, said that Tito was no
less a Communist than Stalin and that we should not do business w1th any

Communist. To do business with a Communist would be to sacrifice "morality™
for "expediency" - - in other werds, to sacrifice ideology for the sake of
-strategy. These latter did not make Churchill's distinetion between the

" men who knocks you down and the man who leaves you alone, between a state
that was commiting aggression under the Communist label and a state that,
while bearing the Communist label, was without any aggressive disposition.
Mr. Shinwell had asked: if fascist Italy why not fascist Spain?  The
ideelogists in Washington now asked: if Cormunist Russia why viot -Commmnist

Tugoslavia,

Today, 1 think, none of us regret that the decision taken twenty years

ago represented a victory for sirategy over ideology. A year or two later,
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however, by the middle of 1950, it would surely have been the ideological

considerations that prevailed.

. This wag, in fact, the case with China, where the same issue presented
itself. Until the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, the Truman
Administration was moving toward a recognition of Mso Tse-tung's régime in
the hope that this régime woﬁld, sooner or later, break with Stalin's régime
in Moscow as Titoc had. In moving in this direction, however, it was running
into mounting public opposition; and the public opposition, ideclogically
motivated, % last prevailed over the strategically motivated policy of the
Administration. Those who sald we should enter into nc accommodation with

any Communists prevailed,

I am bound to admit, however, that now the ideological fervor of the
American people was surpassed by the ideological fanaticism of the new
Chinese régime. Faced with such fanaticism, it is not clear to me that an
accommodating attitude in Washington, responding to strafegic considerations,
would have achieved an accommodation. It takes two to accommodate - - and
that is still the case today.

The same thing in Vief Nam. The United States is involved in Viet Nam
today because, about 1950, it substituted, for the containment of Russia,
the contaimment of whatever bore the label "Communism".  Now, however,
when Washington would like to reach some strategic asccommodation with the
North Vietnamese régime, that régime is manifesting the total intransideance
that goes with ideological purity. ind the situation is made the more
difficult because a majority of Americans, thinking in ideological rather
than strategical terms, favor the continuance of the present American

military intervention if the alternative is less than wvictory.

To come, now, to my peroration znd conclusion, ‘Strategy, in the
nuclear age; is bound to be concerned with the maintenance of limits.
Detexrrence and the limitation of war are its overriding preoccupations.
Certainly they are overriding of ideclogical considerations, It follows
that strategical policier, today more than ever, are policies of practical
accommodation and compromise. Ideology, however, implicitly aims at total
victory -~ - God's Servants over the Minions of Satan, of the Freedom-lovers
over the Inslavers, of the Proletarians over the Capitalist-imperialists, of
Democracy over Communism. It implicitly opposes accommodation and compromise

with what it regards as the forces of evil.
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My subject has bheen the influence of ideology on strategy. My
conclusion is that, especially in the nuclear age, the influence of ideology

onn strategy is nefarious.
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It may help.té-begin with a definition of 'classical' strategy.
Liddell Hart has. provided us with one which isas good as any, and belter
than most: "The art of distributing and applying military means to fulfil
the ends of policy". 1 Whether this remains adequate in the nuclear age
is a matter of some cﬁntroveréy. André Beaufre, for example; has adumbrated
the concept of an 'indirect stratégy', t0 be congidered later, which embraces
more ﬁhan purely military means;2 but even he still gives as his basic
definitibn'of the term "the art of the dialeetic of two opposing'wills using

3

force to resolve their dispute".” It is this element of force which disting-
uishes 'strategy' from the purposeful planning in other branches of human
abtiVity to which the term is often loosely applied. When other elements
such as economic pressure, propoganda, subversion and diplomacy are combined
with force, these elements may 8180 be considered as 'strategic'; but to
apply this adjective tb activities uncﬂnnecfed‘with the use, or threatened

: ﬁse, of force would be to broaden it té such an extent that it would be
necessary to find another word to cover the original mesning of the term as

defined by Liddell Hart.

It need hardly be said that students of strategy have generally assumed
:ﬁhat.military force is a necessary element in international affairs. Before
the First World War, there were few who questiocned even whether it was desirable.

After 1918, many regretted its necessity and saw their function as being to

5

B.H. Lidaeil,Hart: Strategy: The Indirect Approach (London 1967) p.335

André Beaufre: An Introduction to Strategzy (London 1965) passim, esp.
pp 107-130 '

3 Ibid. p. 22




ensure thet it should be ﬁsed as econoﬁiéally, aéd as rarely, as possiblé.
After 1945, an even greater proportion devote& thémsélves to examine, not
how wars should be fought, but how they could be prevented; and the study
of strategy merged into that of arms-control, disarmament and peacekeeping.
There the 'classical strategists'! found themselves working with scholars of
8 different kind; men who believed that the element of force was not a
necessary part of international intercourse, but could be éliminated by

an applicétion of the methodology of the social sciences. The work of

that group is being covered by"Dr. Kenneth Boulding. This paper will,
therefore, concern itself aolely with the Thinkers who assume that the
element of force exisfs in intfermational relations, that if can and must

be intelligently controlled, but that it camnot be totally eliminated.
Further, it is confined to the men who have primarily usea the methodology
of history or traditional politicel science; though it includes such figures
ag Schelling and Morgenston, who have made considerable contributions in

the newef disciplines as well.

The art* of strategy remains one of such complekity that éven the
greatest contributors to its study have been able toldo,little more than out-
line broad principles; principles which ﬁevertheiess must often be discar&ed
in practice if the circumstances are insppropriate, aﬁd uhich‘musf never be
allowed to harden into dogma. Even when these principles appear self-ev1dent
it may bhe extraordinarily hard to apply them. In the Fecond World war,
'command of the sea' as advocated by Mahen and 'command of the air! as advocated
by Douhet were certainly necessary preliminaries fto the military victory of
the Western powers. The problem was, how to obtgiﬁ them, with rescurces on
which equally urgent calls were being made for other purposes. The academic
strategist could not help the Chiefs of Staff much, for example, in deciding
how to allot & llmlted number of long~range aircraft between the needs of the
strategic offen51ve against Germany, the war againet German submerines) inter-
diction bombing of German railways; the requirements of the Pacific theatre; and
support for guerrilla activities in occupied Europe. .Operatiohal research
and systems-analysis could simplify the problem without ever eliminating_it.

In the last resort the quality termed by Blackett 'the conventional milifary

wisdom'4 remained the basiec factor in making the decision;  and as often as not

* The term seeme appropriate. Strategy deals with too many imponderables to
merit the description 'science'. It remains, as Voltaire described it two
hundred years ago, "murderous and conjectural",

4 P.M.S. Blackett: Studies of War (London 1962) p. 128
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that decision was determined by what could be done rather than by what idesglly
should: The military Gommander 1§ &lweys primawily conscicus of the constraints
ihider which he 6peretee; if tewns beth of infermation and of resouvees, He is,
thereforé; likely %6 be 1mpat1ent with the adviée of th@ seademio strategist
whlch may appear to him either platitudinous or impracticable. His decisions

must be based st best on educated guesses.

But the academic strategist doee have one vital role to play. He can see
. that the guesses are efeeated. He ﬁey'nof accompany the commander to battle,

ag Clausewitz.expressed it, btat he forms his_mind_in the schoolroom, whether

'_ the commanderzrealises it or not. In the Second World War, the Allied High
Command did operate in accordance with certain very definite etretegic
principles. It is tempting to liok these principles with the‘names of specific
theorists: General Marshall's desire for concentration ageinet the enemy army
with Clausewitz. General Brooke's desire to enforce dispersal on the enemy with
Liddell Hart, the doctrine of the Allied air forces with Douhet: tempting,

but difficult to prove. The name of Douhet was virtually unknown in the Royal
Air Foroe.sl'The most emfnent fhinkers sometimes do no more than vodify and
oiarify crnclusions which arise so naturally from the circumetanoes of the time
that they occur simultaneously to those obscurer, but more influential figures

who write training manusls and teach in service collegeeé And sometimes strategic
doctrines may be widely held which cannot be attributed to any Specific thinkers,
but represent simply the.eohseesue of opinion among”a'large number of profession-

als who had undergone a formative common experience.

of this-kind were the doctrines which,wexe generally held in the zrmed
forces of fhe'western world in the mid-;940e as a result of_the experiences of
-the Second Worlid War. It was considered, firet,that the mobilisation of superior
resouroes; together with the maintenance of ci¥ilian morale at home, was &
| necessary condition for victony; a condition requlring a substantial domestic
tmobilisation base! in terms of industrial potentlal and trained manpower. It
wags agreed that, in order to deploy these resources effectively, 1t was
necessary to secure commend of the sea end command of the air. It was agreed
that surface and air operations were'totally iﬁterdependent.‘ And it was agreed
that strategic air power could do muoh'; theosh how much remeined a matter of
controversy - to weaken the cepacity of the adversary to resist. . The general
concept of war remained as it had been since the days of Nepoleon: "the contest
of armed forces to obtain e position of such superiority that the victoricus
power would be in a position to impose its political will. And it was generally
assumed that in the future, ag in. the immediate past this would still be a

very long—drawn-out process 1ndeed.

5 Sir John Slessor: YaAir Power and the Future of War'. Journai of the Royal
United Service Institukion August 1954

6 For a valuable analysis of this process as applied to air power, see R.A.
Leonard, The Rise of the Bomber: a Comparative fnalysis of the Development

of National Doctrines of Strategic Bomber Aviation, 1914-1941, Ph.D. thesis,
University of London 1968




The advent of nuclear weapons,to the eyes 6fcthe layman, transformed
the entire nature ofnwar. But/%ﬁe profe351onal they made remarksbly llttle
 Gifference at least in a conflict between two powers of the size of the
United States and the Soviet Union. These weapons obviously would make it
possible to inflict with far greater rapidity the kind of damegeé By which
“the strategic bombing offensive had crippled Germany znd Japan. But the
stockpiles of bombs were small - how small is still not known. The bombs '
were vulnerable to interception,: and they hed to operate from bases which
had to be protected by land armies which would have in their turmn to be
supplied by sea. All this was pointed out to the éeneral bubiic by, among
others, two scientists with long experience in military planning - the
British Professor P.M.S. Blackett and the American Dr. Vénnevar Bush.
Blaékett, on the basis of careful calculstions from unclassified material,
concluded in 1948 that '"a long-range etomic bombing offensive against a
large 60htiﬁentalTPower igs not likely to be by itself décisive within the -
military‘estéblishment; described in 1949 a;conflict barely distinguishable
from the last. ' '

next five'years". Bush, a figure closely associated with the American

The opening phases would be in the alr, goon followed by sea
and land action. Great fleets of bombers would be in action at once,
but this would be the opening phase only... .They could undoubtedly
devastate the cities and the war potential of the. enemy and its satellites,
but it is highly doubtiful if they could at once stop the march of great
land armies. To overcome them would require a great national effort, and
thé marshalling of all our strength. The effort to keep the seas open
would be particularly hazardous, because of mddein submarilies, and severe
efforts would be needed to stop them at the source. Such a war would be
a contest of the ¢ld form, with variations:- and new techniques of one
sort or another. But, except for greater useeof the atomlc bomb, it
would not differ much from the last struggle.

- Tt was along fthese lines that planning went forward when the framework
.of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was established at the end of the
1940s. - Such ideag were leg’timate deductions from the then "state of the art”.
NATO planners had. to think.what.could be done with the weapons they had
available, not with those which might or might not be developed in ten years!
time. But e few acedemic strategists were already thinking ahead. Because
their views had little immediate relevance they had little impact on policy,
but the historian can salvage and admire, the shrewd insights shown by two

thinkers who had already established their reputation in the pre-nuclear era:

7 F.M.S. Blackett: [The Military and Political Consequences of fAtomic Mergy
(London 1948) p. .56

8 Vannevar Bush: Modern Arms and Free Mén (New York 1949) pp. 115-6




Bernard Brodie and Sir Basil Liddell Hart. Both of them, in works published
. in 1946, made prophecies’ which twenty yearsilater were to be commonplaces

of strategic thlnklng.

In the . final. chapter of The Revolutlon in Warfare,9 Lliddell Hart

suggested that, fasiling disarmament, attempts should be made "to revive a

code.of_llmltlng rules for warfare w_based on a real;stlc view that wars

are likely fo occur agein, and that the limitation of their destructivness
is to everybody's interest. "Fea; of atomic war, he wrote, might lead to -
indirect methods of aggression, infiltration taking civil forms as well
asfmilitsry,‘tb which nucleaf retaiiation>woﬁld be irrelevant. grmed forces
would.still-be‘reqqired to fight fsub—atomio war', but the emphasis should

be on their mobility, .both tactical and strategic.

The great armies of the pasgt would'ﬁe irrelevant tc the needs of the
nuclear .age. Liddell Hart did not, at this stage, consider the problems and
contradictions of limited war, including tﬁe.possibility which emerged fifteen
Years 1ater,’that it might be necessary to have large conventional forces

precisely in order to keep war limited.

Neither did he explore the implications and requirements of deterrence.
Brodie, however, with his collaborators in the Yale Institute of International
Studieg publicatiOn The Absclute Weapon, did exactly this, and with remarkable
prescience. Much that he wrote was to become unquéstionably valid only with
the. development of thermonuc¢lear weapons, ‘but his ingights were none the
less remérkablé for that. He rejected, for example, the whole concept of a
"mobilization base'. "The 1lea" he wrote, "which must be driven home sbove
all.else is thet a military esteblishment which is expected to fight on after
the nation has undergone atomic bomb attack must be prepared to fight with the
men already.mobilized and with the equipment already in the arsenals".lo More
impoftant, he set out the whole concept of a sfable balénce of second-strike
forces. ' '

Iﬂ[_wrote Bod;;7 ‘the atomic bomlv'can be used without fear of -
substantial retaliation in kind, it will clearly encourage aggression.
So much the more reason, therefore, to take all possible sfeps to assure

" that 'multilaterasl possession of the bomb, should that prove inevitable,

‘be attended by arrangements to make as. nearly certain as possible that
the aggressor who uses the bomb will have it used against him...

9 B.H. Liddell-Hart: The Revolution in Warfare (London 1946) p. 87
10 Bernard Brodie (ed): The Absolute Weapon (Néw YOrk 1946) p. 89
11 Brodle Op. cit. p. 75-6.
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esoThus, the first and most vital step in any American programme
for the age of atomic bombs is to take measures to guarantee to ourselves
in case of attack the possibility of retaliation in kind. The writer in
meking that statement is not for the moment concerned about who will win
the next war in which atomic bombs are used. Thus far the chief purpose
of our military establishment has been %o win wars., From now on its
chief purpose must be ‘to-avert them. It can have almost no other useful

purpose,

Not until thermonuclear weapons had been developed and the Soviet Union
had shown itself to possess an intercontinental delivery system did the US
Joint Chiefs of Staff accept Brodie's logic; though it is siénificant that
shortly after the publication of this work Brodie joined the newly formed RAND

Corporation, where with the support of the US Air Force the full implications
and requirements of his ideas were to be exhaustively studied. The first
western government to adopt the concept of 'deterrence' as the basis of its
military policy was that of the United Kingdom in 19%52; very largely thanks
to the thinking of Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir John Slessor the then
Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff, (1)

Giving a late account of his stewardship at Chatham House in 1953, Slessor
was to say '

.. v. The aim of Western policy is not primarily to be ready to win a war

"with the world in ruins - though we must be as ready as possible’ to do

. that if it is forced upon us by accident or miscalculation. It ig” the :
prevention of war. The bombér holds out to us the greatest, perhaps the

only h0pe of that., It is the great deterrent, (13)

Thls doctrlne of "the great deterrent" was %o unleash w1th1n the Unlted
Klngdom a debate whlch foreshadowed that set off in the Unlted St%tes‘by the
comparable lew Look' strategy whlch Mr. Dulles was formally to enveil there -
1n Januany 1954. Among its- earllest and ablest cr1t1cs were the men who, ‘four
years later, were to be prlmarily responsmble for ‘the foundation of the
Institute for Strateglc Studies: Rear ‘Admiral Sir AnthenyBuzzard, Mr. Richard
Goold-Adams, Mr, Denis Healey and Professor P,M.5. Blackett. In its public
presentation by Ministers and senior officers, the ‘doctrine of "massivé reétaliation"
prov1ded 1ts crltlcs 1n England w1th an even ea81er target than 1t dld 1n the ”
Unlted States. Yo offlcial dlstlnqtlon was made between the use of Bomber f“'ij
Command ‘as 8 firgt-strike force in 'respohse to a Soviet 'oonventionai' invaaion
of Western Europe and as a second-strike force to retaliate after a Soviet

nuclear attack. In face of the growing strength of Soviet miclear-strike forces,

(12) Richard N. Rosecrance: The Defense of the Realm (Columbia University Press,
New York and London 1967) p.159.

(13) Marshal of the RAF Sir John Slessor, 'The Place of the Bomber in Brltlsh
Policy'!. Reprinted in The Great Deterrent (London 1957) p.l123.
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the first role appeared to lack political, the second. technical,credibility.
Liddell Hart had already pointed out in 1950 that defence against nuclear
weapons would be credible only if accompanied by massive civil-defence measures
of a kind which no government showed any sign of being prepared to carry out. ( 4)
. Britain's military leaders indeed at first assumed that the civilian population
might be induced to grin and hear the nuclear holocaust as cheerfully as they
had endured the German blitz. The inhabitants of areas which contained no
protected installations, suggested Slessor, "must steel themselves to risks

and take what may come to them, knowing that thereby they are playing as
essential/%art 1n the country's defence as the pilot in the fighter or the man
behind the gun".A é is attitude presumably remained the basis of BrltiSh official
thinking until the acquisition of the Polar15~m1551le-system gave the United
Kingdom a - second-strike weapon which was technically if not politicaliy credible.
The validity of this thesis hdwever gave rise to widespread doubis, and not

only among the members of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, In a famous
lecture to the Royal United Service Institution in November 1959, after

Mr. Duncan Sandys had, in two Defence White Papers, lald yet greater siress on
the importance of "the deterrent", Lieutenant General Slr John Cowley was %o |
_ask a question unusual for a senlor serv1ng offlcer°

The ch01ce of death or dlshonour is one which has always faced the
professional fighting man, and there must be no doubt in his mind what his
answer mist be, He chooses death for himself so that his country may
survive, or on a grander scale so that the principles for which he is
fighting may survive., Now we are facing a somewhat different situation,
when the reply is not to be given by individuals but by countries as a
whole., Is it right for the Government of a country to choose complete
destruction of the population rather than some other alternative, however
unpleasant that alternative may be?(16)

As a coherent theory of strategy in the traditional sense, the doctrine
of deterrence by the threat of massive retaliation, in the simple form in which
it was set out by the British and American govermnments in the early nineteen-~
fifties, is not easy to defend, and its exponents tended at times to use the
vocabulary of exhortation rather than that of rational argument in their attempts
to justify it. - But three points should be noted if we are to appreciéte their
standpoint., First, the British Chiefs of Staff from the beginning saw Bomber
Commend as a supplement to rather than a substitute for the United States Strategic

Air Command, with the task of striking at targets of particular significance.

(14) B.E, Iiddell-Hart: The Defence of the West (London 1950) ppe37,134,133,140.
(15) Sir John Slessor: Strategy for the West (London 1954) p.106.

(16) Lieut. General Sir John Cowley: “Future Trends in Warfare", Journal of the
Royal United Service Institution February 1960, p.13. General Cowley
received no further promotion, and since his lecture no serving officer
has been permitted to speak at the R.U.S.I. unless his text has been cleared
by the Ministry of Defence.
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for the United Kingdom., Its strategic utility and itdé credibility as a

deterrent were thus to be judged - unlike the French force de frappe - within

the context of the Western deterrent force as a whole.(l7) Secondly it was an
attempt, like the American 'New Look' two years later, to solve the problem -
and -one fer more difficult for the United Kingdom than for the United States - of
maintaining an effective military force in a peacetime economy. The burden of
rearmament assumed in 1950 had proved not only econcmically crippling but-
politically unacceptable; and since the political objective of the United

Kingdom was the maintenance, virgo intacta, of the status quo in Europe, a

. policy which imposed the maximum penalty for any violation of that status quo
was not so irrational as it appeared. A vital interest is what one declares
to be a vital interest, and for the United Kingdom not one inch of Western

Europe could be considered negotisble.

Finally, as British officials'repeétedly gaid later in the decade, 'The
Great Deterrent' existed not to fight but to deter war: "If it is used, it
will have failed". This arguﬁeﬁt wag open to the rejoinder that a strategy
which was not militarily viable was not politically credible, but this rejoinder
is by no means conclusive, The concept of 'deterrence! takes us out of the
familiar field of military strategy into the unmapped if not unfamiliar territory
of political bargaining, where total rationality does not invariably reign
supreme. Schelling and others were only then beginning their studies of "the
_stratégy of conflictﬁ; but even without the help of game-theory techniques,
it could be reasonably argued that, even if there ﬁas.only one chance in a
. hundred that a political move would really be met by the threatened nuclear

responsé, that chance would be an effective detefrent to any responsible
statesman.,* "The most that the advocates of the deterrent policy have ever
. claimed for it" said Slessor in 1955 "is that it will deter a potential

aggressor from undertaking total war as an instrument of poliecy, as Hitler did

in 19%9, or from embarking upon a course of international action which obviously
_1nvolves a8 serious rlsk of total war, as the Austrlan Government did in 1914 "(18)

‘-:,—--;t e Ry A ':’.l Syt &

Certa ;ly tae Brltlsh advocates of the” 'deterrent pollcy‘ 1n “the 1950'
did not underrate the. continuing importance: of conflicts which would not be o
deterred by nuclear weapons, Liddell Hart repeatedly pointed out that” nuclear

stalemate would encourage local and indirect aggression which could be countered

SRR
Iy

. (17) Resecrance, op, cit. pp. 160-1,

(18) Slessor, Lecture at Oxford University,. Aprll 1955, reprlnted in The Great
Deterrent p. 181,

*¥This of course begs the whole question so carsfully éxamined by Stephen Maxwell
in Adelphi Paper No, 50: Rationality in Deterrence,




-9 -

only by conventional forces; a lesson which British armed forces tied down in
operations from Cyprus to Malaya had no need to learn., TFaced with the double
burden of deterring total wars and fighting small ones, it was natural ehough
for British strategists to adupt the doctrine later termed "minimal deterrence'.
This was stated with uncompromising clarity by Blackett .in 1956:

I think we should act as if atomic and hydrogen bombs have abolished
total war and concentrate our efforts on working out how few atomic bombs
and their carriers are required to keep it abolished. In the next few
years I gee the problem not as how many atomic bombs we can afford but as
how few we need. For every hundred million pounds spent on offensive and
defensive preparations for global war, which almost certainly will not
happen, is so much less for limited and colonial wars, which wéll may.(19)
British strategic thinkers in fact - even Slessor after his‘rétiremenf -

tended to take the existence of stable deterrence véry much for granted. In

view of the highly classified nature of all information relating to bomber
Command and the absence of any serious intercourse between Miniétry of Defencé
officials and freelance strategic thinkers, this was not altogether surprising,

It enabled them to concentrate, not only on problems of limited wars (Liddéll Hart)
but on graduated deterrence and restraints on war (Buzzard).and, in the atmosphere
of détente which followed the German Summit Meeting of 1955, on 'disengagement!,
disarmament and arms control (Blackett and Healey). When a few years later
American thinkers questioned the validity of the doctrine of 'minimal deterrence!
they evoked from Blackett a violent rejoinder,(zo) in which he éxpreésed éhe

fear that to depart from such a policy would only lead to an endless and : ‘
increasing arms race. But by the end of the nineteen-fifties it was becoming
clear that any doctrine of deterrence depended for its validity on technical
calculations which stretched far beyond the orthodox boundaries of strategic
thinking; and on which it was difficult for thinkers who d4id not enjoy access

to the facilities available in the United States to pronounce with any degree

of authority.

Within the United States the controversy was now well under wéy. It had
been got off to. an excellent start by Mr. John Foster Dulles, whose definition
of the doctrine of 'massive retaliation' in January 1954 had been far more
precise and dogmatic than the statements emanating from VWhitehall to the saﬁe
effect during the past two years., This, it will be remembered, announced the

intention of the United States Administration to place its military dependence

.

e . ) , . A
. LT A}

(19) P.M.S. Blackett: Atomic Energy and East-West Relations (Ca@bridge 1956) pe 100,

(20) P. Blackett;V'Critique of Some Contemporary Defence Thinking'!. First

' published in Encounter in 1961, this article is reprinted in Studies of Viar,
pp. 128-146, See also Blackett's dissenting note in Alastair Buchans
NATO in the 1960's (London 1960), .
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"primarily upon a great capacity to retaliate, instantly, by means and at
places of our own choosing, thereby gaining "more basic security at less
cos’c".21 The rationale behind this policy was of course political and
economic: American weariness with the Korean War, and the desire of the
Republican Party to return to financial 'normalcy' after what they regarded

as the ruinous spending spree of the last four years.22 It should perhaps

be Judged, not as a coherent strategic doctrine, but as a political expedient

~ or even as & diplomatic communication, itself a manoceuvre in a politico-
military strategy of ‘'deterrence!'. By these criteria the policy must be
pronounced not ineffectivé.‘ But its logical fallacieg were too glaring to be
overlooked. The assumption of American inculnerability to a pre-emptive or

a retaliatory strike was unconvincing in the year in which the Soviet Union
first unveiled their intercontinental bombers. Even when that assumption had
been justifiable four years earlier, American nuclear monopoly had not deterred
the Korean conflict; and in that very year American nuclear power was to
prove irrelevant to the conflict in Indo~China. These, and other points, were
rapidly made with force and relish by Democrat politicians and sympathisers out
of office, academic specislists, and members of the armed services which were

being cut back to provide greater resources for the Strategic Air Command.

There has perhaps never been a strategic controversy which has not been;
fretted by political passions and service interests. It is entirely under-;::ﬁ
standable, and for our .purposes -quite.unimportant,-that the UtS. Alr Fcrce LT
should have sought every argument to justify the doectrine of masslVe retallatlon
while. the.U.S, Army powerfully.supported its opponents..."hat is slgnlflcant
however is that the latter included every strategic thinker of any consequence x
in the United States; and the failure of the present writer to find any serious
academic defence of the dcctrlne ay not be entlrely due to unfamlllarlty with
the llterature. Among the first crltlcs was that ploneer qf deterrence theory,‘
Bernard Brcdle, who published in Nbvember 195% cne of the earllest analyses of
the place of ‘hmted war‘ in nationa.l pgllgy, “hut: the \flI‘B‘t raally form:,dable
brcad31de was fired by a. grcup of scholars at the Princeton Centre of e
International Studies under the leadship of William ¥, Kaufmann, in a collection
cfAesscys_publicged.;n.1956‘underathe,innchcusrscgnding title Military Policy
and National Security. In this work Kaufmann himself stressed the need for the

N !

Text 1n The Néw York Tl es, January 1}, 1954.

e

See the ana1y81s '"The Néw Look'cf 1953' by Glenn H, Snyder, in Warner R.
Schilling, Paul Y, Hammond and Glenn H, Onyders Sirategy, Policy and Defense
Budgets (Columbia University Press 1962) pp. 379 - 524.

Brodie: 1'Unlimited "eapons and Limited War', The Reporter, 18 November 1954.
For an indispensable annotated bibliography of the whole controversy, see
Morton H., Halperin: Limited War in the Nuclear Age {John Wiley, New York and
London 1963).
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United States to have the capacity td meet, and therefore deter, communist
aggrgssion.at every 1eve1;24 that "spectrum of deterrence" in fact which lr.
Robeft McNamarra wags to develop, not without some assistance frbm-Dr. Kaufmann
himself, when he beéamé Secfetary,for_Defgnse four years_léter. In the same
work Dr. Roger Hilsméﬁ discussed the actual conduct of nuclear war; both
making the distinction between counterforcé and countervéluefargets in total‘
war, and considering the tactlcs of war with nuclear weapons fought on the

25

estimates of the kind of e¢ivil defence poliqy‘ﬁhich might be feasible and

ground; and Professor Klaus Knorr gave one of the earllegt publlshed
necegsary if the United States were really to employ the kind of nuclear
strategy implied in Mﬁ;’Dulles's stgtement.26  Finally Mr. Kaufmaﬁn emphasiged
the necessity for ensuring that military-force_should be tailbred fo the actual
requirements, of foreign policy: & point which was to be expanded more fully
in t¥o important books publlsheé the followlng year.,

‘These were Dr. Robert Osgood's study of lLimited Yar and Dr. Henry Kissinger's

27

Hucléar Weapons and Foreign Policy. Neither author had any significant

experience of military operations or operational research., - Their intellectual
training was in the disciplines of history and political science; but with the
shift of strategic thinking from the problem of waging war to that of its
prevention, this background was at least as relevant as any more directly con-
cerned with military affairs., Both analysed the traditional rigidity of the
American attitude towards war and peace, contrasting it with the flexibility of
communist theory and, as they saw it, practice., Both emphasised the irrelevance
of strategic nuclear weapons .to the conduct of foreign policy in peripheral
areas., Both stresssd, as had Kaufmenn, the need to provide the appropriate
forces for the fighting of limited wars; and both considered that tactical
nuclear weapons should be regarded as approprlate for this purpoae - a view
shared by Mr, Dulles himself, 28 and by the Joint Chiefs of Staff under the Chair-
manship of Admiral Radford.

Osgood based hls bellef in the need to use nuclear Weapons in limited wers

largely on the dlfflculty of prepar1ng troops to f1ght with both nmuclear and con-

William W, Xeufmann (ed) t. 1litagx Policy and Natlonal Security (Princeton
University Press 1956) PP, 28, 38, 257, ‘ :

Ibld. ppa . 53"7, 60"72. -
Teid. ppe 75-01. e o
Rbbert E. Osgood: Limited War:f.the Challénwe,to American 3trafe5x (Uniﬁersity

of Chicago Press 19575. Benry A. Kissinger: Nuclear Weapons and Foreign
Frlicy (New York, 1957). i

J.F. Dulles: !'Challenge and Response in United States! Policy!, Forei
Affairs, October 1967.
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29

ventional weapons. Kissinger, whose study developed out of panel dis-
cussions at the Couhcil'on'Foreign Relations in vhich a number of profeésional
soldiers took part, went into the question more deeply, discussing both the

possible modus operandi of tactical nuclear forces end the kind of limitations

which might be agreed between two'beliigerents anxious not to allow their

50 In doing so he aligned himself

military'confrontatidn to get out of hand,
with the views of Rear Admiral Sir Anthoﬁy Buzzard, who was energetically
canvassing before British audiences both the wvalue of tactical nuclear weapons
in méking pogsible gradﬁated deterrencé at acceptable cost, and the feasibility

31

of negotiating agreed limitations on the conduct of war. But Buzzard's

views were hotly contested in England. Slessor gave them general support,

but LiddellvHart was highly sceptical (believing ﬁhé capabilities of conventional
forces to be unnecessarily underrated) and Blackett, after some hesitation, ceme
out flatly against them.32 In the United Siotes the same controversy blew up.
Brodie, writing in 1959, was prepared to admit only that there might be some
circumstances in which tactical nuclear weapons might be appropriate, ﬁut |
considered that "The conclusion that nuclear weapons must be used in limited
wars has been reached by too many people, too quickly,‘on the basis of too
little analysis of the problem". Schelling the following year suggested that
the bresk between conventional and nuclear weapons was oné of the rare 'natural’
distinctions which made tacit bergeining possible in limiting wér.33 By this
time Kissinger himself had had second thoughts, and agreed. that, though tactical

nuclear weapons were & necessary element in the spectrum of deterrence, they

Osgood, op. cit., p.258.
Kissinger, op.'cit., pp. 1T4-202,

Anthony Buzzard ct al. On Limiting Atomic Wax. (Royal Institute of Internatlonal
Affairs, London 1956).

'The H-Bomb: Massive Retaliatlon or Graduated Deterrence?, Internatlonal Affairs
1956.

Slessors: ..'Total or lelted War?! in The Grest Deterrent, pp.262—284. liddell-~
Hart: Deterrent or Defence: a Fresh Look at the West's Military Pogition:

(London 1960) pp. 74-81. Blackett: 'Nuclear Weapons and Defence', International

Affairg October 1958.

Brodie: Strategy in the Missile ige (Princeton University Press 1959)'p.350
Thomas C. Schelling: The Strategy of Conflict (Harverd University Press 1960)
pp.262-266, But the debate continued Brodie in Escalation and the Nuclear
thlon(Prlnceton University Press 1966) was to argue strongly agalnst “what had
by then become known as the -"firebreak" theory, angd empha51se the deterrent -
value of taetical nuclear weapons.
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could not take the place of conventional forces.(34) Within a year Mr. McNamara
wag to take the debate into the council chambers of NATO, where the advocates
“of tactical nuclear weapons had already found staunch allies among officials
‘grimly conscious of the unpopularity and expense of large conventional forces.
Throughout the 1960's the debate was to continue, in three major 1ang%§§§s;'

about the place of tactical nuclear weapons in the defence of Europe.
Only the sheer exhaustion of the partlclpants keeps it from continuing still,

It Wlll be eeen that the major Amerlcan contrlbutlone to strateglc thinking
publisghed in 1956-7 were dletlngulshed by two maln characterlstlcs. .They
attempted to reintegrate military power with foreign pollcy, stressing, in
contradiction to the doctrine of ma531ve retellation, the need for "a strategy
of 0pt10ns" And they tended to be the work of academic institutions;
Kaufman's group at Prlneeton, Osgood from Chlcago, KlSSlnger werklng with the
Council on Foreign Relations. Their authors were thus concerned less w1th
the technica}ities'of defence (H;leman at Prlnceton, s former West-Pointer, was
an interesting exceptipﬂ) than with its politiecal ebjectives. Ovef what those
objectives should'be,:they_hed no qﬁarrel with Johﬂ Foster Dulles, 'Although
British thinkers,llike Brifish statesmen, had been eiﬁloring possibilities of
détente'ever since 1954, in'the Uﬁited Sﬁatee the Cold War was still biowiegA
at full blast. The Soviet Union wae still, in thelworks of these sdholars,
considered to be 1mp1acab1y aggresalve, pureulng its objective of conquest in
every quarter Qf the globe, its machlnat1onslv151b1e behind every,dlsturbance
which threatened world stability. As Gordon Dean put it in his introduction
to Kissinger's book, "Abhorrent of war but unﬁilling to accept greduai Russian
" enslavement of other peoples around the world, which we know will eventually
lead to our own'enalevement, we are forced to adopt a posture that, despite
Russian military capsbilities and’ despite their long-range intentions, freedom

(36) ' The strategy of options which they urged had

shall be preeerved to us",
as its object, not the reduction of tensions, but the provision of additiohal
and appropriate weapons to deal with a subtle adversary who might otherwise

get under the American guard.

(34) Kissinger: The Necessity for Choice (Liondon 1960) pp. 81-98.

(35) The literature is enormous, but three outstanding contributions are Helmuth
Schmidt: Verteidigung oder Vergeltung (Stuttgart 1961); Alastair Buchan and

"Philip Windsor: Arms and Stability in Europe (London 1963%);" and Raymond Aron:
Le Grand Débat ’Paris 19635.

" (36) Kissingeri Nuclear Weagons e vii,

P
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Two years later, in~i959—60, the major works on strategy in the United
States showed a slight but perceptible change of emphasis. As it happened, the
most significanf of these were the work, not of full-time academics, but of men
-who had been working in defence research institutes on classified information,

particulariy'at Rand Corporation. As a result they analysed the technical
problemg of deterrence with an expertise which earlier works had naturally
lacked. These problems appeared all the more urgent after the launching of
the Sputnik satellite in 19573 which revealed the full extent of the challenge
which the United States had to meet from Soviet technology.l For the first time
in its hisfory the general public of the United States felt itself in danger

of phyéical attack, and the question of civil defence, which had hitherto
preoccupied only a few sPecialista, becamerqne of general conoern. Yet at the
same tiﬁe there was beginning to emerge, at least in some quarters, a new
attitude to the So%igt Union, This saw in that powé? not simply a threat to

be countered, but g'partner whose collaboration was essentiél if nuclear war
through accident or miécéiculatibn was to be avoided. It recoénised that
Soviet policy and intentions might have certain elements in common with those
of the United States, and that its leaders faced comparable problems. This
attitude was by no means general, For scholars such as Robert Strausz-~-Hupé

and William Kintnex the bonflict‘still resembled that between the Archangels
and Lucifer rather than that between Twéedledum and Tweedledee., But the concept,
not only of & common interest between aqtagoniété but of a joint'responsibility
fof the avoidance of nuclear holocaust becaﬁe increasingly evident after the

1.637) '

new Administration came into power in 196

The view which commanded growing support among American strategic thinkers
was, therefore, that the 'balance of terror! was a great deal less stable than
had hitherto been assumed, but that if it could be stabilised (which involved
a certain reciprocity from the Soviet Union) +here would be reasonable prospects
of lasting peace. The instability of the balance was described by Albert

Wohlstetter in the famous article which appeared in Foreign Affairs at the

beginning of 1958, describing on the basis of his classified studies at Hand
Corporation, the full requirements of an invulnerable retaliatory force: a
stable 'steady-state! peace-time operation within feasible budgets, the capacity

to survive enemy attacks, to make and communicate the decision to retaliate,

(37) Por an analysis of the various attitudes of American strategic thinkers
to the question of détente see Robert A. Levines The Arms Debate (Harvard
University Press 1963) passim, :
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to reach enemy territory, penetrate all defences and destroy the targets each

phase de?anging technical preparations of very considerable complexity and
38 ’ '

expense,

The following year Oskar Morgenstern was to suggest, in The g_gstlon of

National Defenee, that the bhest answer to the problem as defined. by Wohlstetter,

and the best safeguard against accidental war, was to be found in the development
of seaborne missiles; and that it would be in the best interests of the United
States if such a éystem could be develeoped by both sides. "In view of modern
technology of speedy-Weaponsadelivery from any point on earth to any other,'

he wrote, "it is in the interest of the United States for Russia to have an
invulnerable retaliatory force and vice versa."(39) Whethér Morgenstern reached
this conclusion’entirely through applying the game-theory in which he had made

80 outstanding a reputation is not entirely clear: Professor Thomas Schelling,
who also brought the disecipline of game-theory to bear on strategy, reached the
(40)
its validity seemed evident, and the concept of a "stable balance" was central
to Bernard Brodie's trategx in the Missile Age, which also appeared in 1959. (41)
This study pulled together all the threads of strategic thinking of the past

five years and set them in their historical context. Brodie reduced the require-

same conclusion at appfoximately the ‘same time; but even by cruder calculations

‘ments of strategy in the missile age to three: ah invulnerable retaliatory

~ force; "a resl end substantial capability for coping with local and limited
aggression by local application of forecé"; - and provision for saving life-

"on e vast scale" if the worst came to thé-worst.(42) About how, if the worst
did come to the worst, nuclear war should be conducted, he did not attempt to
offer any guidance beyond suggesting that the most important problem to study

was not so much how to conduct the war, ‘but how to stop it.

(38) Albert Wohlstetters 'The Delicate Balance of Terror'. Foreign Affairs,
January 1958. The article is reprinted in Henry A. Kissinger ied.j:
Problems of National Strategy (New York and London 1965)

(39) Oskar Morgenstern. The OQuestion of Natlonal Defence (New York 1959) Pe 75.

(40) See particularly hls 'Surprise Attack and Disarmsment' in Klaus Knorr (ed.):
NATO and American Security (Princeton University Press 1959): Schelling's
whole work on the -problem of dialogue in conflict situations is of major
importance. Hig principal articles are collected in The Strategy of Conflict
(Harvard University Press 1960).

(41) Brodies Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton University Press 1959),
. _Chapter 8. Brodie and Schelllng, like thlstetter, were at ithe time working
at Rand Corporatlon, as also was Herman Kahn, ~ Al) have acknowledged their
matual indebtedness during this formative -period -in thelr thlnklng.

(42) Ibide pp. 294-297. '
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Not all of Brodie's colleagues -at Rand Corporation were so modest. The
following year, 1960, saw the publication of Herman Kahn's huge and barogue
study On Thermonuclear Wer,42ge first published attempt by any thinker with
access to classified material to discuss the action which should be taken
if deterrence did fail. The horrible nature of the subject, the broad brush—
_ strokes with which the author treated it, his somewhat selectlve approach to
scientific data and the grim jocularity of the style, all combined to ensure
for this study a reception which ranged from the cool to the hysterically
vitriolic, Many of the criticisms, however, appear to arise rather from a
sense of moral outrage that the subject should be examined at all than from
serious disagreement with Kahn's actual views, In fact Kahn basically made
only two new contributions to the strategic debate., The first, based on the

classified Rand Study of Non-Military Defense for which he had been largely

respongible, was that a substantialiproportion of the American population could
survive a nuclear strike, and that this proportion might be considerably
increased if the necessary preparations were ﬁade. The second was that the
United States should equip herself w1th the capac1ty to choose among a range

of options in nuclear as well as in non-nuclear war; that rather than relying
on a single spasm reactlont(von Schlieffen's Schlacht ohne Morgen brought up

to date) the United Statee should be able to conduct a controlled nuclear

strategy, suiting its targets to its political intentions - which would normally

be, not to destroy the enemy, but to 'coerce! hiﬁ.(44) Kahn in fact reintroduced
the concept of -an operational etrategy which had been almost entirely missing,

at least from public discussion, since the thermonuclear age had dawned ten
years earlier. For smaller nuclear powers any such notion, as applied to &
conflict with the Soviet ﬁnion, wasself-evidently absurd. Between the super-
powers it was - and remalns -a perfectly 1egitimate matter for analysis.

Kahn may have exaggerated the capacity of the soc1al and polltlcal structure

of the United States to survive a nuclear holocaust certainly many of his
comments and calculations were overs1mp11fied to the point of ‘naiveté, But it

is hard to quarrel'with‘his assumption that that capaoity, whatever its true
dlmen31ons, could be increased by appropriate prellmlnary measures; while the
position adopted by some of his critics, that even to oontemplate the possibility
of deterrénce failing might increase the possibility of such failure, is hardly

one that stands up to dispassionate analysis,

'(43) Herman Kshn: On Thermonuclear War (Princeton University Press 1960).
(44) Ibid. pp. 301-2,
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. 4%t the beginning of 1961 President Kbnned&’s new Administration toock office
and Mr. Robert McMamara became Secretary for Defense., Not entirely coincidentally,
the great period of American intellectual strategic speculation came to an end,
after five astonishingly fruitful years. The military intellectuals were either
drawn, like Kaufmenn and Hilsman, into government, or returned to more orthodox
studies on university campuses, Moét of them continued to write.,. Kahn has

produced two furthcrworks refining some of the views expounded in On Thermonuclear

Eg;.(45) Kigsinger has remained a sage observer of, and a prolific commentator
on the political scene, Osgood, Wohlstetter and Brodie have all produced
notable work of synthésis or criticism, Perhaps the most interesting work

‘has béen that of Knorr and Schelling, who have broadened their studies %o
embrace the whole question of the role of military power in international

(46) a remarkably little-explored field in which a great deal of work

relationss
femains to be done. It would be absurdly premature to suggest of any of these
scholars - many of them still comparatively young men - have no more substantial
contributions to make to strategic studies;* but they are unlikely to surpass

the intellectvual achievement for which they were individuwally and jointly
qesponéible in the 1950's., Between them they have done what Clauéeﬁitz and Mahan
did in the last century, during times of‘no less bewildering political and
technological change: laid down clear principles to guide the men who have to
take decisions. Like Clausewitz and Mahan they are chlldren of their time, and
their views are formed by hlstorlcal anq technological conditions whose
transformatién may well render them out of date. Like those of Clausewitz and
Mahan, their principles are likely to be misunderstood, abused, or_appliea
incorreétly,_and must be subjected by each generation to searcﬁing examination
and 6riticism. Debate will certainly continue; but at least we now have certain

golid issues to debate about.

The principles established by the thinkers of the 1950's were to guide
Mr. McNamars in his work of remoulding American defence policy during the eight
years of his period of office in the Department of Defense, 'The McNamara
Strategy" had & logical coherence - almost an elegance - which may have commanded

(47)

rather more admiration among academics than it did in the world of affairs.

*Since several of them are likely to be present at this conference it would also
be remarkably tactless.

(45) Thinking the Unthinkable. On Pecalation: Metaphors and Scenarios. (London 1965).

(46) Knorr: On the Uses of Wilitary Power in the Nuclear Age (Princeton University
Press 1966). *Schelling: Arms and Influence (Yale University Press 1966)

(47) Williem W. Kaufmann: The McNamara Stratezy (New York 1964) provides a useful
- if unecritical account. It-should be read in association with Bernard Brodie's
' dry commentary !The McNamara Phenomenon' in World Polities July 1965.
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‘An invulnerable second-strike forée was built up on a considerably larger scale
thgn'that considered adequate by the believers in 'minimal deterrence’. These
forces were endowed with the capability, even after a surprise attack, of
retaliating selectively against enemy forces rather than against his civilian
population, so that "a possible opponent" would hav%4;§he strongest imaginable

ingentive to‘refrain from striking our own cities". Forces for 'limited
-wars'! at all levels were created, armed both with nuclear and with conventional
 weapons. This involved an increase in expenditure, but it was an increase which
was not grudged by Congressmen alarmed by an alleged "missile gap" and happy to
see fat defence contracts being placed within their home States; and the
techniques of systems analysis which had also been developed at Rand Corporation

(49)

were employed to keep this increase within bounds. Overtures were made,
official and unofficial, to the Soviet Union to establish arms-control agree-
ments based on the principle of a stable balance resting on invulnerable second-
strike forces on either side. And plans were put in hand for civil-defencg

projects on a massive scale,

McNamars was able to carry out much of his programme, but not all, The
Russians were remérkably slow to absorb the'reasoning which appeared so self-
evident to American academics, The American public were even slower to co-operate
in the sweeping MEasUres which would have provided effective insurance agalnst
holocaust, The 1dea1 of a second-strlke counter-force strategy seemed to many
critics to be one almost 1ntr1ns1cally impossible of realisation. And America's
European allies flatly refused his requests that they should increase their
conventional forces to provide the ﬁecessary"spectrum of deterrence!. The
Germans saw this as a diminution of the deterrent to any invasion of their own
narrow land, and besides had their own not particularly enjoyable memories of
tconventional war'!s The British, struggling to maintain a world presence on
their obstinately stagnant economy, could not afford it; while the French had
ideas of their own. None of them, perhaps, could produce a coherent theoretical
framework to sustain them in their arguments, but they remained obstinately
unconvinced. Several -of Mr, Mclamara's emissaries received, in consequence,

a somewhat gruelling introduction to the refractory world of international

affairs, .

(48) McNamara speech at the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor, 16 June 1962.
Kaufmann op. cit. p. 116,

(49) See Charles Hitch and Roland McKean, The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear
Age (London 1960) for the promise. The performance was.examined in
Planning - Programming - Budgetting: Hearings before the Subcommitiee on
National Security and International Operations of the Committee on Government

Operations, United States Senate, 90th Congress, lst Session. EU.S.
Government Printing Office 1967).
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For the American strategic programme was based on two assumptions which
were not accepted by all the major Allied of the United States, first, that
America was the leader of "the Free World" and had both the right and the power
to shape its strategy; and second, it was in the interests of the world as a
‘whole that the United States and the Soviet Union should enter into an ever
closer dialogues, Neither of these assumptions was challenged by the Britishg
though not all their countrymen admired the assiduity with which successive
Prime Ministers set themselves up. as 'honest brokers! between the Super-Powers
the moment they set foot inside Downing Street. Indeed the most substantial
British contribution to the strategic debate in the early '60's, John Strachey's

On _the Prevention of War, quite explicitly advocated a Russo-American diarchy

as the best guarantee of world peace.(so) But on the Continent reactions were
different., The Chancellor of the Federal German Republic took a glum view of

a Russo-American détente which could only, in his view, confirm the division

of his country and might even threaten the position of Berlin; and long before
Mr. McNamara had appeared on the scene the President of the French Fifth Republic
had made clear his own attitude to the American claim to act as leader and the

spokesman of "the Free World".

Too much should not be made of the‘personality of General de Gaulle in
sheping the French contribution to the strategic debate Which\began to gain in
importance towards the end of the 1950's. .French military expefience during
the past twenty years had been distineiive and disagreeable. "They had their
own views on the reliability of transmarine allies as protectors against pbwerful
continental neighbours - neighbours who might in future comprise not only Russia
but a revived Germany or, in moments of sheer nightmare, both. The decision
to develop their own nuclear weapons had teen taken before de Gaille came into
power, though perhaps it took de Gaulle %o ensure that they would not be
integrated, like the British, in a common Western targeting system. General
Pierre Gallois, the first French writer to develop a distinctive theory of
nuclear strategy,(51) advanced the thegis that muclear weapons rendered traditional
alliance systems totally out of date since no State, however powerful, would
risk nuclear retaliation on behalf of an ally when it really came to the point.

In a world thus atomised (in the traditional sense of the word) the security
-of every State lay in its capacity to provide its own minimal deterrence. The
more States that did, indeed, the greater the stability of the international

system was likely to be.

(50) John Strachey: On the Prevention of War (Iondon 1962},
(51) Pierre Gallois: Stratécie de 1'Age Nucleaire.
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T Fxtreme as Gallois's logic was, it probably reflected the sentiments of
& large .number. of higs countrymen and a substantial -section of the French Armed
Forces. In spite of innumerable official expressions to the contrary, there
is every reascn to suppose that many influéntial_members of the British
governing establishment felt very much the same about their own nuclear force.
A more subtle variant of this doctrine was presented by General André Beaufre,

who argued powerfully in his work, Deterrence end Strategy, that a maltipolar

‘nuclear balance in fact provided greater stability than a bipolar, since it
reduced the area of uncertainty which an aggressor might exploit. So fax
" from atomising alliances, argued Beaufre, independent nuclear forces cemented

(52)

He was careful to distinguish between multipolarity and proliferation. "The

them, "necessarily covering the whole range of their vital interests".

stability provided by the nuclear weapon" he argued, "is attainable only

between reasonable powers. Boxes of matches should not be given to children";(Ba)
- a sentiment which one can endorse while wondering what Beaufre would define, in
international relations, as the age of consent., As for the Russo-American
diarchy welcomed by Strachey, Beaufre specifically identified this as a danger
to be avoided. "The prospect of a world controlled by a de facto Russo-American
'eondominium' is one of the possible -~ and menacing ~ results of huclear
evolution"” he wrote. "Looked at from this point of v1ew, the existence of
independent nuclear forces should constitute a guarantee that the 1nterests

of the other nuclear powers will not be sacrificed through some agreement

(54)

between the two super-powers,'

The doctrine of 'multipolarity! was thus one distinctive contribution by
French theorists to the study of strategy in the nuclear age. The second was
~their analysis of Revolutionary War: a subject virtually ignored by American
strategic thinkers until the Viet ¥am inveolvement brutally forced it on fheir
attention.. For the French it had been inescapable. For nearly ten years after
the Second World War the flower of their armies had been involved, in Indo~China,
in operations of far larger scope than the various "Imperial Policing” activities
which absorbed so much of the attention of the British Armed Forces, and one
_ which imposed on the French nation a longer, if not a more severe strain than

the Korean War imposed on the United States. The war in Indo-China was lost.

(52) 4ndré Beaufre: Deterrence and Strategy (London 1965) p. 93.

(53) Ibid. p. 97.

(54) Ibid. pe 140, Beaufre's experience as commander of the French land forces
in the Suez operation of 1956 may have had some relevance to his views
on this point. : ‘




It was followed by six years of struggle in Algeria which ended, for the

French Armed Forces, no less tragically. ‘The outcome of these wars significantly
- altered the balance of power in the world, but the strategic concepts being
developed in the United States appeared as irrelevant to their conduct as those
which guided - or misguided - the French armies during the tw§ World Wars.

The concepts which were relevant of course were those of Mao-tse Tung; those
precepts evolved during the Sino-Japanese struggles of the 1930's and developed
into a full theory of revolutionary warfare whereby a strongly-motivated cadre
operating from a position of total weakness could defeat a government controlling

the entire apparatus of the State.

The theories of Mac lie outside the scope of this study, thougﬁ there is
little doubt that he is among the outstanding strategic thinkeré of our day.
Certainly the French paid him the compliment of trying to imitate him. The
literature on the subject is so considerable that it may be only by hazard
that the earliest French study to receive widespread recognition was Colonel

Bonnet's historical analysis Les guerres insurrectiomnelles et révolutionnaires

(1955).(55) Bonnet in this work gave a definition which has since been generally
accepteds "Guerre de partisans + guerre psychologique = guerre révolutionnaire.

Posercette équation" he went on to claim, "c'est formuler une loi valable pour

(56)

tous les mouvements révolutionnaires qui, aujourdthui, agitent le monde."
On the basis of this definition and their own experiences, French military
thinkers, true to their national intellectual traditions, attempted to formulate

une doctrine. (It is interesting to note that the pragmatic British, whose

cumulative experience in counter-insurgency campaigning was certainly no less
than that of the French, thought more modestly in terms of 'techniques'.)(57)

As worked ?ut by such writers as Bonnet himself, Hogard, Lacheroy, Nemo and
58)

Tringuier, this doctrine set out the object, both of revolutionary and

(55) Gabriel Bonnet: Les guerres insurrectionnelles et révolutionnaires de
ltantiguité a'nos jours (Paris 1958). Important unpublished studies by
Colonel Lacheroy were in circulation at the same time,

(56) Ibid. p. 60.

(57) See for example Julian Paget: Counter-Insurgency Campaigning (London 1967),
and Sir Robert Thompson; Defeating Communist Insurgency (LondOn 1966),

(58) For a good select bibliography see the excellent and highly critical study
by Peter Paret: French Revolutionary War fare from Indo-China to Algeria
(London 1964).
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counter-revolutlonary war, as the gaining of the confidence and support of

the people by & mixture of violent and non-violent means

dlrected both at 'military! and at 'non-military! targets. It was not enough
to suppress guerr111as: it was necessary to destroy the basis of their support
aﬁong thé popﬁlation by.eliminéting the grievances which they exploited, by
giving protection against their terroristic activities and, insisted the French
writers, by a process of intenaive 1ndoctr1nat10n to combat that of the

revolutlonary cadres themselves.

It would ve painful to record in detail where and why these excellent-
recommendations went wrong. The use of undifferentiated vioclence by legifimate

authorify undermines the basis of consent which is its strongest weapon against

" revolutionary opponents. Indoctrination of a population can be done only by

men who are themselves indoctrinated; and since the whole essence of the lopen
societies! of the West is virtually incompatible with the concept of ideological
indoctrination, the men thus indoctrinated rapidly find themselves almost as
mach at odds with their own sonizty as the revolutionaries they were trying to
combat. In Algsria the French Army applied its doctrines with a fair measure

of at least short-term success, but in so doing it alienated the sympathies of

'its own countrymen, The main fault of its theorists - and of their imitators

in the United States - was to overlook the element of simple nationalism which
providéd such strength for the insurgent forces: a curious failing in the
country which was the original home of that immensely powerful force. They
aécepted the propaganda of their adversaries, and saw the conflict simply in
terms of a global struggle against the forces of world communist fevolution.
¥Marxist categories of thought make it impossible for their theorists even %o
consider that the most potent revoluticnary force in the world may be not the
class struggle but old-fashioned 'bourgecis! nationalism, The French theorists
were no doubt equally unwilling to- take into account a consideration which boded
so 311 for their 6wn side., But there 1s good reason to suppose that the F.L.N.
won in Algeria, not because they were Marﬁist but because fhey'were'Algerian,
and the French were not. Mutatis mutandis the same applied - and applies still

in Indo~China. Marx and Lenin may provide the rationale of insurgency warfare;

‘Mao-tse Tung may provide the techniques; but the driving power is furnished

by the ideas of Wauzszini. It is therefore difficult for foreign troops, however
well-intentibned, to spply counter-insurgency techniques, among a people which
has awoken to a consciousness of its national identity, with any chance of

SUCCceSS,
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In addition to the doctrines of multipolarity and revolutionary war,
France has produced yet a third contribution to strategic thinkings: the doctrine
of indirect strategy. This was not totally novel. A group of American thinkers
based on the Centre for Foreign Policy Research at the University of Pennsyivania
had long been working on the assumption that "The Free World" and the communists
were locked in a protracted conflict which could end only in the victory of
one gide or the other and in which force was oniy one element out of many which
might be used.(59) It was an assumption that could éertainly be justified by
reference to the works of Marx-leninist theoreticians; But the publications
of these writers tended to be as emotional'énd tendentious as those of the
Marxists themselves, CertainLy they had never formulated their theories with
the clarity, reasonableness and dispassionate precision of Géneral André Beaufre
‘and his colleagues at the Institut d'Btudes Stratégiqﬁes in Paris.(GO)

Beaufre the whole field gf international relations constitute& albattlefield

For

“in which the Communist powers, thwarted in the use of force by the nuclear
stalemate, were attacking the West by indirect means. Strategy had progressed
from the '6péfational' (Clausewitz and ﬁomini) through the 'logistic! (the
great buiid~ups_of the Second World War) to the 'indirect'. Political
manoeuvres should therefore bg geen as étrategic manoeuvres. The adversafy
attacked, withdrew, feinted, outflénked, or dug in, using direct force where
he could and infiltration where he could not. The West should respond accordingly,
devise a single overall ﬁolitical strategy énd use economic, political and

1nmilitary means to implement it.

The trouble with this is that it is not simply a theory of strategy but
also a theory of international relations. If it is correct, Beaufre's
recommendations follow naturally enough; but Beaufre states hig assumptions
rather than argues them, and to most students of international relations they
are not self-evident., It is natural enough for military men to bring to the
complex world of politics the modes of thought which they have used in dealing
with more orthodox conflicte, and to assume that, because there is not a state
of peace, there .is a state of war. Many senior officers throughout the Western
world would probably accept Beaufre's diagnosis without question and
unhesitatingly endorse his recommendations. Most students of international

politics would be more sceptical. Such a view leaves too many factors out of

(59) Robert Strausz-Hupé and others: Protracted Conflict; A Challensing Study
of Commuinist Strategy (Néw York 1959); A Forward Strategy for America
(New York 1961),

(60) André Beaufre: An Introduction to Strategy (london 1965); Deterrence and
Strategy (London 1965); Strategy of Action (London 1967).
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account. ~The world is not really polarised so simply. . Communist leaders do
not control events so firmly., Whatever the ideologues may say, in practice
iﬁterests are not so implacably opposed, Strategy must certainly be shaped
by the needs of policy; but policy'cannot be made to fit quite so easily .
into the Procrustean concepts of the professional sirategist,

Perhaps the most significant conclusion to be drawn from this survey is
the extent to which the qualitylof straﬁegic thinking in the nuclear age
is related to an_uﬁderstanding of international relations, on the one hand,
and of Weapons techndlogy on the other, There is of course nothing new in
this dependence, Clausewitz emphasised the first, though he'néver fully
adjuSted his purely strategic thinking to take account of the political
environment whose overriding importance:he quitelrightly gtressed. Thé second
has been evident, particularly in naval and air operations, at least since the
begimming of the twentieth century. But strategic thinkers, from.leyd to
Liddeil Hert in his earlier writings, were able to assume a'fairly éimple model
of internationai relationa within which swed conflict might ocour, as well as
a basically stable'technolcgical environment. Neither assumption can now be
made. No thinking about deterrence is likely to be of value unless it is -
based on a thorough understanding of 'the state of the art' in wéapbns tech-
nology. Any thinking about limited war, revolubionary war, or indirect
strategy must take as its starting point an understanding of the political -
ineluding the social and economic - context out of which these conflicts arise
or are likely to arise, Inevitably the interaction works both ways. Strategic
factors themselves constitute an important element in internstional relations:
the statesman can never be & purely despoltic lawgiver to the strategist.
Similarly, strategic requirements have inspired scientists and technologists
to achievements they would normally consider impossible. Increasingly the
three fields overlap. That is why strategic studies owe at leasst as much to
the work of political scientists like Raymond Aron, Arnold Wolfers, or
John Herz,: and -of physical scientists like Jerome Wiesner or P.i.S5. Blackett
as they do to the c¢lassical strategist. Bui does the classical strategist any

longer exist?
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In the last generation sdmethihg that could legitimately be described
as g "new look!" in the study of international relations has developed as
& world movement, It springs froﬁ two, not unrelated, but qﬁite'distinct
sources. The first is a movement from the side of the social sciences to
bring the study of international rélations into'ciOSer relationship with
both the theory and the methods of the social sciences themselvés. This
might be called the social systems approach to international relations.
It grises mainly out of a2 dissatisfaction with the more literary, historical,
intuitive approach which has characterised most previous discussion of the
subject, mainly on the grounds that it did not produce the kind of cumulative
growth of knowledge that is so much admired in the sciences. The second
source of dissatisfaction with the older approach to the subject comes from
the "peace research movement".  This is a movement among social scientists,
. primarily for the application .of gocial. science methods to the international
system, so that it shares most of the discontents and the ambitions of the
social systems approach, It is motivated, however, by strong normative
principles, the "steam" for the movement being derived from deep dissatis-
faction with the present intefnational system and a strong desire to replace
it with some alternative, perhaps yet to be discovered, which would be
less costly economically and less outrageous morally, The peace research
| movement, therefore, has much the same origins as the peace movement in
the sense that it rejects the existing international system and denies its
legitimacy. It differs from the peace movement, however, in being
. primarily a movement among social scientists who are not satisfied with
exhortatiomsand denunciations, and who seek to achieve deeper understanding
of the international system through the aid of the methods of social science
in the hope of thereby finding out how to change it into something more

satisfactory,.
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The relation betweenlthese two gources of criticism of the conventional
approach is established By the fact that they both involve social scientists
and the application of social'scienéés, and whether the motivation is out
of idle curiosity, which is supposed to be the ideal fpundétion of science,
or whether it is strong normative beliefs and a desire for a radical social
change should not, at least, maké much difference so far as the application
and extension of the methods of the social sciences to the international
system are concerned. The normative element, however, cannot be overlooked,
simply because there is a strong suspicion that the older literary and
historical approach was concerned mainly with the justification of the
existing system and had normative prinéipies'bf its own in the sense that
its main concern was how to operate the existing sysfem effectively, whereas
the new app?oach,'with a somewhat different set of nbrmative principles
closer to.that of the peace movement, is mbre coﬁcerned-witﬁ how the exist-
ing system can be traﬁsformed. In this sense thé new aﬁproach is more
radical, the.old approach more cqnservative. There is.certainly; however,

a Wide middle ground where they can come togetner,

The word "systems" has become such a catchword, at least in the
penumbra of -the scientific community that there is real danger of its being
drained of all real meaning, or even worse, that it may simply become a
"good word" with which to bless somewhat dubious enterprises. Nevertheless
it does mean -something. It deserves to be rescued from the dismal fate
suggested above., It revresents in the first place a clear view of the world
.* a8 a space-time continuum in four dimensions which exhibits recognisable
patterns., It is the perception of regularities and patterns in the space-
time continuum which is tﬁe‘primé task of the epistemological process, and
which really constitutes the growth of knowledge in any field whatever.

The broadest possible definition of a system is anything which is not
chaos., Specifically, it is a perceived regularity in the space-time
continuum. In the case of relatively simple‘systems, such as the solar
system, the regularities can be expressed in terms of difference, or
differential, equations. I have elsewhere called these "difference systems"
- ag they depend on the perception of stable differences between successive
gtates in the universe in time, . More generally, if tliere is a stable
relationship between the state of the system today and the state tomorrow,
- we have a difference system of the first degree; in a stable relationship
" between three succesgive. states of the system, say yesterday, today and
tomorrow, we have a difference system of the second degree and so on.

A good example of a difference system of the first degree in the social
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systems would be the growth of a sum at compound interest, where the amount
fomorrow is a constant pfoportion of what it is today. If these relation-
ships are stable over time it is possible to predict the course of the
system into the future and to project it back into the past. This is the
reason fér the remarkable predictive successes in celestial mechanics, for
instance, in predicting eclipses, because most of the movements of the
solar sjstem can be described by difference, or differential, equations of

the second, or at least of the third, degree.

As we move into the biological sciences difference systems break down
as ah epiétemological pattern either because they do not exist at all, or
because they become unbearably complicated. The movements even of an
amoeba, for instance, cannot be‘desc:ibed in terms of differential equations
of any oraer whatsoever, Nevertheless, all is not chaos. We are able to
perceive patterns in the space-time continuum which then also can be
projected into the future, The simplest of these is the "creode", or the
standardised pattern of development of a living cresture from a fertilised
egg to its final death. This represents a kind of equilibrium pattern or
line of development, variations from which mey occur, but which on the
whole is remarkably stable. The kitten never grows up into a dog and all
individuals of any one species grow, age and die in approximately the same
pattern. This is why the age of a human being is probably the most import-

ant single piece of information -about him, in spite of individual variations.

More complex, but still discernible, patterns can be detected in the
whole evolutionary process even though the principle of "survival of the
fittest" may be practically empty of content,'for all fitness means is
capacity to survive. Thus we can say something about survival value in
relation to the environment. We know something about ecological equilibria
and<ecological succession even though evoluticnary theory has very little

predictive power.

As we move from biological into social systems the complexity of the
patterns again ﬁaﬁes a large jump. Even so we are still a long way from
chaos. We perceive patterns in decision-making; we perceive patterns in
social organization, in comminication networks, in role structures{ which
may effect decisions. Underlying the social system there are patterns which
have an almost mechanical character about them, such as the growth of
population, or even the growth of per capita real income, or in some
circumstances the growth of the money stock and the rise in the price level,

which at least for short periods behave like difference systems. They always,
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however, seem to be subject to parametric change at unpredictable intervals.

. One can detect also in the social system evolutionary patterns. Artifacts
like the automobile, organizations like the corporation or the national
gtate, and even ideas and ideologies are recognisable as social species
coming into the world through forms of mutation and either surviving or

not surviving by the process of selection. ConcePts of ecological
equilibrium and succession likewise apply to society. Economists are
familiar with the concept of an equilibrium structure of relative prices.
This could easily be generalised to include an equilibrium structure of
populations of sbcial‘species of all kinds and their inter;relations.

Just 28 a pond maintains an equilibrium of populations of chemicals, algae,
bacteria, fish, frogs and so dn, society maintains a kind of equilibrium -
¢ommodities, industries, churchés, families, schocls, politicél organizations
and so on. We can even detect a structure of '"niches" or probability peaks
of certain types of organisms. In Australia, the marsupials developed into
marsupial equivaleﬁts of the dog, the deer, thé bear and so on. fn socialist
countries we find part& funcfionaries playing the role of the clergy, the

managers of socialist enterprises acting like businessmen, and o0 on.

The contrast between the older literary and historical approach and
the social systems approach should not be drawn too sharply simply because
both, after 2ll, are studying the same thing; the images which they derive
should therefore be recognisably similar, Nevertheless the social systems
approach does have sope peculiarities of its own which may be subject to
differing evaluations. It tends to have, for instance, what might be called
a "Copernican syndrome'; that is, a shift from a "homocentric" to a
"universalist" systems poin€ of view, Thus thé older approachnto international
relations often looked at the system from the point of view of an individual
nation, as the Ptolemaic system looked at the universe from the earth. It
does take a certain lean of the imagination, which, oddly enough, is almost
. poetic in character, to see the international system as & total system
involving the whole surface of the earth into which each nation or other
unit interacts, theoretically at least, with every other, as,for instance,
in the Laplaceian system every planet and every other body in the solar

systen interacts with every other.

Another characteristic of the syétems point of view is iargely con-
cerned with fhé improvement of the perceptive apparatus as it is involved
in information collection and processing. It is at least a tempting
generalisation to suggest that the essence of a scientific revolution is a

combination of a Copernican type of theoretical shift in point of view
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(new-théoretical model as a result) with an improvement in the perceptual
apparatus. In astronomy the original Copernican revolution went hand in
‘hand with the development of the telescope. In general, science has owed
an enormous amount to the development of improved perceptual apparatus

such asg the microscope, spectroscope and the radiotelescope and so on.

We find the same phenomenon in the social sciences. The Keynesian .
revolution in economics, for instance, was associated in the first place
with a.Copernican change in "stance" from the particular and partial . .
equilibrium theory of Alfred Marshall to what was essentially a macro-
economic general equilibrium model of Xeynes, This would almost certainly
not have been successful, however, if it had not come along with a profound
improvement in the collection and processing of economic information,
repregented by the development of national income statistics, and the
development of such concepts as the gross national product and its
various constituents, which fitted very easily into the Keynesian fremework

and supported it with massive empirical data,

A great deal of the present dissatisfaction with our state of knowledge
of the international system arises from the belief that the existing
apparatus for dollecting and processing information about it ié not only
hopelessly inadequate, but is even corrupt and is, indeed, designed to
produce false images of the world, These images, furthermore, are nob
subjected to any feedback processes which would correct them., The whole
organization of the international system is designed, not only to create
false images in the ninds of the decisioanaker, vut to pfotecf espedially
powerful decisioh—makers from any existing information Whiéhlmiéht upset
their existing imagés. In particular, it is argued that information which
ofiginates in spies; newspaper reporters and diplomats is more subject to
érror at the source than information which is collected by social scientists
and that the organizations which procdess this information into the form in
which it finally reaches a decision-maker are designed to corrupt it even
fﬁfther.. It is not claimed that this corruption is necessarily conscious
or maelicious, Indeed, if it were consciocus it would not be so dangerous.

Tt arises indeed from a lack of self-consciousness about the nature of the
-8ystem itsgelf, and from the acceptance of the system, by these who operate

it, at its face value.

This is a serious charge and we must examine the nature of the
-epistemological process a little more cafefully and try to substantiate it.
The great epistemological problem, as Hume pointed out a long time ago, is

that images in the mind of the knower can never be compared directly with
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reality, but can only be compared with other images in the same mind.

Hence, it is never possible to test by direct comparison the truth of an

image; that is, its correspondence with some outside reality. Nevertheless,
we are all convinced that successful epistemological processes do take place;
that is, we learn in the sense that our images hecome betier and better
approximations of reality. The process by which they do this is by the
elimination of error. Error of some kind is detected when predictions féil;
that is,; when an image of the future, as it has existed/%ﬁé past, is compared
with an image at the same time and place as we have it in the future. In
this sense, the begifining of knowledge always consists of a disappointment.
All disappointménts‘ﬁo'not result in the correction of error in the basic
image, but the stepé are these: a basic image of the world leads by inference
to some expectation about the future; in the passage of time the future is
realised, that it becomes present and then past, and we receive new messages
by which our previous expectations are either confirmed or diéappointed.
Thus, supposé I have an image of my home town in which I think I know where
the post officeﬂis and from“this I predict that if I go in certain directions
I wili find the post offites If I follow my predictiqn and I find that the
post office is not there, I must do one of three things - either I must
réject the inference, and assume.that I have come'to the wrong place and

gone the wrong way; or I must reject the messagé.that tells me that thé

post office is not thefe and denounce'this as & delusion; or I have to change
my basic imagerof where the post office ig. It is dnly by protecting our-
selves against rejection of either the inferencé or the meséage that
disappointment results in the correction of error in the bhasic image., In
our ordinary life, in what I have called "folk knomledge“ in fact, we do
this all the time and I have argued that there is no essential dlfference

in .the epistemological process by Whlch we derive knowledge of any kind,
whether this is folk knowledge or the more elaborate knowledge which results
from the scientific method. The difference indeed between folk knowledge

and scientific knowledge is in the complexity of the systems involved, not

in the epistemological method.

Consider now our image of the international system and compare it with
our previous image of the post office. It is clearly much more complex.
It consists as does our image of the post office cf an image of certain
static atructures -« for instance, nations and their boundaries, armed forces,
governments, certain people occupying certain roles, certain iines of

communications, certain expected sources of messages of varying degrees of
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 reliability and so on. It consisis also, however, of certain expected or
ﬁrébable patterns in time as well as in space, of certain causaﬁive relations.
bufiﬁmage of the post office might also include an image of tﬁé éffects of
a'féﬁ sticks of dynamite upon it. Thus, it consists in par{ df;various
poSéible patterns of the future which may also, of course,'be%sﬁbject to
varying probability, patterns of the sort that if A doés this, B will do
fhaﬁ; It alsc consists of certain rather vague principles,:éuﬁh as the
Béiance'of power, or the domino theory, or Lebensraum, or traditional

ennities.
& v

Unfortunateiy,]bécause of the extreme complekitylof the“égétem,-the
difficulty of making exact predictions, and hence the difficulty of
perceiving disappointment even when it occurs, these images tend to be
gself-reinforcing and are not subject to the kind of progressive elimination
of error which takes place in simpler systems.'.The key to the problem
indeed is the probablistic nature of the predictions involved, especially
where the events predicted are not members of a large class of similar events,
Thus if one predicts an event tomorrow, let us say rain ﬁith g fifty per cent
probability, it is virtually impossible to be disappointed, for whether it
rains or does not rain, the prediction is fulfilled. If, of course, the
event is one of & large class of similar events the insurance principle can
be applied and we can predict, for instance, that out of a million people

age sixty this year, so many will die within the year., The degree of
probability is so high that if the prediction did not come true we would
certainly be disappointed. 'In the international system, however, events

tend to be unique, Hence, probabilities are very hard to determine. How
could we say, for instance, what/%ﬁg probability of a nuclear war at the

time of the Cuban crisie in i962? Even if it was 95 per cent we will never

know because we were in the five per cent,

Probabilistic systems, and especially systems with strong random com-
ponents in them, are highly likely to produce superstition, that is, the
perception of order where it does not exisf, and the development of self-
fulfilling images of the world, because the ordinary processes by which
errvor is detected and corrected do noi operate., If we believe strongly
that we have done something which is unlucky, like spilling salt or walking
under alladder, not only is sdmefhing bad more likely to happen to us, énd
we may even subconsciously desire it, but in cur perception of subsequent
evenfs, we will cenmsor out the good things and only remember the bad onés

s0 that our superstition will be confirmed.
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_ The internaticnal system is not only highly probabilisticin its nature
aﬁd'eSPécially in the nature of its prediétions, but it also cdntains strong
random elements in so far as its dynamice depend on the decisions of
relatively few péople. Random elements are not canceiled out by the law of
large numbers. as they tend to be, for instaﬁce, in the operations of the
market and in many aspec#s;pf économio life, We would expect it,.therefore,
to be a systemiwhich ig pe@uliarly,subject to superstition, to the perception
of non-existing order of which peréeptions will tend to be self-justifying,
even sometimes self—fulfilling, both in the general perceptual apparatus of
the perceiver, and also in the organizational setting in which he operates.
All organizations operate as information filters which filter out and
condense iﬁformation as_it pasges ﬁp through the heirarchy, so that by the
time thet information reaches the powerful decision-makers it has been
filtered many, many times. If the powérful decision-makers are able to
control their information receivers they are likely t0 ‘find themselves in an
eésentially schi;ophrenic position in which reality testing, in the sense

of change of images through disappointment, becomes almost impossible,

The basic criticism of the literary and historical approach to a study
of the inﬁernational‘system is that it is subject to precisely the same
epistemological diseases which afflict the system itself since it does not
lead into any radical criticism of the, system or to the developménf of new
models and new information. This criticism is perhaps unfair to many deﬁoted
scholars who have ranged widely in their historical sources, who have £ried
to be objective, and who certainly tried to look beyond the image of the
system as it seems to have been present in the minds of the major actors in
it. The scholar has access to more sources of information, he .can he
wise after the event, and one should never underestimate the capacity.of
poétic insight to perceive patterns in the record;which_tﬁe moet. pains-
taking numerical and statistical analysis may fail to perceive. Neverthe-
lesé, there is a very strong feeling that what we have had hitherto is not
good enough. The more complex the system, the less likely it is to be
unreveled and be made explicit by insight. Poetic insight alone, for
instance, would never have given ué oﬁr'piesent knowledge of DHNA and all the
philosophefé in the world wouldrnever_have split the atom. Complex éystems
only yieid to hig@ly complex and specific models capable of precise inference
with high degreeé of probability and modification through'feedback from
sharp disappointment. There is a feeling, thefefére, that there is a great
deal more to know about the internétidnal gystem than can possiblj bé
revealed by the methods of liéerary, philosoﬁhicalrand historical research

of the old type.
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| Turnﬁng now to the contribution of the peace research'moveMent, the

probiem here is the impact of normative criticism on the general
epistemolpgical prdbess. There is a myth that the success of the scientific
method in various fields is a result of its freedom from normative considerations,
its icy objectivity and its rejection of the "ought" in favour of the "is",
, As no myth cen survive without some elements of truth, there are of course

elemenfs cf truth in this one. Nevertheless,‘it is by no means the whole
truth and it can be extremely misleading., It is not only that the scientific
subculture itself, like all subcultures, is possessed of a strong ethic
without which it could not exist, but also normative considerations have
always played.a éighificant role in the epistomologicél proceas itself at
the level of scientific knowledge as well as at the levels of folk knowledge
and literary knowledge. Khowledge alwéys grows towérds what is of interest
to the knower and'normative coﬁsiderdtions are powerful generators of
interest, Idle curiosity and random search have their own place in the
growth of knowledge, but it‘would.be a rash assumption indeed to suppose
that they dominate the process. The importance of what might be called
"normative discontent", therefore, is that it creates interesﬁ in areas of

knowledge which might otherwise be neglected.

The fact that normative considerations are capable of perverting the
growth of knowledge and of leading ué, in the classic words of Will Rogers,
towards "knowing things that ain't so", through wishful thinking and filtering
out of unwanted informétion, should nof blind us to the fact that normative
discontent has a 1égitimate and indeed a nebessary rolélin the total process
of learning. It is absurd to suppose that we can make a sharp distinction
between pﬁre knowlédge, which is ﬁtterly detached from human needs and
interests and grows at random through i&le‘curiosity, and applied knowledge
which is devoted to improving the lot of mankind, In fact at all levels pure
and applied knowledge are inextricably mixed, It is precisely when they are
séparatéd, indeed, that each tends to go off into superstition, philosophical
superstition in the one case and practicai superstition in the other. Thus
the very title of "The American Philosophical Association for the Promotion
of Useful Knowledge" gives us the key to the success of the scientific

“enterprise, which is precisely its combination of the pure and the applied.
In the physical sciences, for instance, the useful knowledge of engineering,
and the philosophical knowiedge of physics and chemistry, are continually

fed one into the other in a co-operative ecological relationghip,
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In the social sciences, likewise, interacti. : bewwee il: are and
the applied has been constant, necessary and fruitful. ZIEconomics provides
us with a number of examples; the classical economics of Adam Smith arose
Qery ciearly out of normative discontent with the mercantilist obsession
with the power of the national state and shifted its focus of interest
towards the welfare of the'average men as measured by per capita real
income., The Marxian criticism arose out of normstive disappointment, with
what seemed like a2 fallure of the classical prescriptions. Unfortunately
Marxism, like Liberalism, became an ideology of "irue believers” which
destroyed some of its épistemdiogical value, but iﬁ nevertheless had a
profound impact on the capitaiisf,ras well as on the socialist,worid through
questioning the legitimacy of acceptéd institutions, especially of private
property, and in calling attention to céitain 1imitations of the exchange
mechanism, and to‘the necessity of studying distribution of income and
wealth as well ag its overall magnitudes. The Keynesian revolution arose
very cleavly out of normative dissatisfaction with the failure of the
éxisting systems to provide full employment, and has also had a profound
effect on econpmiéipoliciés throughout the world through the prescriptions

which it generated.

The peace research movement can best be understood as an effort to
produce a "Keynesian" type revolution in the internationsal system. It
begins with a rejection of the legitimacy of the institution of war as
Keyneé rejected the iegitimacy of mass unemployﬁent. :It recognises, however,
that war is endemic in an international gystem which rests on unilateral
national defencé. Tt seeks, therefore, ﬁo discover a practical dynamic
which will change the'syétem in thé direction of eliminating war, just as
Keynes discovered a practical dynamic, through change in fiscal and monetary

policy, which would eliminate mass unemployment.

Normative differences are not easy to characterise simply because in a
certain sense every men has his own norms (velues) and partly because
unconseious, or latent, norms are often more important, especially in
moments of crisis, than consciously stated norms, Nevertheless, we may
perhaps characterise the norms of the more traditional study of inter-
nationel relations as involving an acceptance of the threat system as
dominant, and acceptance of the positive probability of war as an essential
element in the conduct of international relations. In these days there is
not much glorification of war as an end in itself, though what might be
called the martial virtues of courage, fortitude, gallantry and so on,

continue to be somewhat covertly admired even though the martial style is
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somewhat alien to the academic and reflective life. By far the most
important of these traditional norms, however, is the acceptance of the
national state and the national identity as not only unexamined, but
virtually unexaminable ends, especially in the conduct of international
affairs. By contrast, within the peace research movement, the institution
of war itself tends to be regarded as the major enemy even though the martial
virtues may continue to be azdmired in a somewhat modified form. The major
human conflict is seen as between the world war industry and the civilian
population and enterprise which supports it, rather than between national
states, This does not mean, however, that the abolition of national states
is seen as an end in itself, or as even desirable. Indeed, the pattern
which now seems to be emerging as the most probable road towards peace is

the development in the world of large numbers of national states at stable
peace with each other within a loose framework of international organisations,
rather than the development of a world state which would involwve the

abolition of the national states themselves,

These two normative syndromes, as they might be called, may seem very
far apart. Nevertheless, their impact on the pursuit of knowledge about '
the internatlonal system need hot be so very different. Whenever we have
two objectives, that is, two maximands, both of which cannot be maximised
at the same time, we have to maximise one under the constraint of & minimum
acceptable value of the other. Thus, we might séy that the "national'security"
school is interested in the problem of maximising national security, that is,
the probability of survival or of the maintenancé of the power of the
national state; subject to the constraint of a certain probability of peace,
whereas the peace research school is interested in maximising the probability
of peace subject to the constraint of & minimum probability of the survival
of the national state. These two problems'could easily have solutions which
‘are very closé together, in spite of the fact that the normative v1ew which

" underlies them may be far apart,.

Nevertheless, the peace research movement has called_aftention to
certain elements and aspects of the international system which have been
preﬁiously neglected, such as, for'inétance, the movement towards stable
peace among national states. This is a concept which has been neglecfed by
the more traditional school. Nevertheless, in the last hundred and fifty
years, partly as a result of the revolution in science and technology,
islands of stable peace have emerged in the middle of an interhationai éystem
characterized by unstable peace. In the particular cases this has heppened
largely by a001dent but as a general phenomenon gtable peace now clearly

has a positive probability of achievement. This whole process has been
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somewhat neglected by historians or traditionsl students of intermational
relations; it has either been taken for granted or has been regarded as
something exceptional and of no great interest. Nevertheless, a stable
peace is a quite recognizable phase of the international system: It~
exists between any two countries where the threat relationship has become
subordinate to exchange and integrative relationships. The principal
historical cases are North America and Scandinavia, in both of which,

one suspects, stable peace was achieved largely by accident. Neverthdess,
I have argued that a profound change in the international system may be
very close., The payoffs-of stable peace are extremely high, in spite-of
the fact that the dymamics.of achieving it are unstasble. The process can
easily be set back, But with the payoffs as high as they are today, it
would be surprising if even the processes of unconscious social evolution
.- do not produce a strong movement towards stable peace, and if the movement
can achieve self-consciousness.it should be even more rapid. We may well,
therefore, be in a situation in which the islands of stable peace will grow
until they coalesce, and from having an intermsational system of unsiable
peace with islands of stable peace we will move to a system of stable peace,
with islands of unstable peace in which, as it were, the figure has become
the ground. In partiéular, with a little bit of luck and good management
we ﬁay_achieve stable peace around the whole Temperate Zone, leaving perhaps
islands of unstable peace throughout the Tropics. Thils change however
would be a radical change in the gystem. It 157 Whards vhich the peace
Irese&rch movement is moving.

One further point should be noticed which differentiates the new lock
from the old look in the study of the international system'? that scientists
are increasingly realizing that they are not studying a system which is
independent of the knowledge they create. All sciences indeed are running
into this problem. Even physics has its Heisenbérg principle which states
in effect that we cannot get information out of a system without changing it.
The social sciences are &omlnated by what might be called a generallzed
Heigenberg pr1n01ple' for 1nformat10n, and espec1ally the kind of
information which is obtalned by the sociel sciences, it is a crc ial and
essential element of'the system itself., Wwhat we are almlng for in the
social sciences therefore‘ié not so much knowledge as‘controi. Thus in
economics we used to be interested in studyiﬁg the business cycle as a
hydrologist might study the tides. Anything we find out about thé buginess
cycle, however, will change it and the focus of interest has properly
changed from studying the business eycle to controllihg it. In the

international syétem we are no longer interested in merely'studying the
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miserable course of intermational history; we are interested in trans-
forming it into something better, The present intermational system, that
is to say the global costs of armements end armies, costs us about $160
billion a year and with this we purchase a positive probability of almost
irretrievable disaster.

The social sciences have to be therapeutic or essentially medical
gciences. They have to treat war as a problem of publie health.
I suspect that there is a real difference between the systemes approach,
which regards the international system as & ﬁrocess capable of control,
and the historiecal approach, which looks upon history as if it had to happen.
A The great difference here is between probabilistic thinking and determin-
istic thinking, the systems approach being probsbilistic, regarding human
history as containing a strong random element which is cspable of being
diminighed by orgenization, just as random changes inh outside temperature
can be controlled inside by means of thermostats. The historian tends to
be causitive in his approach and it is threatening to him to learn that
history did not have to happen the way it did, and especially does not
have to continue this way into the fufure. Thus, we are now drawing to a
critical state in the evolution of mankind in which man is no longer
content to be at the mercy of history and in which the Trise of social
self-consciousnegs of the total planet as a system is rapidly bringing the
age of civilization and the first phasé of recorded history to an end.
This is 8 crisis and a revolution of an intensity with which traditional
studies are quite unable to cope. The social systems approach may not be
able to cope with it either, but at least it seems to have a better chance,
What I must plead for, however, is cooperation rather than enmity between
the two approaches. In the present crisis of mankind we need every possible
epistemological approach that we can manage. Jealousy and enmity are

completely out of place.
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1, The Concept

In a world of sovereign states whose relationship is governed sometimes
by power, scmetimes by international law, morality or the.lack of it, and
always by self-interest, we come across a twilight area where the four

eloments meet, It i1s the area where actions by a government or an inter-

naticnal organization assume the specific character which places them in the

wide category of "intervention", The problem of intervention is one aspect
of the politidal effects of military measures or attitudes, or of the
poszession of superior military or economic strength on the family of
nations, on world policy, It is, therefore, a problem of strategy in the

fullest sense of the word.

This specific kind of strategic action cannot be thought of otherwige,-
than as of a combination of policy with power - economic power and more
frequently military might. It is distinguished from the many other inter-
national situations in which will stands against will, force against force,
by three elements; the power relationship between intervenei and intervened,
the limited scope of the act, and the intention or at least the claim that
a rule of international law or morality has to be upheld. This narrows down
the field of investigation., We are not to deal with all possible cases and
situations in which pressure is brought to bear internationally, or where
force is applied in order to achieve mational ends - which would mean the
whole field of conflict strategy. We are dealing with situations in which
one much superior nation or an international organization or multilateral
combination tries to impose its will on a nation which has no great power
status, or where far superior power is lent to a hard-pressed lesser nation
in defence of some concept of a political legal order, and always with a
limited duration of the action in mind, This, then, is our definition of

intervention,

o
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Of a different kind are those actions related by history, often called
interventions in a much wider meaniﬁg, in which purely imperialistic aims
were pursued, such as‘the opening of Japan to world trade through demonstrat-
ions of force by Russian and American warships, the French and theEBritish
interventions in India in the 18th century, the conquest of Mexico by
Prance (1861-1867), the intervention of the United States in the Cuban
rebellion against Spain, the many actions of the Great Powers in Cﬁina, the
Russian ;nterventiqns in Central Asia and those on behalf of the Slavic

populations of the Cttoman Empire in the 19th century.

Before World War I the philosophy behind intervention was that great
powers represented enlightened civilization, humanitarian ideals aéd
domestic order favourable to international order, as oppoesed to the back-
wardness, ignorance and instability of smaller nations, especially‘when

these were not European or North American, Up to 1914 the pqssession of the

Christian faith strengthened the never well-defined title of a power of order

and a guardian of right and law., When, after 1918, Japan joined the ranks
of the surviving great powers, Christianity became a less obvious ?re—
reduiSite'of the great poﬁer'statuS'which bestows the right"to inﬁerfene.
At the same time, Germany, because it was held responsible for the war, was

eliminated from the ranks of the "happy few",

After World War II the backgfoﬁnd.of interventionism changed. The
motivation split in two different sets of political ideals and aspirations,
The United States - and to a lesser degree Great Britain and France - remained
to carry the banner of law and order in international‘relations, now
summarized in the terms "freedom and democracy", into the lands of the
infidels, Yet they were joined by a new power, the Soviet Unipn,'which had
emerged from the holocaust with greatly increased military and political
might and with an increased appeal of its ideology. The Soviet Union,
representing scientific Marxism~Leninism and the‘promise of a future world
order under the'dictatbrship of the labouring classes, was well equipped to
intervene in foreign countries in its turn, under the banner of a different
philosophy. Interventionism, from then on, evolved before two entirelj
distinct backgrounds, which had in common only the fact that the two

political systems producing them lz2id claim to universality.

7
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2. The Law

Charactefistically, the relationship of force between the parties to
intervention, which practically dnly admits greaf poﬁers or recogﬁised
international organizations as entitled to wield this instrument of policy,
has helped to legitimize intervention. Over the centuries, it has seemed
less objectionable than étark aggression or attack, The bigger the differ-
ence between the size and power of the intervening nation and that of its
opponent, the more intervention seemed morally and legaliy justified as an
act in defence of international order and law, It signified that a great
power had "taken the law in its own hands". Such an attitude was wniversally
or almost uni#ersally accepted: by the great powers because it repreéented
the system of imﬁeriaiistiq rule to ﬁhich thej themselves adhered, by the
smaller nations because they could, sheltered by this system, comfortably

conduct their own business.

International public law has tried, accordingly, to distinguish
between legitimate and illegitimate intervention. When the Drago-Porter
convention, signed on October 18, 1907 at the Hague, prohibited recourse to
armed force for the recovery of contract debts from a Govermment, it stated
that this undertaking would not 5e applied when the debtor state refused
arbitration or, after arbitration, 4id not submit to the decisidn. In other
words, illegitimate intervention became legitimate when the defaulbing

debtor did not comply with the legal proceedings established by the-treaty.

‘Under the treaties for the protection of minorities concluded in 1919/20
as corollaries to the peace treaties ending World War I, the members of the
Council of the League of Nations were entitled, the Council consenting, to
take "all measures" which seemed effective for the safeguards of the rights

of such minorities,

In the 19th and 20th centuries, the cases in which governments took
action by force to protect the interests of their nationals, their own
interests, or to take revenge for any "affront and indignity" 1) committed
against a great power or its nationals, run into the hundreds. These steps
were widely approved by public opinion and international public law. The
bombardment and destruction of San Juan, Nicaragua, in 1854 by a US warship,
the "Boxer" expedition against China in 1900/b1, the blockade of Venezuela
by Germany, Italy and Great Britain in 1901, the destruction of the Venezuelen
fleet by the Netherlands in 1908, the landing of US marines in Haiti and in
Mexico in 1914, all seemed at the time legitimate measures in self defence,

of redress of injustices,

1) Resolution of the Congress of the U.S., April 22, 1914.
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The reasons for this acceptance of intervention as a legitimate
institution in the relations of nations are twofold. One has to do with
power, one with ideology. This latter background providing justification
has already been mentioned. Power is not less important. The wider the gap
between the forces of the intervener—agressor and the attacked, the lesser
were the risks of intervention dégenerating into, or, as we would say today
escalating to, war. Hence the Great Powers could easily tolerate strong
action by their equals against a much weaker nation, since‘general peace
would not be threatened and their interests not be involved. Therefore
resistance to interventionism did not develop in the limited circle of
Great Powers but rather among the victims of these actions and of the law
of intervention, especially among the Latin American nations. When, in |
1823, President James Monroe sfated the principie of non-intervention in the
Western Hemisphere, the United States did not yet consider themselves as a
great power, but rather as the champion of its smaller equals. The first
international step towards limiting the exercise of a right which had
become doubtful was the introduction of arbitration, which in any case would

precede unilateral armed acts,

The doubts which arose about the legal basis in international public
law moved the powers at a very early date not to "go it alone" but rather to
seek the support and sympathy of other powers or of an internationsl organig-
ation, which would lend legitimacy to the act., In 1815 Russia, Austria and
Prussia joined in the Holy Alliance whose aim was to intervene against
revolutionary movements in Europe, From 1889 on the American states developed by
8 series of subsequent conferences the Orgenization of American Stetes (0AS),
which aimed at substituting pacific settlement and common action for self-help
and thence interventionism, Similar provisions lay at the heart of the
Covenant of the League of Nations (1920), the Charter of the United Nations
(1945), and were also embodied in later agreements on collective security as
the North Atlantic Treaty (1949) or the Warsaw Pact (1955).

Gradually, international organizations rather than individuasl great powers
became the instruments of intervention, since they were more readily accepted
ag representing international legality. TUnder Chapter VII of the charter of
the United Nations, the Security Council is given wide discretion to “determine
the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of
aggression” and to decide what measures, ranging from economic or diplomatic
sanctions to military action, the organization or its members were toitake
in order %o restore international peace and security, The charter goes on

expressly to reserve the rights of regional organizations to deal with such

- . . .. - - - O, " “ .
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matters, and states that the Security Council might utilize regional arrange-

ments as agencies for enforcement action under its authority.

Among "threats to the peace, breach of the peace, or acts of aggression"
can be visualised the widest possible range of gituations in which & govern-
ment comes into opposition to an ideal world order or internafional law as
conceived by the members of the Security Council or othef organs of the
United Nations. In April, 1946, Poland asked the Security Council to declare
the existence of the Franco régime 'in Spain a threat to international peace
and security. The'propééal was not carried, but in December the General
Assembly suggested fhat the Security Council consider measures to remedy the
Spanish situatioh and recommended the recall of diplomatic representatives
' fiom Madrid, In December, 1966, the Security Council adopted a resolution
imposing sénctions on the Ian Smith‘iégime of Rhodesis - the first such-
decision taken under Chapter VII of the UN Charter - because its very exist-
ence, its claim to independence and its rebellion against Great Britain were
COnsideréd a threat to the peace. These examples show that almost any
situation, and all those whicli in earlier times justified great power inter-
vention, fall under the térm "fhreats to the peace", Chapter VII is, there-

fore, the charter of intervention in our time.

.Article 2, paragraph 7 of the UN Charter excludes intérvention in
domestic affairs of a nation, in declaring that'nothing contained in the
charter "shall authorise {the UN‘to inter%ené in matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of any state". Then it goes on to say
that this principle shali not prejudice the application of enforecement
measures, The resolution "Peace through Deeds" of the General Assembly of
November 17, 1950, conde@ned intervention by a state in the internal affairs
of another undertaken in order fto change ite legally established governmerit
by the threat or use of fdrcé; Aggression, whether committed openly or by .
fomenting civil strife in the interest of a foreign power ‘or by other means,
wasg calied the éravest of all crimes against peace snd security. Yet this
discrimiﬁation of interveniion as a crime against peace and security
automatically opens the way to intervention under the auspices of the
international organization. In addition, the charter gives in its Article
53 in conjunction with Article 107 a brief for individual intervention, as
long.és it is directed against a state which during World War II has been an

enemylof any state which signed the charter of San Francisco.
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Modern international public law knows even a much wider range of
intervention. All the instruments aimed at collective security contain
an element of it, The convention on prevention and punishment of gehocide
of Decemﬁer 9, 1948, pfovides fortrial by an international ﬁenal tribunal
or action under the bharter. Measures of both kinds can hardly be
v1suallsed w1thout the use of force by an 1nterven1ng government or by the

United ¥ations,

Treaties concerned with arms control, future ér alreédy in force, have
to deal of necessity with inspections and safeguards,'which a2ll have aspects
related to intervention. The Non-Proliferation Treaty of July 1, 1968; for
example, in its Article III obliges the non-nucleaf-weapon states which are
parties to the treaty to accept safeguards in accordance with the International
Atomic Energy Agency's safeguard system, Thls, of course, presupposea,
within the provisions of the treaty and agreeﬂents with the IARA and its
statutes, activities of international inspectors on the terrltory of the ‘
contracting states, -They can report on nonrqompliance with the treaty
obligations, whereupon the IAEA may apply sanctions. These are very-mild
indeed, and far remote from any steps which mighf be called intervention.

The sanctions include information of other parties to the treaty, terﬁination
of agsistance given and recovery of the materials made available to the
defaulting nation by the Agency; An& step towards nuclear armsment is of a
~delicate nature. When it is knéwn, it will inévifably unleash corresponding
measures by rival nations. The making public of the fact that such steps are
being considered, therefofe ﬁay act as a deterrent. Finally, a report of
the inspectors on noﬂ—compliance may set in motion the Whole machinery of
sanctions of the Uﬁited Nations under Chapter VII of the Charter, which is
the legitimate system of intervéntion of our times. a

‘As we see, public internationai law, in its fecent évolution generalij
prohibits individual intervention but expressly authorlzes intervention by

international organizations w1th1n the limits set by their constitution and

in the framework of the legal proceedings whlch they have developed.

3. Recent Fxperlence

» The object of 1ntervent10n, whloh distlngulshes it from other types of
international use of force, is the defence of some concept of 1dea1 polltlcal
order or legality as conceived by the intervener or puhllc oplnlon favourable

to him,



.—7--

From November, 1917 to .February, 1920, France, Great Britain, the. -
United. States of America, Japan, and Polish and Czechoslovak forces. inter-
vened in the,civil war or wars existing between the revolutionary armies in
the Ruggian empire and the antirevolutionary "white" government and its
allies. The intervention which was originally aimed at winning back a
defecting ally in the way against Germany and Austria, was later transformed
into an attempt to prevent the victory of a revolutionary movement deemed
dangerous for international order and stability. A4s we knoﬁ, this interf
vention utterly failed, due to the weakness of, and deep splits between,
the anti-revolutionary forces in Russia which the:intervention had been 7

intended to encourage,

Typical interventions of the "take the law in one's own hands" type
occurred in Manchuria in 1929, when Soviet troops took action in defence of
Russian treaty rights over the. Chinese Eastern Railroad, and in 1931 when
Japanese armed forces opened hostilities against China in revenge for the

alleged murder of a Japanese officer.

In July, 1936, Italy intervened in Spain on the side of the revolutionary
movement led by a group df military commanders aimed at the overthrow of
the Republican government in Madrid. The operation started by providing air
transport to the rebels and grew into dispatch of large military forces -
three Tivisions and auxiliarieé - to Spain. Gérmany provided, under the thin
disguise of an organization called "Legion Condor", bomber and fighter forces,
anti-aircraft artillery, a communications system and naval support %o the
party headed by General Franco. In the course of its intervention CGermany
also revived .typical gunboat policy, when,as a reprisal for the bombing of
a German warship by a Spanishaeroplane,the Berlin Government ordered its
naval ships to open fire on the coastal city of Almeria, causing havoc among
the civilian population, The Soviet Union, in turn, intervened on the side
of the Spanish Government by encouraging and arming a number of international
brigades, formed by volunteers from many countries, further by assuming
through the Soviet embassy and the Communist party political control over
the republican government, and by the sale of munitions to the government.
These had the openly admitted object of establishing in Spain a political
order corresponding to the views and aspirations of the intervening powers-
fascism and national-sociaiism on the one hand, Marxism-Leninism on the
other hand., In the process both sides tried to win an ally and a military
basis for the aay of the world conflict wh%ch seemed inevitable, and Germany

further sought much needed resources of raw materials, France declared its
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non~intervention, while it sent aeroplanes and mmnitions to.the Madrid
government and favoured the transit of volunteers through its territory. '
After a vain attempt to stop all foreign meddling in the conflict, the five
great powers - France, United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, the Soviet Union -
set up a so-called non-intérvention committee in London, which served ag a

thin veil to cover the intervention of four of the five powérs.

The most gignificant and far-reaching intervéntion of the modern type'
was the UN intervéntion on behélf of the Republic of Korea. Having been
informed that North Korea fdrces had invaded Scuth Korea, the Security
Council determined on June 25, 1950, that the atiack was a breach of the
peace, called for the cessation of hostilities and the aésistance of members
in carrying out the resolution - a resolution feollowing proposals from the
United States and made in the absence of the Soviet Union., On June 27, after.
"the USA had already joined the fight in Korea, the Council adopted by seven
votes to one (Yugoslavia), with the Soviet Union absent, a resolution
recommending that members furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea-
as might be necessary to repel the armed attack and restore interqationél
peace and security. A later resolution requested ﬁembers providing military ,
forces to make them available to & unified UN command. Subsequently,
combatt@ntunits_were pro€ided by sixteen member nations. The successful

intervention ended with the armistice of July 27, 1953.

Central America, the classic area of great power intervention, .
witnessed in 1954 a revolution. in Guatemala, where a government of anti-
American and pro-communist leanings headed by General Jacobs Arbenz was
overthrown. The United States had earlier -tried to prevent arms imports
from Fastern Europe for the government, and had clardestinely supported the
revolutionariess The following year, an invasion of Costa Rica by forces
- of Nicaragua was repelled with the help of aircraft supplied by the Uniﬁed
States to the nation under attack. Both interventions were theoretically
based on some kind of collective decision, the one in Guatemala on the
resolution against communism of the 10th Inter-American Conference of Caracas;
1954, the other in response to an appeal by Costa Rica to the Organization

of American States.

In November, 1956 the Soviet Union éuppreésed with armed forces the
new government of.Hungéry headed by Imre MHagy, which had come to power after
an uprising of students and workers againstlthe communiét.régime. The inter-
vention was explalned ags response to an appeal by the legitimate government

and an act to re-establish the legal authorities.
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At the sarme time, Britain and France landed troops in Egypt with tﬁe
intention of occupying the Suez Canal and forcing Dgypt to accept some form
of internationalization of the canal, as proposed in September 1956‘by the
conference of éighteen user nations, The operation failed, both militarily
and politically, after the opposition of the United States of America andl
the Soviet Union had discouraged both France and the Tnited Kingdom, The
international basis required for a successful operation of this importance
had proved too narrow and weak, It is significant that interveﬁtion,
national or international, could not be successfully conducted against an-
open violation of sacred international treaties by Gamal Abdel Nasser's
then relatively weak rézime, and this in a situation where interests of the
family of nations of the highest importance were at stake., This event,
therefore, may be considered as a turning point in the history of intervention-

ism,

The following years brought two interventions in-the Middle Fast, In.
1957 British forces in South Arabia supported the Sultan. of Muscat against
a rebellion, which was defeated. In July, 1958 U5 marines landed in Lebanon,
and British airborne forces in Jordan. Both countries were threatened by
revolutions fostered by Syria and Egypt with the open support of the Soviet
Union, After the military intervention, which was of the "administrative":
or "red carpet" type, unopposed, and did not lead to any fighting, the civil
war in Lebanon subsided and the Jordanian monarchy survived, In an emergency
session of the UN General Assembly the United States of America had attempted
to internationalise the intervention conveniently by entrusting.the‘protecfion
of the integrity and security of the iiddle Eastern nations to a security ;
force of the TN, a solution similar to the 6ne applied so successfully in-
Korea, The attempt did not succeed, The foreign forces were withdrawn
accordingly in Cctober, after the security of Lebanon and Jordan seemed
assured for the time being. Both interventioné had been undertaken, as the
USA and United Kingdom underlined in the debates at the United Nations, in
the name of the security of sovereign nafions against outside interference
and subversion fostered by foreign countries. They wanted them to be
considered as abstract motions in fhe service of iﬁternational peace and
security, The fact that in the process the Western powers‘had defeated a
communist takeover and an attempt of the Soviet Union to gain a féothold in

the Mediterranean area was part of the bargain,
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19601witneésed the massive intervention of the United Nations in the.
civil war or wars which had broken out in the Congo after Belgium hed
gratited in&ependence on June 30, 1960. When a-chaotic situation arose and
the Belgian troops still remaining in the Congo were ergaged in protectiné
Belgian nationals, the new govermment of the Congo invited the USSR to ‘
intervene against "Belgian aggression". In view of this development, the
Security Council of the UN adopted a resolution inviting Belgium to withiraw
its troops and offered to replace them by a security force of the world
organization, The operation prevented the interference of the Soviet Unien,
which would most certainly have beén countered by an American counter-
intervention, with manifest danger of a confrontation of the two world powers

in Africa.

The UN security forces, in the course of events, addressed themselves
not only to the protection of the legal govermment of the Congo or what
gseemed to be the least illegsl government, and of threatened sectors of the
population against revolutionary and chaotic forces, but also to intervene
against the secessionist movement of the Katenga province. This operation,
an open intervention in civil war, was rather the result of confliecting
influenceswithin the headquarters of the- United Nations in New York and of
personal policies of internatiocnal civil servants on the spot than a planned
and approved move of the world organization in the interest of peace and
stability. Yet, in the long run, the UN operation proved rather successful.
A degree of stability wes achieved and the UN sécurity forces could be with-

drawn in June, 1964, after four years' presence in the threatened area.

The Vietnam war, the origins of which gd back to the settlément reached.
in Geneva in i954 after the withdrawal of France from Indo-China as‘dolonial
power, provides an example of how téchnical; economic and military aid, thé
mildest form of intervention, directed at estabiishing a stable and friendly
régime in a certain area, may degeneraté, uhder the pressure of events and’
local forces, into military intervention and a major war, including an
indirect confrontation of the military technology'of the two world powers.
It is an example of how a world péﬁer, partly blinded to realitiés by its
own sense of mission, engages in intervention,going much farther than
originally expécted, ﬁhich eventually brings it intoc opposition not oniy to
its enemies-but to its own public opinion, its friends and the intervened

nations themselves, and to its own interests,
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Typical recent examples for armed intervention in civil war are yielded
by Yemen and the Dominican Republic., In Yemen, a revolutionary movement
starting in 1962 was supported by massive Egyptian military aid including
combatent troops, whereas the conservative forces attacked by the
revolutionaries enjoyed the help of Saudi Arabia. The case, of course, is
not great power intervention, but rather local aggression and interference
by neighbouring nations, which did not achieve the desired result because:the

opposing forces were too similar in strength.

When an armed revolt broke out in the Dominican Republic in 1965, TS
armed intervention, which started as an attempt at protecting the life of
US citizens and other foreign tourists caught in the fighting, soon turned
into a political move favouring the conservative and anti-communist forces
in the struggle, However, under pressure from American and world opinion
and especially latin American criticism, which is always ready to attack
any kind of US intervention in domestic affairs of the South, it was con-
verted into an operation of the COrganization of American States. The US
Marines were replaced by an Inter-American peace force, which succeeded in

restoring a réasdnable degree of order and stability.

The most receﬁt and at the same time most shocking act of intervention
of our time is the invasion of Czechoslovakia by the armies of the Soviet -
Union, its Easf German satellite régime, Poland, Euﬁgary and Bulgaria, on
August 21st, 1968. It was conducted in fhe name of the unity of the
Marxist-Leninist docérine, the cohesion of the Warsaw Pact, the Eastern ‘
Furopean countries! collective security. 'Preceded by the classical moée-
ments of politico-military pressure - deployment of troops, manoceuvers,
negotiations, propaganda attack, deiﬁsive agreements and withdrawéls
designed to deceive and reassure the victim, - the intervention was conducted
as a military surprise action, seizing tﬁe nérve—centres'of the invaded
country by airborne and mechanised forces. Characteristically, Moscow
brought forward the threadbafe argument that intervention had been invited
by leading political figures of Czechoslovakia, For a power of the size
of the Soviet Union to overmhelm a small country evidently no help in a
physical sense by allies was required. Yet Moscow took great pains to
conduct the operation not in isolation but assisted by forces of four other
members of the Warsaw Pact. In so doing, it tried to give the aggression

an international aspect and some varnish of legitimac&.
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Before ending the list of recent interventions, both successful and
abortive, it is necessary to add a significant example where no intervention
took place, This instance is the Arab-Israeli war of 1967. In gpite of
the fact that the war engulfed a crucial area of the world, in spite of

being involved, the world powers
the vital interests of great and medium powerq/carefully avoided any oper
interference, Unless we consider abstention in a special situation where
intervention had been promised and threatened - as it was the case for the
Soviet Union - as a particular and subtle form of intervention, the case is
very significant for the future. This negative form of intervention, which
consists in hot doing what certain governments had been led to expect, might

be a new formula in great power policy.

4. The Strategy

The instruments of intervention are all those political and military
means conferring on a nation the status éf great power, Armed intervention
is the direct way and its classical instrument was, up to 1914, sea power.
Gunboat diplomac& was the civilized way in which the great powers - Great
Britain, France, the United States, the Netherlands, Germany, Austria . used
to deal with less civilized and minor nations in Asia and Latin America.

In more modern times, deployment of force may range from unopposed landing
of a fighting force, in British parlance a "red carpet" landing, in American
an "administrative" landing 2), to all-out military operations with landings
under fire, airborne or from the sea, terrestrial invasions, and the use of
air power, land-based or carrier-based. ¥hich method will be required, WQat
gize of engagement is to be expected, is of the utmost importance for the
decision-maker. Political and military intelligence, and the apf‘inter—
pretation of its results,'is absolutely crucial in such situations, even more

than in any other situation of conflict.

The lessons of Suez (1956)Tand Cuba (1961), Vietnam (1962 to 1968),
Czechoslovakia (1968), point out the importance of intelligence and of a
sound assessment of the situation in the enemy camp and also within the
oamp which the intervention is aiﬁed at supporting. It also points out the
great difficulty of a correct assessment and the fact that surprises may
always be in store for the intervener.r 3o great is the uncertainty in all
these cases, that'it is not adviséble to unaertake even the smallest
operation of this kind uqless a‘goverﬁment is prepareé, willing and able to

accept the risk of escalation to extended warfare,

2) L.W. Martin, The Sea in Modern Strategy, ISS, London 1967, p.51.
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We have already seen that one condition of intervention - and we have
included it in our definition - is maximum inequality between the subject
and the object of the act. If the two parties are equals or near equals
and one party wants to achieve change, there are only two possibilities:
accommodation or war, Yet modern military technology and modern military
skills have had far reaching and significant effects. Conventional war
between equals becomes so destructive that it is less and less a rational -
way of solving bilateral problems. The same technology and skills provide
such intensity to conventional war, that it soon becomes an intolerable
strain, with the effect that nations very different in size, population and
economic .power come very close to each other when we ask what damage they
can inflict on the other. The short war between India and Pakistan in
September, 1965, and the six~days war between Israel and the Arab countries
in June, 1967, give ample proof for this development. We have to keep in
mind, however, that at the beginning of the 20th Century the opinion
prevailed +that modern weapdns - especially the machine gun and field
artillery - unld make a war necessarily a short war, This proved con-
spicuously wrong, and we do not want to repeat this error., 7Yet the
development of air force, of mechanised weapons, of stronger explosives, of
transmission systems has been so spectacular, that objectively the natured

of war is changed. It assumes not only other dimensions, buthother qualities.

Modern conventional weapons gystems have become the "eQualiser",.much
more than the atom bomb which some analysts, noi very convincingly, tried
to construe as such, We have, therefore, in a strictly strategic meaning,
anong the non-nuclear-weapons states, many more pairs of equals.than in
earlier times, This automatically minimises the possibility of intervenfion

in the strict acceptance of the term which we have proposed.

This is one of the reasons which brings another system of military
intervention to the forefront, warfare by infiltration into the territory of
the opponent and subversion from within., The first is exemplified by recent
Arab operations against Israel, the second by the so-called "wars of national
liberation", especially the war of North Vietnam against South Vietnam in
its earlier stages. As the Prench colonel Albert Merglen points out 3), this
form of warfare played an important role in World War II, and will probably
be one of the essentials in future conflicts, Its effectiveness is based on -

the fact that the forces of subversion and of subversive war are relatively

3) Albert Merglen, La guerre de l'inattendu, opérations subversives,

aéroportées et amphibies, Paris 1966,
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immune to the effects of powerful means of destruction and sophisticated
weapons systems, and that they are apt to mobilise in most areas parts of -
the population of the invaded territory against the defender. In practice
this kind of warfare can only be employed successfully where a movement of
opposition, hogtile to the home government and friendly to the invader,
exists, This kind of warfare should not be considered as a communist
invention and a strategy reserved to communism, but rather as one of the
most effective, most modern, methods of warfare and perfectly effective in
opposing communist régimes in cases where it is necessary. As far as inter-
vention 'in the true meaning of the word, as used in this paper, is concerned,
it is probably the only method of the future available for the successful

conduct of limited operations by force.

Since intervention frequently uses military force only as a thredt,
and by so doing achieves its aim, we have to ask Whether the threat to use
nuclear weapons is‘énd will be in the future an instrument of intervention
of the great powers in the atomic age. History seems to point to thé |
contrary., The only nuclear threat ever openly pronounced was the warning
addressed by chairman Khrushchev to Great Britain and France in 1956 during
their Suez intervention, Neither before the US/UN intervention in Korea
from.l950 to0-1953 nor during the crisis of the French forces in Indochina,
wheri the United States considered intervention (including atomic intervention)
on their side, nor when American assistance to South Vietnam early in 1962
became armed intervention in the war waged as a combination of subversion
and invasion, were atomic threats used. On the contrary, the US government -
was at pains to reassurs public opinion and the opponent that the use of
nuclear weapons was not considered. As long as the strategic equilibrium,
the "delicate balance of terror", 4) exists between the United States of
America and the Soviet Union, and as long as in an area in which intervention
is considered as a possible course of action, interests of one of the world
powers are involved, nuclear threats aé an instrument for achieving limited
goals are out of the question. 8Since Mosgow as well as Washingtqn conceive
their interests and responsibilities as ﬁorldwide and universal, there is
no spot cutside the territory of the superpowers where an afgmiy threat,

proffered by one of them, would not meet with the opposition of the other one,

4) Albert Wohlstetter, Foreign Affairs, January 1959, p. 211,



-15-

Another development in modern strategy makes armed intervention, both
nuclear and conventional, more and more unlikely, - 1t is the concept of
deterrence. Military power is conceived today in the first place as an
instrument designed with the intention not to be actively used but to
prevent antagonistic nations from using theirs, Armed intervention, with
its recourse to the actual active use of one's physical force, which auto-
matically invites the use of counterforce, breaks the spell of deterrence
and will, consequently, be treated with the greatest restraint, Even great
powers whose-physical capability to overwhelm the nation that is/gg§2ct of
the intervention is beyond any doubt, are to use restraint if the inStrumept

of deterrence is to be kept intact.

More promising than the use of military force, which is highly
objectionable in the eyes of an awakened public opinion and less and less
likely to yield the easy results so frequently obtained in the 19th and the
early 20th centuries, is the use of the instruments provided by modern
economic interdevendence. We stretch the definifion of irtervention very
far if we include the use of economic power in the list of tools available
to an interventionist power. Too far, as a matter of fact. Therefore,
we will not regard the normal interplay of economic might in the relation-
ship of nations great and small, which of course deeply influences the will
of a government and hence its decisions, as likely to fall under the concept
of intervention. We only admit one specisl kind of economic relationship
and its effect on policy as belonging to the range of tools of interventién:

economic aid,

Dec¢olonisation has created a great number of new sovereign nations,
many of which unfortunately as yet economically weak and politically:
unstable. They would, in the intermational atmosphere prevailing in the
19th and early 20th centuries, have been the classic field of great power
intervention by military force., We have seen why they are practically immune
to such threats - intervention by military force has ceased to be a practical
possibility in the modern strategic énviromment. On the other hand, most of
the new nations depend on some kind of outside support. This support has
replaced the investments of money, skill and talent which the former
colonial powers used to make in their possessions overseas, and the stable
markets which they offered to the colonies. Development aid is a necessary
condition of the economic and social progress of the new nations of the
third world, In many cases, as for instance Algeria, Bgypt, India, imports
of foodstuffs on a non-commercizl basis are a question of life and death

for wide sectors of the population. Military aid is in many casés the
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condition for the survival of the political régime in power: the régime
would be overthrown if it could not rely on an army well. equipped with
Russian or American hardware, and on.good terms with the governing circleé,
which in turn keep the military men happy by ensuring the constant flow. :
of generous,gifts. Therefore, both economic and military aid become =z
most potent instrument of intervention in cases where the power providing

this aid should choose to use it for such purposes.

We are not thinking of the lasting influence which the mation giving
aid will slways wield in a receiving country, even if the help is given with
no strings attached. Since we are concerned with intervention, which means
operations aimed at achieving well defined limited aims within a limited ,
period we are thinking of more specific uses of outside help. Such assist-
ance may be given to a government which fights a revolutionary movement, in
order to ensure its survival, or on the contrary to a revolutionary movement,
with the'intentipn to help it in overthrowing a régime to which the inter-
vening power objects, Help may induce a government to do something the
intervening nation wants it to do (adhere to an alliance, break ties with’
another government, sign economic agreements ), or not to do something it
intended to undertake. Or else, assistance can be withheld, In countrieé
where assistance has become a condition for stability, progress or mere

survival, this will cause considerable deprivation and produce perhaps the

effects the intervening power desires, Therefore: '"Timeo Danaos aut dons

ferentes",

Operations of this special kind, pressures exercised this way, are so
close to armed infervention both in their aim and their effect that they may
safely be included in the concept of intervention. In.the process. of sucﬁ
intervention, the original motivation governing the institute, that some '
kind of legallorder has to be upheld or enforced, is, of course, soon
forgotten. It is replaced by the .concept that an ideal ideological or

political system or order has to be estsblished or protected.

5. Tntervention and World Policy

In reviewing recent cases of great power intervention against the back-
ground of the law and the history of this particular instrument of strategy,
a new pattern of thought emerges, Intervention has failed so often that
second thoughts seem in order., As Hans J. Morgenthau puts it in an article

"o Intervene or not to Intervene: we have come to overrate enormously what

& nation can do for another nation by intervening in its affairs - even with

the latter's consent", 5)

5) Foreisn Affairs, April 1967, p. 436.
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Interventlon by one single nation has acquired new aspects, even 1f it
can invoke a legal title under public international 1aw, even when the power
relationship ig such that the operation could be conducted swiftly, even
when it is requested by a lawful government or représentative of the country
object of it. It has become completely uncerfain in its effects and highly
objectionable to world opinion, and, therefore, not practically feasible,
Only an international organization may confer a legal right to intervene,
within the framework of its statutory proceedings, Unless at least the
impression can be conveyed that a mulitilateral agreement governS‘the operation,
no armed intervention may be undertaken with any expectation of -a favourable
outcome and lasting results. Yet,'even international and multilateral

intervention has its narrow limits.

The existence of two antagonistic world powers is one of the main reasons.
Any nation victim of an individual armed threat or attack or infiltration,
or of pressure by an international organization,.or of an attempt at influenc-
ing it by instruments of egonomic assistance, can always appeal to one of the
world powers, directly, or indirectly through the United Nations. It is an
almost unfailing means to discourage the attempt. Even when intervention may
count on the explicit consent or request by the intervered, the parties can
never be certain whether they will not unleash a major crisis in which the
world powers are involved. Although it is, under the law of the straiegic
balance; in most cases extremely unlikely that in protecting the vietim of
an intervention the opposing world power would resort to war, this possibility,
even rémote, counsels extreme prudence and restraint. The United States in
Vietnam cannot deploy their overwhelming military strength to "get the thing
over with", as would conform with Anmerican impatience and traditional stratezic
attitudes., The Soviet Union cannot crush, with its overwhelming military
power, the seats of "revisionism" and "sectarianism" in Peking, Belgrade and
Prague, as would be in consconance with its powérful'verbal condemnation of

the heretics,

lLeaving aside the influenée of the baléncé 6f power, we discover another
fact opposing intervention. Soverelanty is so Jealously guarded by modern
nations, that all 1nterference in their domestic affairs, however well
intended it may be, is easily resented. Requested from a friend, undertaken
by a friend, intervention may suddenly become unwanted. In a world of
complex interdependence, political friendships are not"permanent; We nmay

well remember the 17th century philosopher'!s word: "...les amis:co ils se

détachent par intér®¢, ou ils nous perdent par léurs tromperies, ou ils
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nous quittent par faiblesse, ou ils nous secourent B contre-tenps: et

toujours ils nous accablent.”" 6)

Another point. It is difficult to repeat intervention. Deployment
of power, a swift thrust at a disobedient small nation may be conducted
successfully. But it will inevitably be accompanied by a loss of face =
a power was not powerful enough to wield its influence peacefully. It will
be.accompanied by a loss of prestige - superior force had to be deployed
- against a weaker nation. A great power can certainly survive such losses.
Hungary, the Dominican Republic provide examples of how such acts are appar-
ently soon forgotten. But they are, in fact, only nearly forgotten and it

would be difficult to repeat a similar operation.

We have entered upon a period where the sovereign state triumphs, be
it large or small. It enjoys almost complete freedom of action and is
sheltered by the balance of power, a vocal world opinion easily mobilized by
the mass media, and its membership in interhational organizatioms.. The small-
est nation'may indulge in highly provocative attitudes towards neighbours
large and small, near and far. The risk of an intervention, even by a very
powerful neighbour, which has to face an outraged world opinion, almost

equals the risk of the intervened.

~ We geem to be past the time when great powers would restore "law and
order" or what they considered as such, and we have entered upon a rather
chaotic and anarchic period of history. Yet, freedom of action still is
limited. Timited less by practice and precepts of international law than by
ever.present sets of new forces of world policy. . One set may be deemed.
negative: the ever-present risk of escalation of conflict to a level where
the threat of nuclear war and uncontrolled destruction avpears; the destruc-
tive power of modern conventional.weapons; the instability of modern govern-
ments in face of a highly vocal and excitable public opinion. The positive
set of forces include: a critical attitude of the highly suspicious govern-
ments of the third ﬁorld; a critical world opinion created by mass communi-

cations, by cormon technology and hence economic interdependence, by the

6) Jacques Bénigne Bossuet, 3e sermon prechd devant le roi sur la passion
de N.S. Jésus-Christ. |
".... the friends: thej will abaﬁdon us out of self-interest, or they may

ha®m us bﬁ theif’faléifies; or they will desert us out of weakness, or they

help us against ‘our wish; = and they are always & terrible burden."
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prestige of international organizations as such, by the free flow of cultural
exchanges, by the bond of common aspiraﬁions towards a better life., These
infiuences, which pass nafional borders as freely as they cross the seas,

are themselves interventions in a deeper, more philoxphic sense. They are the
profound expression of the community of thousht which once made intervention
a lawful instrument of policy. They'make the earlier concept of intervention,
as an institution of international public law or as a valid instrument in

world policy and strategy,obsolescent.

In the light of the most recent events the claim that the era of great
power intervention has passed seems a bold one. But, in the modern world,
military power pitted against the political will-power of a nation and against
universal or slmost universal condemnation by public opinion, has become
a poor and not very effective instrument of great power policy. Of course,
new technology or new developments in the balance of power may again fundament-
ally change the situation. Yet,unlees such changes occur, we conclude that
intervention has had its day, that it has ceased to be a rational and useful

weapon in the great powexr's panoply.
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I. Introductlon e e

The title of. this paper is not quite my own invention. At the;.
Council-Meeting at which the Conference Was,prepg:gq,'Alast@igﬁBgchag;5¢ "
asked:me over.the table whether. I would be wiliing‘tpitalk,abput the. ., ...
ethical problems of modern strategy. I retorted by asking him-whether . .-
that would-permit me to include the political problems. He agreed; and
I accepted the title: In writing the paper I changed "the ethical.problems"
into-the singular:"the ethical problem". L SR i

We may take General Beaufre's definition of strategy as a dtaiting °
point. He understands strategy to be the dialectic of two wills, the drt =
by-which one will can force a way of action upon another will. -This = "
definition immediately subdivides the ethical problem. We may &itHer
accept-thé situation of two contending wills as given and uncharigéablés:

Then . the ethical p:oblem of strategy is reduced tc the quegtion, Whgt-

~..means. of forqing:one Will upon . the other are permissible., These are :the .

terms in Which_the ethical problems of modern strategy are in general .

.udlscussed, not very successfully, I am afraid. Or we mey wonder- whether

it.is not the ftruly ethical problem to change the given situation and

-0 reconcile the- two wills. This, would mean that . the true task. of ethlcal.

behaviou~ is precisely not to accept the 1rratlona1,vqluntarxsm.ofﬁeveyx— .

day life and of every-day politics, to which contending.wills are irreducible

absolutes, ‘ IR L e

:There areat least two ways of thought that would have every régson™’
t6 .adopt this second, critical attitiide: scientifie:and religious thought.
Within science, disggreement is considered to be the icoilsequence of our © "
not having found -the-truth. A_conflictrofvscientificamiewsais‘to*he“»”
resolved by finding and accepting thé truth., You used no strategy but - ~°
only arithmetic to resolve a conflict on the question whether 17 times
19 equals 323, Now the conflicts of every-day life and of politics are

not on scientific questions; but there is a tendency in the scientific

i
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mind to hope for a reduction of ‘those confllcte, too, to questions on
which agreement may be reached ‘once. we 51ncerely search for the truth,

This tendency gives me the 1mpr6851on of . belng a“eeoﬁiarlzed version of

the belief of all great religlons, certalnly of Chrletlanlty, in a truth
about the agréement:.of. human/willsi " THe -love'of my.naighbour: ought™
ultimately to reconcile his and my wills 1n the w111 of God. The political
and military worlds, as far as they take opp031ng wills as given and
unohangeable, are from the scientific point of view unenllghtened, from

the religious point of v1ew unredeemed. An ethical code that only
defines admissible and 1nadmlseib1e meens of coercion 1e ﬁo more than =a

A

second best.,

This second best, however, heE*%orﬂeeidéﬁf”reaSOns been the field
of militery ethlce allithrough humai hlstory.' The very stort of a war
mesks that‘reoonclllatlon'hae éither not besh tried or ‘has falred, It
is a gra#e mistake of dome: p&clflste ‘to ‘belittle or to despibe thé' efforts =
and re%ulte of the ethlcs ‘of war., Wer has so “far beeh-an- insradicable i
fect~of hdman 11fe. The attempte of meny centurmee to 11m1t ‘war. w1th R
respect‘%o SR Justiflcatlon, its ende, and ite‘means, cerry greet ‘gthical |
weight and bave done much good to mankind. It his been a great task to '’
human;zepwar,;bexlt;by a code'of-ohlvalry or,bxhthe ﬁagye;end-Gene?a~'
Conventions. Thus .I think a lectﬁreﬂa$6dt‘the?ethicel'problemE“of‘dlaeei&xw
cal strategy might very meeningfully ‘be given. But'our'Queehﬂoh is the.,
ethics of. modern etrategy. Here»the classical foundetlons -are. shaken.‘qhg@:;

- Thi is indlceted already by a certaln blurrlng of ‘classical distinct-:
ions which followe from the ra+her extended modern uee of the word "etrategy"
Te ndty speak of the etrategy of deterrence, of polltlcal etrategy, of thHe "
strategy of_games,l thus we are ;nduced_also to speak of "mllltary etrategy",
a pﬁreee*ehicpgin earlierrlanéuege would have been pieonaetio;”“The'Fréﬁch'
term for“etreteg v of deterrenoe, "etratégie de‘diseueeiOn" may'eeeily lead
us- Forrusrd’ towards a etrategy of persuasion. The 1dea of’ persuasaon, .
however, iridicates that a w111 can ratlonally be changed°~ it" no'longer etaye

#itHin the 1rrat1bna11ty of voluntarism. This exbersion of the use of the -
word strategy is meaningful., It has at least partly been induced by thé =
fact.thet. there.is-an enormouS'powerfoflpersnaeion in'modern weaponry5‘ its
self*destructive‘effects.- Our own technical achievements in.the field.of .-
destruction force upon. us the attenpt not o 1nt1m1date ‘buti to convince -

each others. . . . . L . s i S
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More poignantly the shaking of ‘the classical ethics of strategy is -sgen
in any positive” attempt 4o apply it to the modern reality. Hav1ng been a .
member of several Church committees on atomic weapons, both on a natlonal .
and an ecumenic level, I.-have been exposed to many. d1sousslons on: the_
ethical and theological.admissibility or 1nadm1351b111ty of those weapons,l
discussions which, in-my impression, ntberly falled thelr purpose.‘ Tneln__
results may be. condensed -into three statements. (1) Nearly all parfioiﬁants
in géneral shared the feeling:that atomic weapons ougnc never to be used. ‘
(2)-¥o:clear-eut ethical or theological deduction has ever been found why
this;.prohibition should apply. to atomic weapons rather than to. conventlonal
weapons;- sheer quantity of effect on a continuoue scale dld not offer an .
ethicalccrlterlon,' (3) No~one, except w1shful thinkers, knew how to _
transform that common feeling into a workable rule which atomlo powers 1
would obey even in cases in whieh they would find 1t 1n thelr v1tal 1nterest
to use atomic weapons; this part of the discussion remlnded me of the
counoll of the mice deliberating who wow:d bind the bell around the cat's
neck. 'I would challenge any member of this audience o say Whether he has

ever recelved better advice 1n this so:t of dlscuselon,

.1 have tried to analyze the reasons-for this fallure. It was not aﬁé
to a: . lack.of sincerity or of competence of the partlclpants. I came to the
conclusion that the gquestion itself - vhether atomic weapons are adm1531ble
or not - was the expression of a wrong approach to the problem. It stayed
withinthe frame of classical casuistics. Given the zim to win a war,_
are fire-weapons, dum-dum bullets, poisen-gas, air raids, or flnally at'mlc
weapons admissible means? This list of well-known historical exangies seems
to show that all those ~weapons have finally been accepted which turned out
to be de0151ve for Wlnnlng the Wars. Effective ethical verdicts were
confined to those weapons whose uge would not turn the scales of war, '
Hlstorlcal preoedent thus shows that ethical 1nh1b1t10ns have suocumbed to
”_what consldered a vital neoe351ty, and that the cauulstlc ethical —ay of
hhputtlng the questlon has generally been confined to questlons of eeoondarj rank.
Today We have every reason to belleve that atomlc “eapons will ‘be ‘used ohce
thelr use Wlll be considéred of vltal 1mportanceo These who will have to
_take such a d301sion may very well be' men of seridus ethical prlnclples. E
‘.But they w111 flnd themselves under an obJectlve constraint. In a case
in Whlch the use of a weapon would be of v1ta1 importance, not using it
_would no 1onger mean to refraln from one p0051b1e means for an end, but - to
renounce the very end, e.gn ‘theé fresdom of one's own country. At present
this fact is slightly obscured by a lucky technological situation which
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does: not easiliy priduce cases.in:which the: use of atomic weapons would ..
seem expedient or. even vital to any power.. Technology, however, -may: .

change, .ol nouoioc L e e s

Eth;cal ceSU1etlce whlch takes ‘ends for granted and discusses *

R admis31ble means will not resolve the problem of atomic weapons. These &

weapons w1ll either come to be commonly used as have fire weapons and -

alr ralds. Or, 1f the feellng of their 1nadm1581b111ty should express

“a ba31c truth, the reaectlon of the e Would nece551tate the regection

of the ends, tooo We would have to learn not to impose our will, but to
change our will, Hence the questlon of ‘admissible ends in &n atomlb age,
is the flrst-renkinv ethical questlonu Only after having taken a dlehr

' stand on 1t will we be eble o atiswer the casulstio questlon 10 whloh the

actual facts of ermaments and of limited Wars expose ourselves.:

e o IIe The Imperatlve of Peace |

In thls central part of my paper I shall prOPOSG an overrldlng ethical
1mperat1ve by whloh all our polltlcal and strategic decisions are to be
meesnredo It seye, The polltlcal situation in the world must be thoroughly
changedtlnto a trnly'peaoe-preserv1ng structuret Thls is an 1mperative'
7% about means but about’ ends, .’ I'am unable to deduce it from moTe’ general
pr1n01p1es by strlot theoretlcal arguments, and if-I were. able to.. dednce :
1t I woulé probably here refraln from d01ng 80, preferrlng ‘some argument"

: ad homlnem. Our fundamental ethical decisions are not consequenses of

theoretlcal deductlons, “They 1mpoee themselves unon us, once we heve

opened our eyes and.seen the reallty of life. T shall try to express anjl

few partu wh:.cmJ I thlnk we all gee.

’ Thus let me begln not by an snelytlcel statement but by a somevhatlg;
macabre anecdoteo Durlng the second world war 1 belonged to a group off:‘
Gexmen physzcists who worked on atomlc energyn We were lucky enough toj_
dlsoover that we would not be able to bu11d a bomb during the war, but ;j
the ethicel and polltlcel oroblems of the bomb were clearly and depre551ogly
1n our, mlnds, Once, 1n the second half of the War, tvio or, three of us
welked through the famous Berlln street "Unter den Llnden" then sometlmes
Jokingly oalled "Uhter den Leternen", s1nce Hltler hed removed the tell o
old tiles end repleced them by tlny young trees and by huge ugly lamp-posts.
One of us sald- "I have counted ten 1emps' they Would Just sufflce to hang
all of Hltler's Gaulelters and Krelslelters on uhem" Wother replled.l":,

A1l rzght but efter the next war it is the physlclsts who will be hanged".
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It ig ‘not only the physicists. I venture ‘the statementu iAfter . ax
ftotal atomlc war, no matter how conv1nclng Were the orlgnnel reasons:.
for starﬁlng it - self= defence, saving of democracy o of socislism.,. -

ne Justiflcatlon for" hav1ng started it will be accepted. This: -statement
“Incan

is not trivial.I-try to explaln 1txby ‘discussging some obaectlons.l*
ea31ly thlnk of two: obgections: e EnE T Ly oy o o E

"1, Thé atatement is’meaningless, since a total atomi¢ war, ‘e to.-

its known dzetruotlveness, ‘will never happen, - ;n;aw,-

" 2, The. statement is false, since an atomic war, if at all fought, will
have limited effects. Like all wars it will be survived by: the v1c£ors

whoiﬁill defineithe values of the future, including their owm justification.

"I use the p0831b11ity of any ‘one of these two obaectlons for &V
jquestlonlng the velidity of the other one. SRS
i 1. ¥hat reason do we have to believe ‘that a total’ atomlo war wzll
never happen* The atomic peace has now been lastlng fcr 23 years., TIn
_history competltlve 51tuatione between candldates for hegemony ueuallyl
have been resolved by War, but the peaceful epell before the mllltary -
fdeolslon 1n many casee lasted longer than a quarter of a century  4nd
‘the sulcldal character of nuclear war is not establlshed beyond doubt.:
Today 1t *ests on a partlcular %echnologlcal 51tuatlon whlch is known
ias the exlstence of a second strlke capablllty on both gides. Teohnologlcal
development in itself does not Warrant stab111ty. I shall brlefly diséuss
lthe ABM problem in the fourth (hapter. “What do we know about the’ p0951ble
stablllty in a truly miltilateral atomic ¢lub? Unfortunately I feel safe
1n'say1ng that teohnologlcally seen, stable situations as well as unstable
ones w111 érise in the course of time. An unstable situation would be

orée in which at least one of the oompeflng powers would feel that 1t

mlght be advantageous o go to Wwai., = Since great technolog1031 changes
usually take about a decade to be completed, I do not for technological
reasons feel safe with respect to the great war for moré than a:deoade ‘from
now, I'hope I am mistaken, but if so, wec may be safe for two orthree
- decades, which still does not leave us much time for the necessary ! -
political steps. This is the conclusion I propose: The techology-of war
does not stabilize itself automatloally, peace must rest on ) ‘political
stabilisation. A

‘2, What reason do we have to believe. that nuclear war might be-morally

"-&nd politically defended-dueto ite limited effects? Here we must: ask:
limited in what proportion? ~We may be:fairly certaini that it nduld?not
kill all mankind. Present estimates speak of casualties around 50% of. the
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populatlons of the natlons dlrectly 1nvolved in the war, Gréat:ABM*“
systems mlgﬁf reduce these figures considerably. Germany recovered from
the loss of 10% of her populetlon and more of her houses and terrltory
1n the second world war within ten years in the West, w1th1n less than
tramty years, under adverse circumstances, in the East. America and '
Russia might recover within twenty or certainly fifty years from an
atomic war. But all these figures, easily estimated, Gompletely hide )
the absolute horrér of; the évent; should it really happen. This atomie
flash will never be forgotﬁen, as long gs men will %ell hastory to thelr
chlidren. .It will be the Ghe greet &ymbol for the Abyss to whlch the '
w1ckqueee of the human heart once has led us. The protracted medlcal
horror Of,thQHPQQSQQHEQCQS of_radioeactiye fallout will equally impress
itself oﬁuthe’riﬁde'of'rhe-survivors, Furthermore, no rational estimate
can be made of the 1ong-term political and social consequences of a suliden
breakdown of a hlghly interdependent city-1ife, . After a period:of- troubles
such a war mlght well preclpltate a, political world-uniom, presumably
a rather dlctatorlel one. This union would.psychologically have to rest
on a f1rm and absolute oondemnatlon of those who -started the war. Those
‘who started it or made 1t,1nev1§able may very well belong to the finally
vicﬁorioustgroup,and thus it is quite plausible that they will try to
get away w1th the usual lles of the victors about the war guilt; and, as
human affalrs 80, they may even be successful in such a course for a
whlle. Stlll, I flrmly and non-trivially maintain, that such af%er w1ll
not permlt a stablllsatlon of the ensuing.peace on the basis of v1otor's
1198. My reason for 8o thinking is partly the extraordinary symbollc
power of the events of atomic war; they:will remind everybody of the
Blbllcal %}scrlptlons of what will precede the Last Judgement. Partly
it is that v1ctor‘s lies are stable if the victorious group is not
v1ta11y hurt ‘and hence apt to soul-searching itself; this however will ~

not be the case,

These co351deratlons offer no strict prcoofs I knor quite well thaf‘_
many dlfferent scenarios can be written. Yet I would give a high degree
of probablllty to the above description. The order of magnitude'ofr o
dest;gotivéness of weapon-systems is more likely to increase than to
decrease With time. Protection can only be given by highly speclallsed
technlcal means. HEvery fallure of these means will lesb dest“uctlon revert
to its. "natural" soale. Hlstory is full of examples of fallures of llmltlng
devrces (Maglnot 11ne) Wars, tend to be protracted, and Lo %e most ”“ ;j*

_{

devastatlng in thelr flnal phases,
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zituss Thus-T revert to the statement. - o justification for hav1ng started
o'l dotal maclear war will be accepted after the event.- Thls, I thlnk, -
implies: No justification for waging such a war can be con31dered
-acceptable now. On the other hand, given the-possible development of -
technology, the present political status of the world does by no:mes~s .
. exclizde: the possibility of such a war within the remainder of our century.
Hence I conclude: The political siftuatioh in the world must be thoreughly

changed into a truly peaceful structure: .

ITi"Pe;ce Ccnetructieh

The meanlng of the 1mperat1ve of peace is only made plaln by two
cotments,  First: the Worlu'gltuatlon to which it refers has no historical
precedent. Second: in spite of nmuch llpaeerv1ce and of some serious =
efforts.the factual handling of.world politics today is in strict dis-

agreement with.the imperative.

Otrr world situation has no historical precedent. At no earlier epoch
was war, waged with all available weapons, self~destructive in’ the ‘above
“described Sense. Hence the preservation of peace wee‘generaily‘eeﬁsi&efed as
& ~onditional ethical imperatire, not as an overriding one. Most of our
’poliﬁiéel7hapiteiha%e been framed under those earlier conditiohs;'fhey do
not‘reepeciffﬁe’preeervation'ef'the world peace as a highest value. Hence,
it is an ethical 1mperat1ve of the flret rank that all there hablts be
changed. ' | ' |

Tt is not at all sprp1lslng that the polltlcal practlce of the present
world does not conform with the imperative of peace, The present world
is not partlculax & bad, vut it has not learnt its lessoh fast enough
I*3doubt whether it w111 learn it fast enougno " But that is not our present
qﬁestiOn.‘ The question ia: wngt is the lesson to be 1earned° Whef is the

practlcal meanlng of the 1mperau1¢e of peace? '

.; An ethlcal 1mperat1ve is nov a p011t10a1 rec1pe._ Let me uee Kant's
categorlcal 1mperat1ve ac a structural example. "Let the mexlm of your
actlon be euch that 1t mlght be used as .tne pr1n01p1e of a general
1eglslat10n."‘ It depends on the fleld f actﬂon, it may depend on the
partlcular 01rcumstances what prlnclple of a general legislation Wlll
be sultableﬂ But you should never permlt yourself an action that corresponds
to a max1m whlch, if generallsed 28 & pr1nc1ple of 1eglslat10n, Would be
untenable. This is prec1se1y our s1tuat10n. How my polltlcal act can ..
contribute to the stabilisation of e 1aSu1ng peace or at least not endanger
this aim,; must be seen in the particular situation; but every political

act is to be measured by this principle.
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The imperative does not demand the preservation of the present status
of the world but its active transformatibn. It does not ask us to protect
peace, since whaf we possess today is not peace in the sense of the
imperative; it asks us to construct peace: I rephrase the argument which
leads to this central statement. Technolégical knowledge will stay with
us, it will develop in an ﬁnprédictable way. It is not self-stabilizing.
Hence a political structure of the world must be framed that will be
stable, in the sense of avoiding great war, for an indefinite time under
changing technologies, while it will certainly have to permit. great and
-unpredictable inner political and sobial changes during the: same times.
Nothing short of this will fulfil the condltlons imposed by the present
and future situation. '

let me Venture a few poliﬂidéi suppositiéns;‘ History offers but one
 structure that has achieved a performance comparable to what we are
asking for. It is the unified state, whether it was a city-sta%e, 2
nation, or an-empire. The task is not to eliminate conflicts « an -
impossible task - but to eliminate a particular way of fighting them out,
namely the organised war of great parties. Within a unified state . this
is achieved by a monopoly of the state for the possession of an organised
army. -This minimizes the danger of internal war. The question how to
preserve freedom under such a monopoly is far more delicéte. A féderal -
structure and democraqy are so far the best approx1mat10ns to this. .goal.
People who understand the necessity of a world peace are thus Pasily lad

towardslthe idea of a world state.

- ~-Yet this idea encounters severe criticism, The world state - it is
argued - will not be achieved; and if achieved, it would be a tyranny.
Thus it seems either impossible or undesirable. Other pesce-preserving:
devices are proposed which seem less ambitious and more desirable: a
bloc—system, polycentrlsm, economic interlinkage, and the United Natlons.
Some of these siructures are certainly more desirable; in my view their
mein weakness is that they are less ambitious. They can be achieved,
but they do not warrant a sﬁfficiently stable peace. I would proysse“
the i@ea‘of a world state not aé_a goal but as a ciiterion:‘ therstabiif
isation of the peace of the world is at least és difficult, at leastrésﬁ
ambitious an undertaking as if would be to create a world state; To
thlnk of a better salutlon of the problem than the world state is a ..,

challenge to our polltlcal 1nvent1veness.
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This challenge is to be closely connected w1th other 1nev1tab1e
tasks of an act1ve transformatlon of the world.’ I mentlon Just oné “of
them as a typlcel example ‘developlng economlcally underdeveloped areas
in connection with the combet_aéainst the impending hunger;cetestrophe in
many of them. The connecticn'between such tasks and the task of erecting
a peace-preserving structﬁre is guite naturai.‘uThe croblems to be solved
always originate in the 1nsteb111t1es 1nherent 1n the social and political
- consequences of growing s01ence and technology._ The means 1o be appl1ed
for their solution presuppose, or 1nclude the creatlon of a sufflclently
stable polltlcal structure.l In very general terms we may say. science
and  technology have produced problems and re5pons1b111t1es Whlch can
only be -satisfactorily handled on a world-w1de scale. We must hope that
thess very respon51b111t1es Wlll help us w;th sufflclent clarlty to define
the structures we must frame in order to bear them.f Peace constructlon is
but one of our tasks. St111 it has, 1f I may say sc, a guldlng
character among the tasks of the" present world, s1nce failure in this
task would be the most catastrophlc of‘poss1b1e failures. In this
sense our time has a well-’efzned polltlcal goal Which it fs not free to
choose or %0 reJect, which is clearly understood by the man in the street,
and whlch we are not cert-in to reach. ‘Hence all pofltlcal ‘achievemerits

el ey

are ultlmately measured by 1t
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IV.. Feace preservstion

‘To spesk of ﬁeéce construction in Septemﬁer 1§68'55§ ééé%'Uttetly
..unrealletlc, perh pe At ie,. - Inster 'fofrrn ctlve reconstructlon of
.jlnternatlonal ‘relations, tending towarus a cOﬂmon ‘solution of
f'common tasks , & steady reduction.of impev 1&1 soverelgntles nd - the
Lfgrowth of & ™iorld-domestic. pollcy" ( Weltlnnenpolltlk") - instead
“‘of all’ that,ve may expect to see in the future & lingering on of
.ﬁfcontendlng bilogs snd of local v1olence or even a revival of the cold
‘war. In order %o bé realistic. we uuﬁt consider what actual course nf
'Jactlon cart be taken in a world that is not ready for the necessary’
"ffénéfOrmstion. We are thus reduced to the clessicsl field of
chzuistic ethics which I charscterized in the beginning rv the field
B df tﬁé‘sécond~best. What can a government, a group; or =n individual
.do in e world in. which the absolutely necessary steps towards penee

conqtrﬁctlon are actually not done?

As,a first topic'I shall trest what may be callé’rpe~cé pf*sér%ation.
“Heré thp Qofd "peace" cartrics. a different meanlng;as compﬂ*ec to the
phmise ”pe°C¢ cons truction.  The pesge %o be cona*sucted Would be s
clearlv stable, self-perpetuating. political %tructure. The present
pe@co vhich we wish at least to pressrve is no more than e srude, -
precarious balance of power. In orde: to,constrﬁct éeace wé would
have to be archifects; unfortunately we havé not fouﬁdla'éohtradﬁor
to make uze of our art. In order to preserve peace we must be rope-

davcere ("Seiltnenzer" in German).

In spesaking of peace-preserving I zhall furthermore narvow down
the meaning of the word "peace” tovards "absence of total war".
Peace as meaning "absence of leocal or limited war” may locally

be preserved, and this is o task to be discussed in the next
chapter; globally we cannot preserve it since it does not globally

exist.

Absence of total war may nlgo be described as the non-use of the gmeat
"stratezic" weapons. Now in popular langusge we mre souietimes told
that their only purpcse 1s to prevent their ever being used. The
adressee of this 1little paradox, the well-lwown man in the street,
might retort thet this result would be reached even more safelf

if the world did not have =uch wezpon:. Tet I confess I am highly
scertical of disarmament. I+ works successfully where the nrma- |

ment involved does not seem vital to the combattents.Thus disarmam@ﬁt

is a consequence of a d¥temte rather than its start. So-called

S
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realists usually think that disarmement is bound to fail sinece it is
too ambitious an attempt. One may as well say that it fails since it is
not ambitious. enough..We-canno} preserve a political system that craves
for.arms, ané.ed the same time deny it the arms which belong to its
Working..Givgp,thigfﬁiﬁgagiqn,:thé“§3e3g§t §yst¢m of a really‘aééu;ed
peace, preserved by the.second str;ke”capabilities of the two super
powers, is a very inlelligent apprgxipaté so1ution to a prpblem that
has no exact solution except the,radical:ohe discussed above. Its

inventors, I think, deserve respact on ehicel grounds.

The appro-.imate solution is approximate and not exact precisely

because it is not inherently stable. Anything we can do to stabilize

it is again a second best at which we mwst aim with all our strength

as long as nothing better can be offered. The nonmproliferation_treaty
seems to contribute to this aim; hence, in spite of its well-known
difficulties, I .think it is a step -forward. I dare tq_propose_a_personal
view which is shared by some but certainly not by all analysté, in saying
that it is far more important - perhaps of vital importance - to avdid an
ABM-arms race. Many estimates have been made cn the influence of large
ABli-systems on the credibility of deterrence,err a recent estimate .I
may refer 10 a paper by my .collaborators H. Afheldt and .Ph. Sonntag
which, I hope will socn be published. hat I Infer from these estimates
is mainly that the credibility of deterrence depends very sensitively
on. the proovahilities with which missiles ﬁill hit and destroy their
targets(targets on the soil as well as other missilas). This fact .
explains quite easily why widely differing estim=zten on;the.effects‘

of :ABls have been-published in recent years. Yet in my mind i% 1mp11es
that at least we have no security whatsoever that the ABNs will not.
destroy the. present balancs, that means (for such is the . weakness of

the political structure in the world) the most secure existing
formulation of world peace. 1 feel that every effort must be made

to make this danger understood to those responsible for arma@énts in

all 1arger nations.

Here we encounter a most 1mportant psycholog'"al fact. e all have

met some quite 1nte111gent generals, polltlclans, and maybe, sclentmsts,
who Juat falled to see the p01nt of the danger, 1 an not speaklng of
those who may even be a majority in the present audlence who mlght differ
with me on quantities; e.g. those who say that large ABM~systems w1ll
never be very useful and hence a fortiori not dangerous. This is a

ﬁeaningful theme for discussion. I Speak of the view that ABMS are

/e
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-;Qéibnéive-ﬁcapang aife:fall and henes ezn onl& ke for the Zood,
 since they will brotect snd not kill lives. To this primitive reaetion
the mythematically trained scientist will of course veply that the
éﬁéolhté“éxpectation.value of casualties consists of the conditional
expectatlon value of cacualtles, assuming there will be a war,
multlplled by the probability of such a war. If, feeling protected

by ABMS, we go to war more lightheartedly, the probablllty of & war
ey ee&lly increase by a fector of ten or moTe, thie far uyersedln&
the decresse of the conditionsl efnect ‘tion velue of Cfsualtles

1n C"%SG of war.

.but - =nd th1~ iz my p aniogicpl pdint - such en argument needs .
a level of mbﬂtractluh which is not common in menkind. Hére we
.encounter an ecsentlﬁl W@rkﬂe I vould soy en ethlcal Wwerkness,

in all our COlu-blOOLEL modern strateVJ. I fﬂvou~ the Mathematicesl
s tlm»tes of probabilities myself and I use the@. But I use them.
s a Fecona best. ihey =re the most retion~l way of expressing. the
1de 5] o; ou¥ gtratezy of Geterrence. Bui the aversge nan cannot.
1nauce hl:aelf to inink of hiz own death as ¢ gtﬁdtluv in a
PLObwbl]1t¥ game, wnd he is 1ight in that. He may be ungble to
-express him welf CO'Sistantly, but he feels uhat ~hat we protect by
trls'-ort of deterrence is not yet peace but a delicate, hapha“ardous
truce. He may even not think far enough and may rely on a fake
protectlon which is more hgph azardous than no protectlon, 2 Magino%
11ne, an ABRI chield. Stlli, in e1] his pathetic. intellecturl.short-
acomlngs, he has better than many of us understood the imperative . .
o*:peace. It is v1ta1 for our 1uture to underst”n¢ that whnt we

preserve todsy is not yet peace.

V. Iimited .=r..

Limited war is a fact of our time. There 2re NO comparably-cdmpeiling
reazong to 2void it as against total war. Consequently limited wers .
have been fought all fhrough the pret 23 years. Two ethical problems.
arise: Can we strive and hope %o sbelish limited wars? And : How

are we to behave in then?

There. iz very 1it4le-hope to abolish limited wars slicgether ss long
es there is no all-émbracing peaee structure of the world as discussed

in earlier. chapters, or perhars even then. Some degree of violende 'is

IS

. of e
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pre°°h+'ﬁ1 }1n many netlon- tafes nnd Wi 11 be present 1n ihe
world as far es e can fovesee. Yet, I think _@ven now 11mited
wAr is no longer con51dered to be tha usual and naturfl,_though
deplorable, event it wac in cfrlier centuries. Public 0p1n10n in.
the world coungiders war or military occupatlon, be it in Vu'mzmﬂ
Czechoslovaklp. Falestine,or Biafrd, ag an nomaly ‘which ought to
. be - scoppad Public: opinion-here expresees a correct feellng it a
'helpless mannez. It first, -and Ilghtly, reacts ¢n the- v1olat10n ‘of
1lV6u, of 1ndegenaence, and ‘of “freedom. But 1t ﬂlﬁo feels the 1nter-
;¢connect10n of a1l events in ‘the world) ani the danger that any orie of
these conflicts nay produce & wer that will not-be limited. This
danger may have infact been small in all past cases. But what
if we.incur a danger of on. Half percent two hundred times, or if

the inhibitions ageinst total war zhould relax for a while?

 These! renark~ ‘are dlrected agalnst a rather prlnltlve view whlch

54111, I am’ afreid, is the haIf-con301ous gﬂluln lehClple of most

of our p011t1ca1 react¢ons, whexever a 11 iteo war L‘_citner con-.
sidéred 6 be in frvcur of our own 1ntere¢t or fﬂr enoqgh away not to
" fouch our interest. That view may be formulated in saylng Total atomlc
war will not happen, nnd llmlted wars axe bound to hﬁppen As Wars
alweys have hnppened in h;vtory. This v1ew does not sec the 1nter-
"““corinection of £ll events, .nd the lack of qt¢b111ty in a'world

of chariging techrologles end Lradually vaxylng orders oi magnltude

of p0551ble conflicts. If total war should ever bresk out 1t 1s

most 11kb1y to be the result of an escalatlon of a 11l1ted confllct.

ihls 1s not a profopnd statement, but. in its conseguence snother
pzwblem ar&ses. It is not elwsys possible to. prevent or to siop
llmlted confllcts except by use of pouer, - Bven within-estnblisheéd -
nation—atﬂtes we need a police~force. The limited wars.which we.

heve seen durlng the lakt two decades either arose becruse novody g
acted as a pollceman or because somebody ected 55 a yoliceman. The
questlon who is to act as the pollceman is so unsettled,as it is

bound to be in & woxli in whlch peacu constructlon 13 not achleved

I find it difficult here to avoid exprﬂ°31ng my perﬁonal predllectlons.
Delng a ‘Gemocratic Central European,I a hundred tlmee \refcr the

favour of’ self—app01nted pol cenen I woulu p:efer the United
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Nutions as a policenon o thousand times to the United States.

But sufficient police-force of the Unitad Kations (ef. Clark

snd Sohn, Feace through wdrld gw) is beyoncd our present reach,
and great powers will éo on in éome cagses to act like policenan
in the future._what is the pﬁlitical ethics under which we zre to

judge such rots?

It isclear that generally aécepted principles like the right

of self~ueter“1n(t10n ought to be applied wherever it is posslble.'
But 2s we all know the psrtlsdns in a donflict noranlly interpret
these rules in different woys. What sthicol criteris - 2s distinet

. frox positive legnl rules or from mere considerstions of expediehey -
will 'help us in our juwigments? 1 think we in the West ought to see
thet the estoblishment of répresentztive denocrney 'is not jer se

~n ethiesl cdferion, unless = mrjority in the netion concsrned
realizes thst 1t is o workable neans to protect some of our

highest civil values. We should =lso see that the ethiozl ioperative
of pence and the ensuing ethics of ah‘sctive transformation'of the
world is far nore essily und:irstood in the present world. There is the
reagon for the ideological success of Marxiss, if.compsred with
“estern & mocracy, in 211 t.ose parts of mankinﬁ_whefesthe necessity
of fundamental change is deeply felt, be 1t in developing countries
or with our dwn rebeilious stuﬁents. The ethiecal weakness.of-much

of Marxist politicsl practice lies in ite view that acts ~re permitted
to "progressive forces" that would be criminal if executed by the
Teéctionaries. Here a deap insight into ¥he social and econouic
‘conhltlonlnﬁ of ethical codes 1s pervertedly used to justify acts
which rensin erininsl, whosv:r cormits ther inls ig = regre331on
behing the ethlcal level reached in the Lranc1ples of classiczl
Gemocracy. But democratic nations nre ‘ulged by those wha ought

to lesrn vemocracy on their visible acts, not on their theoretical
principles or their home situntion. Considering =11 that, one woulo
become very hesitant t0uct as = pollc»w 11, knowing that the
posslblllty of =z world peuce rests on the ablllty of the nutlons

singerely tc rgree to its yr1n01ples.

‘This lends us o the second yuestion, that of theprinciples of

| béhaviour in an csctual limited wer. I am afraid I am going to
repeat triviél snd 8%111 not sufficiinily acknowledged feots.
Liszited wars in our day are in prineiple cla331cal Wars, and the

classicel war ethlc apnllbs to then. Neutrality -na free recess

A
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forgthe,Hed Cross, protection, for civilions and for prisoners,

cenfining of military-getion to combattants, all these are’ well-
established rules. The public opinion in -the world knows them, and it is
generally nowadays well-informed.about the violations. It 8 tTue
thataguerrillarﬁarfare.makes use of these vexy'profecfife principles
for ehreldigg its own military aetivities.=l“dm unable to give strict
casuistic advice about the degree to which counter-guerrilla warfare
may relax in its observetion of the classical rules. I can only

exprese the conviction_that sueh o relaxing of rules, wherever it

deviates from strictly evident military necessity, does not pay.

:Violetions of the accepted rules may pay if performed by a petty

. Et'i;ascal who happens to get awaylwi‘th them and to esté,biish an

ephemeral local power. But quod licet bovi non licet Iovi. The

2%;same'violations, I am. convineed, do not pay:if performed by a

worid power which represents a principle. on which it hopes  to rest
a polltlcal Teace system of the world. I heve lived in German cities
durlng World War II, and I have seen what strength was restored to

the deoaylng numbers of the Nezi regime by the public reaction in

the cities to the Allied airmids.

I end this chapter confessing that writing it is as‘eqﬁeily'uneatis—
factory on preaching in a church where the crimes are not actually

cormitted and where all of the preseht community find it easf to agree

.%o the prineiples proposed in the sermon. The preacher himself will -

or should - feel most of 211 guilty under such circumstances. The

point of prineciple I wish to emphasize is that limited wars today

are rightlyjudged not only by classical war ethies but by the’

imperative of censtrueting a world peace.

VI. Civil Disobedience and Non-resistance

Non-violent sction has its own strotegy which ought to be subsumed
under modern strategy. The 1ncrea31ng, all-pervading power of govern-

ment qnd technocracy 1ncren81ng1y NArrows down the field in which

“mllltary actlon has a chance of success.llndustrlal reglons are reduced

to forms of Clv11 alsobeulence agglnst their own rulers as well as
agninst mllltarlly superlor forelgn intruders. If we depict a future
peace structure of the whole world by the vision of a world state,

even emigration would disappear as an ultimate hope for the suppressed.
It is to be.sﬁpposed that civil discbedience will steadily increase

in importence.

/.
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Differently from military strategy, the strstegy of non-violence
hag its very origin in an ethical principle. Hence the obvious
objection that there are situations in which it will not be
successfﬁl dées‘not hit i{ precisely. 1 am not géing to expound -
the ethics of non-violence here,.but I would have teen insinqere
if I had not mentiohed it. It_is‘still‘ppsﬁ_wor%hwhile t0 ré?dﬁ

. Gandﬁi ?qéay. | | | o
There is one.ethical problem, however, that has caused much
discussion in ny country zs in othexr countries, in which the two
prineiples of military. and non-violent behszviour must be compared,
ﬁhrf is objsction against militery service on grounds of conscience.
In mosct Western and in some Communist countries conscientious
objéctors are in principle recegnized. This very fact exposes young
" men 1o a somevimes diffibult gthicsl choice, g choice in which =
professcr can come o act as a confessor. In such camses I have
found it necessary but not sufficient to say, that whatever

choice a man may reach affer sincere searching of hig consecience
‘mgst be respected. There arglstrong arguménts for both ways, each
of which mekes 2 remsrkable use of Kent's categorical imperative.
The defender of military service will tell the objector: "If all

of ¥ou would refr=in from militaxry service, the free stste in

which you are permitted to do sc would be without a defence. You
refuse your help in growing the corn you wish to eat". The objector
may retort: "If all young men in nll nations would refuse military
service, no defence of our freedom would be neeﬂed.'Yqu‘create the

situation you fear by feafing it"v.

Wren exposed to this dilemma by my students,‘l tried to say that
théy should\n@t-hope for a casuistic code that would tell which

of the two wes right, but thet they shruld messure their choice by
the contribution it would give {if consistently followed by other
acts) towards constructing»the-necessary.geacess%ructure~0f~the"
world. Such advice inevitably lesds into éétailed considerstions of
vogsible political.activitieg;-ﬁné;this is probably-where ethical-

coneiderations on strategy and pence.ought to lead us.
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Vil. Cuncludlng_pemarks.

I do not wizh to felgn 2 coherence of iy considerstions thet does
~since I think they reflect inconsistencies-

not eCuuelly ex cist. I ratheI wish to make exilieit its inconsis t*nc1é§f

of the present worla I wrote this paper under the fresh 1mpree31on

A_of the occueatlon of Czecnoslovckla. In that 51tuat10n I ws: tnable

to glve my presentatlon +he pzhce of encouragement 1t would have

needed in order to be con31°ten

I feel that sny deductlon in S&CulOﬂ" I 11, III is con31stent.

That meanS' there 1e no other way open to us but peace’ conetructlon'
whatever couIse of ec+1on leaves aside this guiding pr1n01ple is
ethzcally to be abeolutely condemned and will in the 1ong run turm
sut to e pragmatlcally self- destructlve. The next step ought to have been
8 presentatlon of this end in terms of means; a possible encoureging
progromme of peece construction. Such a programme can be framea

in principle, and perhaps it is the only worthvhile task for a
political thinker in our times to work on it. I here refrained from
it and instead immediately went on towards "peace preservation'.

The positive progrsmme wss replaced by a few pessimistic remexks
in the first sentences of section IV. This giructure of umy psper
reflects ny sincere judgment of the present world situation, and it
does so even more cleerly since it wes not my intention to express
pessimism; pessimism just happencd to shine through the holes

in the walls of my edifice. £11 my considerstions on the casuistic
ethics of peace preservetion, limited war, and non-viclence carxry
the stigma of this feeling: "and if we have fulfilled sll these
commendments we will not have done the one thing neaded". I wish

&t least that thie fact be understood by the audiencs.

Still i+ is ethicslly insdmissinle to stay within a pessimistic
inaction. It is fundamental for humsn behsviour thsi the future

is unsnown. ¥o scientific prognostics will ever remove the uncertainty
of future events such that the free surce of sction would be

narrowed down to zerco. Even if ve were convinced thszt the world

war could not possibly be svoided we wruld heve to ret somehow

before its ~dvent, rna even if it should happen as predicted,

there will be some acts yrevicus to it that will tum out to be

most important for the time - fier it. “he necessity of helping

gtzrving nations to limit their population growth and to feed
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themselves by agricultural, industrisal, educational and soqial;f
development - thie necesgsity wzll, if unaerstooa, 1vduce ectlons whoge
affects will be perkirpz even nore imjortent iter a "orld war tnan
before ii. ind the yreverstion of a gens rsl pol*tch1 at“OSMhele

in which the overriding necessity of ‘perce is unuerSuood, mhy be

no more necessary for avoiding & war if possible then for rcconstructlng

the world =fter a war, should it heppen.

Thus the-progrsmme for ﬁezde construction, the sirstzgy. of pesce,
so to sveak, remsins the centrel task, whatever may be the
vacillation of cur hores and despeirs. The szudicnce W111 ‘erhgps
forgive me for nct hrving developed such e progremm: here, if

&t least we all agree thet it is the one task to which we must

aprly our forces.
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One of the most significant developments in international polities
since World War II is the change of attitude toward armed force in the
advanced Vestern countries., The change is reflected in the contrast between
the common disposition between the two world wars to view the kind of war-
| fare relevant to policy'as.almost exclusively general and total, in which
victory would depend on destroying in the most thorough way the enemy's
capebility and will to fight, and the widespread acceptance in the Cold War
of the view that the principal objective of military policies is the avoid-
ance of general war and the limitation and control of lesser wars according
to political ends. short of traditional military victory. One aspect of
this change of attitude is the great attention devoted to limited war
strategy and preparedness in the United States, especially in the last ten

or twelve years.¥

¥One symptom of the increased accepiance of the concept of limited war
is the increased ambiguity of the term, since the concept of controlling
war within rational limits relevant to specific political objectives has
come to be applied to any kind of war, even'one involving a nuclear
exchange, Broadly defined, a limited war is generally conceived to be a
war fought for ends far short of the complete subordination of one state's
will to another's and by means involving far less than the total military
resources of the belligerents, leaving the civilian 1ife and the armed
forces of the belligerents largely intact and leading to a bargzined
termination. Although a war between nuclear states might possibly conform
to this definition the %erm limited war is generally applied more resirict-
ively to relatively more likely local non-nuclear wars in which no more than
one nuclear adversary is directly involved. The difficulty of defining
limited war arises, partly, because the relevant limits are matters of degree
and, partly, because they are a matter of perspective (since a war that is
limited for ome helligerent might be virtually %fotal from the standpoint of
another, on whose territory the war is fought), PFurthermore, a limited war
may be carefully restricted in some respects (for example, geographically) and
mich less in others (for example, in weapons, targets, or political objectives).
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To an extent that must amaze early proponents of llmlted war, who
sought to overcome the formldable antlpathy toward the concept during the
Korean War and the Eisenhower-Dulles administration, the rationale of
limited war gained widespread acceptance in the United States and, in some-
what lesser degree, allied countries in the 1960's. The United States
went far in implementing the concept with strategies, weapons, and organis-
ation. Among research, academic, and military analysts the concept of
limited ﬁar inspired a great outpouring of strategic doctrine, In-the
Kennedy administration limited war became official doctrine and achieved

something approaching popularity.

But now the war in Vietnam, which has called so much into question,
raises doubts about some limited-war concepts and the premises upon which
they were based. It is not just Vietnam, however, that raises these doubts;
it is the conjunction of Vietnam with basic¢ changes in the international
environment within which limited-war coﬁqepts arose and. flourished., To
reappraige limited-war thinking, therefore, it is important to understand

the context in which it attracted such marked attention.

The concept and practice of limited war are as old as war itself; butb
the consciousness of 1imited'war as a distinct kind of warfare, with its
own theory and doctrine, has emerged most markedly in contrast and reaction
to three major wars, waged between several major states, on behalf of
popular national and ideoclogical goals, by means of mass conscription and
magsive firepower: the Napoleonic Wars, World War I, and World War II. The
contemporary interest in limited war springs partly from a determination
to avoid World War III, '

The relevance of limited war to contemporary international politics is
manifest in the occurrence of more than fifty internationally significant
limited wars of various kinds since World War II while there have‘beeﬁ no
general wars and the armed forces of the most powerful .states have come no
closer to fighting each other than-éhe.ﬂmerican-Soéiet confrontation in the
Cuban missile crisis of 1962. Most of these wars, however, did not directly
involve a nuclear or even a major pbwer. rThéy were limited, as before World
War II, by such factors as the restricted fighting capacity of the bellige
erents, the one-sided nature of the contest, or the inherent limite of
internal war., With the diffusion of power and 1nten81flcatlon of subreg1ona1
conflicts such local wars in the Third World may become an 1ncrea31ngly
disturbing element in international politics, if only because they could

involve major powers. But the kinds of wars that have occasionéd the
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systematic concern with strategies and weapons of limited war are wars which
the United States fought, which might have expanded into much widexr and

more violent conflicts, but which remained limited because the United States
and its adversaries deliberately refrained from conducting military operations
with their full capacities. Equally important, the concern has arisen from
the desire to deter or limit wars that never occurred - especially wars that
might result from limited aggressions impinging on Americats vital interests

abroad.

The detailed elaboration of a gtrategic doctrine of limited war, the
formulation of specific plans for carrying out this doctrine, and the
combined efforts of government, the military establishment, and private
analysts and publicists to translate the doctrine into particular weapons and
forces are developments peculiar to the nuclear age., They are products of
the.profound fear of nuclear war and the belief that the limitation of war
must be carefuily contrived, rather than left to inherent limitations upon
military capabilities.  But they are also products of American foreign
policy in a particular period of history - a period in which the Cold War
expanded to Asia and the Soviet Union achieved the capacity to inflict

terrible damage on the United States in any nuclear exchange.

Thus our thinking about limited war is largely shaped by technological
and political conditions in the postwar international environment by
characteristics of a particular period of international conflict, and by the
military and political experiences of the United States. To reappraise
limited-war thinking one has to'understénd its relationship to the full
context in which it arose. One can then try to distinguish between those
aspects of limited war thinking that are obsolescent or of only transitory
relevance, because they reflect vanishing or shorf-rﬁh circumstances, and
those that are likely to remain valid or become increasingly relevant,
because théy reflect fundamental conditions or significant international

developments,

2,

On the most general level the conception of limited war surely remains
relevant ~ indeed, imperative. On grounds of morality and expediency alike,
it is essential that states - especially nuclear states - systematically
endeavor to control and limit the use of force where force is unavoidable.

The fact that American public officials and spokesmen now generally take this
for granted, while little over a decade ago high government officials commonly

asserted that once war occurs it has no limits save those determined by the
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capacity to gain a military victory, must be regarded as a major and
probably permanent triumph of reason over viscera. But nothing about the
feasibility and utility of particular methods of limitation, whether with
respect to deterring or fighting a war, can be deduced from the general
rationale of limited war. Nor can feasibility and utility be deduced simply
by applying the logic derived from abstract models of conflict, although
these may sometimes aid rational calculation. Judgments about the feasibility
and utility of particular methods of limitation must, of course, take account
of objective technical and physical facts, but these facts do not speak for
themselves in strategic terms, Such judgments must‘depeﬁd largely on
disciplined intuitions, informed and qualified by experience, about the way
states actually behave when they are faced with war or the threat of ﬁar.

Yet experience is likely to be an inconclusive and misleading guide., If the
test of a particular strategy lies in warfare, how can one be sure that the
outcome ig due to a particulaf strategy, the way it was carried out, or to
unrelated factors? If the test is deterrence, how can one know whether
either the occcurrence or non-ocdﬁrrence of the act thaf_bne intended to
deter was due to the strategy or to other circumstances? At best, experience
is a partial representation of the full range of circumstances that might
affect the feagibility and utility of strategies of limited war, Yet
strategy has no self-contained logic like mathematics; experience of one
kind or another has been and must be the primary shaper of strategy in thought

and action,

It is significant, in this respecf, that limited-war thinking has been
conditioned by the ﬁerspectives common to a particular phase of the Cold War,
It first blossomed in response to the Korean War (although the implications
of nuclear weapons had led Bernard Brodie and a few others to write earlier
essays on limited war)., It flourished during the Eisenhower-Dulles admin-
istratioﬁ. The motivation and appeai of limited-war strategy in this decade
were basically twofold: on the one hand, the desire to mitigate the danger
of nuclear war; on the other hand, the desire to support the poliéy of con-
tainment more effectively, The underlying disposition in both respects was
to bring force under control as a rational instrument of policy, but the
motive for control has been a combination of fear and determination in

different admixtures at different times and in different minds.

In the course of applying the concept of limited war to changing inter-
national circumstances, it became apparent that these two objectives might
lead to different policy conclusions, depending on whether one emphasized

effective containment or the avoidance of nuclear war., They might lead to



different conclusions not only about particular strategies, which were
copiously examined and discussed, but also about two issues that were
scarcely discussed at all by proponents of limited war: (1) when or whether
to intervene in a local war and (2) the proper intensity and séope of

*

intervention.

But even more important than the two objectives of limitation in
shaping views on these questions were certain premises about the international
and domestic political environment which were relatively neglected in
limited-war thinkings: (1) the nature of the communist threat and its bearing
upon American security, (2) the willingness of the American goﬁe;nment and
people to sustain the costs of fighting aggression, and (3) the identity and

behaviour of potential adversaries.

It is not difficult to understand why the issues of intervention and
the premises about the objectives and the political environment of limited
warfare received far less attention than specific strategies of limited war.
The explanation lies in the familiar limits to man's ability to foresee basic
changes in his environment or to imagine how events and conditions which he
cannot foresee might affect his outlook. Strategies, on the other hand, are
adaptations to foreign policy in the light of realities and trends that are
perceived at the moment. They are frequently rationalisations of existing
military capabilities and domestic constraints. Man's political imagination
is constrained by what is familiar, but his strategic imagination is
relatively free to draw its inferences .and design its plans until some .
unforeseen war tests its propositions - and most strategic propositions-

fortunately remain untested in the nuclear age.

3

Limited-war thinking was conditioned by a'period in which the overriding
objective of American policy was to contain international communism by
preventing or punishing external and internal aggression. According to the
prevailing consensus, a local communist aggression even in an intrinsically
unimportant place could jeopardisé American security by encouraging further
aggressions in more important placés and leading to a chain of aggressions
that might eventually cause World War III, This view, fortified by the
legsons of fascist aggression, did not depend on the assumption that inter-
national -commmnism was under the monolithic control of the Soviet Union -
an assumption that the proponents of the consensus abandoned ags readily as
its critics - but it did assume that a successful aggression by one
communist state would enhance the power of the Soviet Union, China, and other

communist states vis-3-vis the United States and the free world. By this
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reasoning American security interests were extended from Western Europe

to Korea and, by implication, to virtually anywhere aggression threatenedi

In this period the dominant concern of.the proponents of limited-war
strategy was to étrengthen contﬁinment. They hoped to make deterrence more
credible and to bolster allied will and nerve in crises, like the one
arising over -access to Berlin, They srgued their case from the standpoint
of strategic revisionists seeking to save American military policies from
an increasingly irrational and ineffective posture by freeing them from the
thralldom of misguided budgetary restrictions imposed at the expeﬁse of
security needs, Conscious of Americals supérior economic strength and
military potential, they rejected the thesis of the Eisenhower-Dulles
administration that the United States would speﬁd itself into bankruptcy if
it prepared to fight local aggression locally at places and with weapons of

the enemy's.choosing.

. With the advent of the Kennedy administration the revisionists came
into offices Responding to a dominant theme in Kennedy's campaigr, they
were determined to fill the military gaps in containments The United States,
according to this theme, was in danger of losing the Cold War because the
government had hot responded to new conditions - particularly to the rise of
Soviet economic power and nuclear strength and the shift of commﬁnist efforts
to the Third World. The most dramatic evidence of America's threatened
decline of power and prestige was the Soviet'!s prospect of gaining the lead
in long-range missile striking power, but the missile gap was thqught to be
part of a wider threat encouraged by misguided American political and
military policies that had allegedly alienated potential nationalist
resistance to communist subversion in the Third World and forfeited America's
capacity to deter or resist local aggression. To safeguard American security
and restore American prestige it would be necessary not only to reinvigorate
the domestic base of American power and adopt policies better suited to the
aspirations of the underdeveloped countries but also to ensure America's
strategic nuclear. superiority and build up its capacity to fight limited
wars without resorting to nuclear weapons. .If the communists could be
contained at the level of strategic war and overt local aggression, the new
administration reasoned, then the Third World would be the most active arena

of the Cold War and guerilla war would be the greatest military threat.

In office, the Kennedy administration not only increased America's lead
in long-range striking power; it also built up America's capacity to inter-
vene quickly with mobile forces against local aggression at great distances,

-
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and it emphasized a strategy of "controlled and flexibhle response®.
Identifying the most dangerous form of communist expansionism as "wars of
national libveration", it created special forces to help combat aggression
by guerillas and concerned itself intensiveiy with methods of counter-

insurgency.

*

By 1964, after the Cuban migsile erisis and bgfore,largé numbers of
American forces got boéged down in Vietnam, the United States locked so
powerfﬁl that Americans and others (partigu;arly Frenchmen) began to think
of the world as virtually monopolar and of America's position in the world
as comparable to that of a globgi imperial power. The only rémaining gapr
in military containment might be cloéed if the United States could demonstrate
in Vietnam that wars of national liberation must fail, In this atmospﬁere
of confidence and determination there was no inducement to quéstion the
premises about the wisdom and efficacy of intervention that underlay the
prevailing American approach to limited war. The tendency was,rrather, to
complete the confirmation of a decade of limited-war thinking by proving

the latest and ﬁost sophisficated conceptions in action.

We shall return to the impact of the adversities of Vietnam on Anerican
conceptions of limited war. Before that it is necessary to review the

development of limited-war thinking that had teken place in the meantime.l

4
Apart from the fascination with counter-insurgency in the early 1960's,

the great outpouring of strategic imesgination in the Tnited States was
inspired by efforts to deter or fight hypothetical conflicts in Western
Europe and between the United States and the Soviet Union. But these conflicts,
in contrast to wars in the Third World seemed less and less likely as détente
set in. So in this area it was not the discipline of war that impinged upon
strategic thought but rather the discipline of réstrictions on defence
expenditures and changes in the international political atmosphere. lMore-
over,,in:the absence of war, merely the passage of time caused a certain
attrition of ambitious strategié ideas; as the:inherent implausibility of
limited war iﬁ Europe or between ﬁhelsuperpowers and the difficulty of gain-~
ing agreement on how to'meet such unlikely coﬁt?pgencies Fam@eneq sucqessivg

sparks of strategic innovation.

In Europe, as.in the Third World, the dominant objective of limited-war
strategy was to strengthen deterrence of and resistance to local non-nuclear .
aggression and to bolster the West's bargaining position in crises on the

brink of war, But the task of resistance was far more difficult because of
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the greater physical and political obstacles to limitation and the greater

atrength of potential adversaries.

The effort to formulate a strategy that would combine effective
r931stance with reliable limitations reached 1ts logical extreme in 1957
with the theories of limited tactical nuclear war propounded by Hen:y Kissinger,
Admiral Sir Anthony Buzzard, and others. But these strategies soon dled from
indifference and incredulity., The difficulty of settling upon a convincing
strategy for integrating tactical nuélear weapons into limited warfare in
Europe evidently remains overwhelming, and the inferest in doing so has
declined as the credibility of the West using any kind of nuclear weapons
first except in circumstances warranting the risks of general war has

declined,

While the Cold War wag still relatlvely warm the searoh for a strategy

of limited war in Europe enriched the postwar hlstory of milltary strategy
with some 1ngen10us ideas. Yet most of these 1deas now seem strangely
irrelevant. Strategies for flghtlng large-scale 11m1ted wars (endorsed by
Alain Enthoven and, apparently, by Mr. lcNamara in the.early 1960'5) were
condemned to irrelevancé by the unwillingness of any ally to support them
with the requisite expenditures and manpower, by the unlikelihood of a war
involving‘such powérful adversaries in such a vital area remaiﬁing limited,
and by the fear of aliied governments that empﬁasizing large-scale conventional
resistance would undermine the efficacy of nuclear deterrence. That left
strategies for enforcing short conventional pauses and somewhat raising

the threshold of nuclear war (first publicised by General Norstad), strategies
seeking to combine static with mobile and conventional with tactical nuclear
resistance in. limited .wars resulting from accident and miscalculation (notably,
the works of F.O. Miksche and Malcolm Hoag), and strategies of bargaining
and controlled escalation featuring non-nuclear and nuclear reprisals and.

demonatrations (chiefly identified with Hermen Kahn and Thomas Schelling).

A1l of these 1attér strategies were attempts to accommodate the logib
of limited war to the realities of limited means. They were also responses
to perceived secﬁrity needs in en international political environment in
which it was assuﬁed that the threat of Soviét-supported limited aggression
was unﬁiminished - and, pefhaps, even rising, since stratégists were nhow
conscious of the Soviet achievement of virtual parity with the United States
in the capacity to inflict unacceptable second-strike damage, But this
assumption became much less compelling or was abandoned altogether with the
onset of détente, Consequently, although the logic of flexibvle and controlled

response prevailed on paper and in strategic pronouncements, the means to
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withstand anything more than the most limited attack for longer than a week
were not forthcoming. France's withdrawal from most arrangements for

collective defence only made this predicament more conspicuous.

Only the French government rejected the objective of avoiding an
automatic nuclear response to a local non-nuclear incursion; but for all
governments the objective of deterrence increasingly overshadowed the
objectife of defence; and effective limited defence no longer seemed an
urgent component of deterrence but only an option for avoiding muclear war.
Yet despite the de-emphasis, in practice, on strategies of limited
resistance, the allies were less concerned than ever about their security.
This was not because nuclear deterrence was more credible, Indeed, one
might suppose that Secretary of Defense McNamara's open admission that the
United States could not prevent the Soviet Union from devastating the
United States even if the United States struck first would have destroyed
any remaining confidence in America's will to use the ultimate deterrent
to defend its European allies, The point is tlhat now even a low degree of
credibility was regarded as sufficient for deterrence under the new political

conditions of ddtente,

In this.atmosphefe there was a tendency of strategic fhought'to revert
to the conceptions of the Eisenhoﬁer-Dulles period, Proponents'of limited~
war strategy now took comfort in pointing to the deterrent effect of the
danger that any small conflict in Europe might escalate out of controls
Consideriﬁg the nature of Soviet intentions, the value of the stakes, and
the integration of tactical nuclear weapons into American and-Soviet forces,
they were prepared to rely more on this danger and less on.a credible
capacity %o fight a limited war-effedtively.' It is symptomatic that this
view found support from Bernard Brodie, an outstanding former champion of
local conventional resistance in Europe, who now saw the official emphasgis
on stressing the oonventional—nuclear threshold and increasing conventional
capabilities ag unfeasible, unnecesaary,‘and poiitically disadvantageous in
America's relations with its allies.*

.

*Eacalation and the Nuclear Option (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1966), Brodie's differences with the official position (which, incidentally,
he exaggerated in attributing to it the objective of resisting conventionally
a large~-scale Soviet aggression) were no less significant for being differences
of degree, For they were intended as an antidote to a strategic tendency, just
as his earlier advocacy of preparedness for limited conventional defence was
intended as an antidote to the Eisenhower-Dulles emphasis on nuclear deterrence
in Eurcpe, BSee, for example, Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1959), pp. 335 £f.
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In one respect, the limited-war strategy of the Kennedy-McNamara
administration underwent a modification that was tantamount. to efficial
abandonment. The most far-reaching application of the idea of contrived
reciprocal limitation of warfare was the counterforce or no-cities strategy,
which was intended to make possible the dption of a controlled and limited
Soviet-American nuclear exchange. An even more radical (but necessarily
less plausible) strategy for limited strategic nuclear war, based on strik-
ing cities selectively rather than sparing them had already attracted some
academic attention.¥* This limited countercity strategy appealed to some
as a way of enhancing American power by increasiné the credibility of a |
nuclear first strike against coventional aggression and by enabling the
United States to fight a strategic nuclear war advantegapusly as weli ag
rationally, When Mr, McNemara first publicly announced his counterforce
strategy at Ann Arbor in June 1962, critics charged that it was intended %o
serve the same objective. But in McNamara's mind it was evidently intended
only to keep any strategic nuclear war that might result from'accident or
miscalculation as limited as possible, not to enhénce America's ability %o
deter or fight such a war successfully. In subsegquent statements McNémara
explained the objective of a counterforce strategy as exclusively daﬁage
limitation., He also explained the difficulties of inducing the Soviets to
fight a limited strategic war in such a way as to cast doubt upon its
feasibility.** Finally, in successive annual reportélon'the nation's defence
posture He indicated that cost-effectiveness considerations dictated an

increasing emphasis on the prior objective of a capability for assured

*Klaus Knorr and Thornton Read, eds., Limited Strategic War {New York:
Praeger, 1962), '

*#0n the one hand, he explained, the Soviet Union would be unlikely to
withhold its countercity capability as long as its missiles were relatively
scarce and vulnerable; but on the other hand, he acknowledged that as Soviet
missiles became more numerous and less vulnerable, the prospects of confining
retaliatory damage from them would vanish completely. In any event, in each
annual "posture statement" he stated in progressively more categorical terms
that there was no way the United States could win a2 strategic nuclear war at
a tolerable cost.
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destruction (that is, a capacity to inflict unacceptable damage on' a second

strike) as compared to the objective of damage limitation.

Summing up the fortunes of limited-war strategy with respect to Europe
and central war, we can say that the basic rationale of limited war seems
firmly established in)the United States and in allied countries, with the
possible exception of France, and that this rationale is to some extent
implemented in operational plans, miliﬁary‘policies, and weapons, But the
high-point of limited-war theory - in terms of the inventiveness, thorough- '
neas, and energy with which it was carried out in strategic thought and
actual policies = was roughly 1n the period 1957 to 1963. Since then a
comblnatlon of economic restrlctlons and international political developments,
together with the inroads of time upon novel plans for hypothetlcal contingencies
that never occur, has nullified some of the most ingenious strategies and
eroded others, so that limited-war thinking is left somewhere vetween the
initial Kernedy-McNamara views and the approach of the Eisenhower-Dulles

administration.
.

In military affairs, aé in internmational politics, one senses that an
era has ended but gets 11tt1e intimation of the era that will replace 1it.
Meanwhile, strategic 1maginat10n seems 1o have reached a rather flat
plateau surrounded by a bland atmosphe;e in whlqh all military concerns

dissolve into the background.

B 7
This was the state of limited-war thinking when American forces became
the dominant element in fighting communist forces in Vietnam. At that time

the only really lively ideas were counter-insurgent warfare and controlled

escalation.

Some regarded the war as a testing ground for strategies of counter-
insurgency. When the United States began bombing selected targets in North
Vietnam, ostensibly in retaliation for the Gulf of Tonkin incident, some
regarded this as a test of theories of controlled escalation., When American
forces in South Vletnam eﬁé%éé&-regular units of the North Vietnamese army
in large numbers, a host of new strategic-tactical issues arose, such as
the issue, which was surely oversimplified by polemics, between search;and-
destroy and seize-and-hold methods and the equally overdrawn issue between a

mobile and an enclave strategy.

The war in“Vigtnam should have been a great boon to strategic innovation,
since it fitted none of the existing models of limited war, although it

contained elements of several. But the lessons derived from the strategies
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that were tried have been either negative or inconclusive, yet it is not
apparent that alternative strategies would have worked any hetter. Some
critics of the conduct (as opposed to the justification) of the war assert
that different political or military strategies and tactics, executed more
skillfully, might have enabled the United-States to gain its political
objectives - primarily, the security of an independent non-communist govermn-
ment in South Vietnam - more readily. Others agsert that thoée objectives
were either unattainable because of the lack 9% a éuitaﬁlg polifical
environment in South Vietnam or attainable only at an unacceptable cost, no
matter what methods had been adopted, Hanscn Baldwin draws the lesson

that future interventions agsinet insurgency, if‘they aré undertaken "under
carefully chosen conditions and at times and places of'our own choosing," 7
must avoid the sin of "gradualism" by applying overwhelming fofce (including
tactical nuclear weapons, if necessary) at én'ea?ly stége,* Bﬁt Walter Lippmann
concludes that Vietnam simply demonstrated that elephants cannot kill swarms
of mosquitoes.** Given the general disaffection with the war, %he latter
conclusion is likely to be more persuasive; but, in either case,-it would

be misleading to generalise about the efficacy or utility of limited-war
strategy on the basis of this single sad experience, since the war in
Vietnam is almost Surely unique in its salient characteristics: the effect-
iveneas of'North Vietnam's combaf forces, the'ofganising genius of Ho Chi
Minh, the north's appeal to the south on nationalisi{ grounds stemming from
the postwar independence movement, and the. rigidly authoritarian policies

of President Diem, L -

Perhaps the strategy that has come closest tb a élear-cut failure is
controlled escalation, which was appiied by means of selective bombing in
North Vietnam., But even in this case it would be misleading to generalise
about the efficacy of the same general procedure under other conditions. -
Controlled escalation is a strategy develoyed'principally to apply to direct
or indirect confrontations between the United States and the Soviet Union.¥***

*tpfter Vietnam - What Military Strategy in the Far East?", New York
Times Magazine, June 9, 1968, .

** ¥Elephants Can't Beat Mosquitoes in Vietnam," Washington Post,
December 3, 1967.

¥**The concept and strategy of controlled escalation are set forth most
fully in Herman Kahn, On Escalation (New York: Praeger, 1967), and Thomas C.
Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966),
although both authors developed the idea in earlier writings. Needless to
say, neither author believes that controlled escalation was properly applied
in Vietnam,
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1t ervisages iﬁ:f-lﬁencing the adversary's will to fight and his willingness
.to gettle through a process of "bargaining” by means of a “competition in
risk~-taking" on ascending - and, hopefully, on the lower -'levels of violence,
culminating in a mutually unacceptable nuclear war at the top of the
escalation "ladder", In the Korean War some advocates of tactical air power,
lamenting the frustrations of ground warfare, expounded a strategy of bring-
ing the enemy to terms by .incremental punitive bombing. After the Gulf of
Toniin incidént the Ameriéan government put something like this into effect,
borrowing languege and style from the latest thinking about controlled
escalation. Through highly selective and gradually intensified bombing of
targets on lists authorised by the President - incidentally, a notable.
application of one of the tenets of limited-war theory¢ strict political
control of military operations - the United States hoped to signal.and
bargain so as to induce the government in Hanoi to come toterms. EHanoi,

N .
L

alas, did not play the game, . : ;

Perhaps the experimént was not a true féét of escalation, since the
punitive nature of the bombing was ambiguous.  Indeed, in deference to public
protests throughout the world, the United States explicitly-stressed'the
purely military nature of the targets as though to deny their bargaining
function. Perhaps the escalation was not undertaken soon enough or in
large enough increments. Perhaps the fault lay in applying.to an under-
developed country a strategy that presupposes a set of values and calculations
found only in the most advanced countries. DPerhaps escalation works only
when there is a convincing prospect of nuclear war at the top of the ladder.
Or perhaps the difficulty lay in the fact that Hanoi had unlimited ends in
the south, whereas the United States had quite limited ends in the north.
Whatever the explanation, controlled escalation failed to achieve its
objective; and that should be sobering to its enthusissts, if any remain,
Nonetheless, the experience does not prove much about the efficacy of a
different strategy of escalation against a different adversary in different

circumstances.,
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Nor does the war carry any clear lesson about the wisdom of denying

the enemy a sanctuary from combet in his home base of support for an g
internal war in an adjacent country. Critics contend that carrying the - <....
war to the north violated cne of the few clear-cut rules of the game on

which limitation might be reliably based, alienated world and domestic

opinion, fortified North Vietnam's determination to fight for an ‘
unconditional victory, and distracted attention from the real war -~ the

¢ivil war - in the south, without substantially affecting that war. But
advocates of carrying the war to the north can argue that the attrition

against North Vietnamese units and logistics was significant and might have
been decisive but for self-imposed restrictions that were unnecessarily -
confining. They can argue that these operations were necessary to South
Viethamese morale and. provided a valuable bargaining ccunter for mutual
de~escdalation. They can also argue that the denial of sanctuary is a

valuable precedent for avoiding disadvantageous rules of the game and may

be a useful deterrent against other states who may contemplate waging

internal wars against their neighbours.

Be thaf as it may, Vietnam does at least indicate that the United States
will go a2 long and frustrating way to observe gignificant self-imposed
restrictions on a war rather than insist on a military wvictory. At the same
time, it suggests that the prior question for the future is not how but
whether to intervene, Both the Korean and the Vietnamese wars indicate that
the particular restrictions on military operations will -be determined by
such a variety of conditions and considerations that it is almost fruitless
to try to anticipate them in advance. In some conceivable future circumstances,
one can even imagine a sensible case being made for crossing the sacred
threshold that bars the United States from using tactical nuclear weapons.

It is unlikely, however, that the prevailing reaction to Vietnam will be in
the direction that Hanson Baldwin advocates in condemning the constraints

of gradualism and the "cult" of eelf-imposed limitations.

It is significant how weak and ineffectual American all-or-nothing
sentiment was in the Vietnamese as compared to the Korean war. The idea
of the United States confining itself to a limited war, which was novel and
antithetical in Korea, was widely taken for granted in Vietnam., Indeed, the
most influentiel American critics urged more, not less, restrictions on
combat despite the fact that the danger of nuclear war oxr of Chinese or
Russian intervention never seemed nearly as great as in Korea. Those
(including some prominent conservative Senators and Congressmen) who took
the position that the United States ought either to escalate the war
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drastically in order to win it or else disengage, c¢learly preferred the
latter course. But their frustration did not manifest a general rejection
of the conception of limited war but only opposition to the particular way .

of applying that conception in Vietnam.

Thus the popular disaffection with the Vietnamese war does not indicate
a reversion to pre-Korean attitudes toward limited war. Rather, it indicates
serious questioning of the premises about the utility of limited war as an
instrument of American policy that originally moved the proponents of limited-
war strategy., In Vietnam the deliberate limitation of war has been accepted
by Americans simply from the standpoint of keeping the war from expanding,
or from the standpoint of dewescalating it, whereas in Xorea the desire to
keep the war limited had to contend with a strong sentiment to win it for
the sake of containment. .In Korea the prinecipal motivelfor limitation was
the fear that an expanding war might lead to general war with China or nuclear
war with the Soviet Union, but in Vietnam the limits were motivafed more bj
the sense that the political objective was not sufficiently valuable and the
prospect of wimming the war not sufficiently promising to warrant the costs
of expansion, This change of emphasis feflects more than the unpopularity
of the war in Vietnam, . It also reflects the domestication, as it were, of
limited war as an operational concept in American foreign policy. But some
of the reasons for the strength of sentiment for keeping the war limited
bear upon the political question of whether to intervene in local wars at all.
These reasons suggest that the épecific lessons about the strategy and con-
straints of limited war that one might derive from Vietnam are likely to be
less important than the war's impact'on_the political pfemises that under-

lay American intervention.

6o

If Vietnam exerts a fundamental impact on American policy with respect
to limited-war interventions, it will not be merely because of the national
determination to avoid future Vietnams and to restrict American commitments
to a scope more compatible.with American power and the will to use it; The
whole history of the expansion of American commitments and involvements is
pervaded with the longing to avoid new commitments and involvements. Yet .
a succession of unanticipated crises and wars has led the nation to contravene
that longing., Sometimes the desire to avoid the repetition of unpleasant
involvements has only led to a further extension of commitments, which in .
turn has led to further involvements. That is what happened when the
Eisenhower-Dulles administration formed deterrent alliances (including SEATO)

to avoid another Korean war,
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The reason for this contradiction is not really a sublimated national
longing for power - at least not power for its own sake: - but rather the
nation's persistant pursuit of a policy of containment, which under the
prevailing international conditions has repeatedly confronted it with
predicaments in which the least objectionable course has seemed to be the
exercise and extension rather than the abstention or retrenchment of
American power., If a fundamental change in America's use of limited-war
strategy takes place, it will be because thé premises_of containment are no
longer convincing and Vietnam has acted as the caftalyst to enforce this

realisation,

In effect, the United States has equated communist aggression with a
threat to American security,'although the relationship of communist aggressions
in Asia or Africa to American'security ig quite indirect and increasingly far-
fetched. Yet this equation was plausible enough if one assumed - as Americans
generally did assume until after the Korean VWar and the Sino-Soviet split in
the late 1950's - that the Cold War was essentially a zero-sum contest
between the two superpowers and that an aggression by any small commnist
state would shift the world balance of power toward the communist bloc,
Moreover, there was no need to question this view of American security as
long as America's efforts to counter aggression were successful at a

tolerable cost.

Butldétente with the Soviet Union and the increasing divergencies of
intereéﬁ among communist states and partiés are changing the American view
of international reality and of the nature and intensity of the communist
threat in pafticular.l Thus a gain for China or even North Vietnam is not
automatically seen as a gain for the Soviet Union or a loss for fhe United
States, and opportunities for limited co-operation with the Soviet Union
occasionally appear attractive. Moreover, the accentuation of national and
subnational particularism outside the communist world may have diminished
what capacity the Soviet Union or China ever had to extend their control and
influence through diplomacy, subversion, or revolution. In Africa, most -
notably, Americans are becoming accustomed to a great deal of disorder and
communist meddling without jumping to the conclusion that the balance. of
power or American security are jeopardised. To some extent China emerges as
a new focug for active containment; but despite the long strand of American
obsession with China, the Chinese do not yet - and may never - have the strength
to pose the kind of threat to Asia that the Soviet Union could have posed to
Western Europe, and Asia is simply not valued as highly on the scale of

interests as Western Europe.
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American involvement in the Vietnamese war began on a limited scale at
a time of national self=-confidence and self-assertion in the Third World.
The United States applied forceful containment there according to familiar
premises about America's general interest in stopping communist agéression
without questioning the precise relevance of the war to American security.
The scope of American involvement grew in an effort to defeat North Vietnﬁm's
war of national liberation and establish a secure non-communist government
in the south. But during this period the familiar American image of the
communist world and its threat to American security was changing. ‘Furthermore,
in contrast to the Korean War, the Vietnamese war never seemedrto_pose a

threat to the security of Western Europe or Japan.

Nonetheless, if American objectives could have been achieved with no
greater pain and effort than the Korean War, which was also unpopular but
not beyond being resolved on satisfactory terms, the nation might have
accepted the Vietnamese war as another vindication of containment - trouble~
some and frustrating but not so costly or unsuccessful as to call into
guestion the premises of American intervention. In reality, however, the
war became so costly and unpromising that, given its remote relationship to
American security, Americans began to doubt the validity of the premises on
which the government has intervened. At the least, these doubts seem likely
to lead to a marked differentiation of interests in the application gf
containment - a downgrading of interests in the Third World and a greater.
distinetion between these 1nterests and those pertaining to the securlty of
the advanced- democratlc countries. P0531b1y, they will lead to abandonment
of containment in Asia altoggther in so far as cgntainment requi;es armed
intervention against local aggression on the mainland.i More likely, théy
will simply lead to a sharper distinétion in'practiéé between supporting
present security qomﬁitments and not forming new-ones,'and between supporting
present commitments with Ameriéan armed forces when aggression is overt and
abstaining from armed intervehtidn‘in largely ipternél conflicts. What they
geem to preclude for a long time is any“rehewéd effort to stréngthen military
deterrence and resistance in the Third World by actively developlng and

projecting Amerlca s capaclty to fight local wars.

, Te <
The history of limi§éd—war thought and practice in the last decade or
so provides little basis for genefélising confidently about the feasibilit&
and utility of particular strategies. Many strategies have never really been
mut to the test; and where they have been tested, either in deterrence or war,

the results have been inconclusive. Moreover, strategies are very much the
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product of particular circumstances - not only of technological developments
but also of domestic and intermational political developments. - This
political environment is always changing. Developments that have made some
strategies seem obsolete - for exaﬁple, the impact of détente, domestic ‘
constraints, and the balance of payments on strategies of conventional
resistance in Europe - might change in such a way as to revive abandoned
strategies or nurture new ones. The limited-war strategies appropriate to
the internaticnal environment of the 1970!s -~ especially if there should be

a significant increase in the number and severity of local wars, a more active
Soviet policy of intervention in loecal wars,‘a more’ aggressive Chinese
nilitary posture, or new nuclear powers - might contain some interesting
variations on strategic noticns that were born in past periocds of intense
concern with military security. Changes in military technology, such as
forthcoming incresses in long-range air- and sea-lift capabilities, will also

affect strategies and politics of limited war.

Yet‘one hés the feeling, which may not spring solely from a lack of
imagihation,'that in the nature of international conflict and technology in
the latter half of the twentieth century there are cnly a limited number
of basic strategic ideas pertaining to limited war and that we have seen
most of these emerge in the remarkable strategic renaissance of the past
decade or so. These ideas can be combined in countless permutations and
combinations and implemented by a great variety of means, but we shall
still recognise trip wires, pauses, reprisals, deniais, thresholds,
sanctuaries, bargaining and demonstration maneuvers, escalation, Mao's three

stages, enclaves, seize and hold, search and destroy, and all the rest.

What we éré guite unliéely to witness is the perfegfion of limited-war
conceptions and practice in accordance with some predictable, rational .
calculus and reliable, universal rules of the game, The conditions and _
modalities of internatiahal conflict are too varied, dynamic, and subjective
for limited war fo be that determinate, Any search for the strategic |
equivaient of economic man on the basis of which a grand theory of military
behaviour might be efected is bound to be ephemeral and unprbductive. On the
other hand, I think it is equaliy clear that military conceptions and practices
among the advanced states are not going to revert to romantic styles of the
past that glorified fhe offensive spirit, war 4 outrance, the natiocnal will
to victory, and 6verwhelming the enemy. If counterparts of the’stylised
limited warfare of the eighteenth century are unrealistic, counterparts‘éf

the ‘total wars of the following centuries would be cdtastrophic.
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The nuclear age has not made armed conflict obsolete, nor has it
excluded the possibility of catastrophic war. It has, however, inculcated
a novel respect for the deliberate control and limitation of warfare. That
respect is a2 more significant and enduring achievement of limited-war

strategists than any of their strategies.
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The Uses of Force in the Nuclear Age

THOMAS C, SCHELLING

Like ‘the other speakers who were honoured by invitations to
address this tenth anniversary of the 155, I accepted many months
ago. Apd probably like them, too, I delayed, not until the last
minute but until the last month, to compose my thoughts, Unlike
them, I was offered a topic that involved neither historical
reminiscence nor a ;peculative leap into the future, a topic that

concerns not how we barticipants in the Institute think about
strategy but how military forece is actually used, or can be used, in

' this nuclear age, 4AndasI was in the middle of coumposing my thoughts,
the Russians organized a demonstration, far more vivid and far more

suggestive than anything I might have told you,

That the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia - or uninvited entry,
or comradely rescue, or whatever it was - still appears to some of
us ambiguous, incbnclusive, even perhaps indecisive, as my comnments
might have Been ambiguouﬁ. inconclusive and indecisive;.makes it only
that much harder for me to speak with authority, I_find it much
easier to say things that sound true and important fhéﬁ to say things
that svund relevant against the events of the past seven weeks in

Eastern Europe.

I have to confess that within the last six months I have predicted
in public, not once bhut éeveral times; that the Russians would not do
the kind of thing that in August they did, This is one of the "uses
of force" » to use the words of wmy ~assigned title - that I might have
stood here and depretiated again in public if it had not already
occurred to contradict me, I do not know where I went wrong, and I
have the uneasy feeling that anything i téll you today may be proved

wrong by the next time we meet.

Although I am unable to construct in wy own mlnd eXactly the tallk
that 1 would have prepared for you during the second half of August,

1
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’I am sure that one of the more. confident parts of it would have
concerned tue state of, the cold. war between East and VWest and the need
for a new doctrlne to replace the Trunan ‘Doctrine of 21 years ago as
the baslc dlagn051s and prescription for coplng with a troubled )
world, Accordlng to the Truman Doctrlno, the world was d1v1ded into
two part's, one c&miunist and thé otner not, the communist part
1'hav¢ng a cohesien Lhat Lhe rest of the world could hardly’ asplre to,
a suffocating 1deology that would suppress and eliminate not only
dissent but national Znd cultural 1dent1ty, a subversive talent for
both violent and non-violent intervention in developed and under-
developed countries, and a willingness to risk the use of military

force, even to use it, in ruthless pursuit.of world'ex?EHSion.

It turned out that the communist world could 1tsolf spllt betterly.
It turned out that the communist world could invest preatlne, dlplomatlc
attentlon, and military-and economic aid and still not achleve decisive
control of 3Pc underdeveloped continents, It turnnd out that communlst

\.ll“ . ]
leadcrshlp s mlliianlly cautlous, espec1a11y after the Korean War
L e - D

launched the arms race and the KATO alllance. “ But most 1ntcrost1ng

of all were two trends that I had hoped,to emphasize here today.

One was the emerpgence of Soviet-American collaboration, as
especially symbolized in the Non-Prolife?ation Treaty that was
jointlj composed by two declared adversaries even while the war in
Vletnam was alleged to be a decisive obstructlon to progress. The
other was the demonstr.tion, in several %ountrles of Eastern Europe,
that a communist system imposed by mllltary force and secret police
could not in 21 years suppress national character and natiénal interest,
could not cope with political evolution, but nevertheless could evolve
in unintended directions conducive to genuine coexistence and to some
reduction in the institutional discontinuity betwecen so—cailed social-
ist society and so-called capitalist society. This development,'
substantially unpredicted on either 'side of the'IronvCuffaiﬁ,'I

considered good news “for mankingd.

I always told—mYSQif;-; " i "'ahé toid othefs‘wheu‘ih
spoke in public, that”ohly the most tehtative conclusiohs were justified,
that gllmmerlnﬂ posslbllltlos should not ‘be nlsconstrued ‘as overwhelming
probabilities th t evonts as: unexpected as"the Cuban missile crisis
had happened and could happen agaln, thdt all our plans should allow
for the contingency that hopes would be disappointed, and that even
if progress were to continuec it would likely be uneven,

" . - i
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But on reading the news that Tuesday morning in August I realized
how little I had hceded my own warning, how wuch I had let nyself
hope, and how unready I was to put & setback into any kind of perspect-

ive.,

I ar still unready, and am aot geing to fry to give you my

perspective.

PRI N EEE U S

" Three years ago I completcd a book on a subject very close to
the onc that Alastair Buchan asked me to speak about today. I wondecred,
when I finished it, whether it really provided wisdom and guidance
for the future (as I naturally hoped it wight) or rmerely summarized
the strategic intellectualizing of an era that wzs about over., As I
reread my owa book, after it ap.eared in print, I was struck with how
much it reflected the strategy of the cold war. So were some of those
who reviewed it. At first, of course, as I imagine any author would
be, I was afraid that my book would become obsolete cnd be¢ less
relevant to the future than to the past, But as time passed, and the
sense of authorship diminished, i found aysclf hoping.that whitat I'd
written would be less relevant to the future than to the past, What
more could a father of four sonsrhope for than that a bock about the
uses of force in the nuclear 8ge should becone uﬁintereéting? But I
am afraid the subject is still_intefesting. I nust not, especially
with this diversified audiénce, vlamo the Russiszns entirely for
whatcever dismay we now fecl, Without Czechoslovalkia there would still

be Vietnan,

I hope it is neither unseemly nor tedious to refer to my own book
on an occasion like this. DBut three years ago I did, sitting in an
office of the Adam Strect Euilding of the IS5 in London, put the
finishing touches to my carefully composed thoughts on the same subject
as I am supposed to speak about today. If T still believe what I
wrote I cannct regudiate'it, but I also cannot just sumnarize orally
what you coculd read a2t leisure. If I no longer bilieve what 1 wrote,

I should rencunce the book and start over, acknoﬂledging that 1 may
three ycars frow now want to disassociatc uyself Trom what I say today.
Since I actually did collectAmy thoughts abgut the uses of force in

the nuclear age three years ago, and actually did so as a guest of

the Institute feor Stratepic Studics, 1t possibly makes sense not to
repeat it, not to rencunce it unless I'm ashamed o¥ it, not to ignore

it unless I think nobedy here cver looked at it, but to take it as a



-4 _

point of departurc, amending it where I think it was wrong ang

bringing it up the year 1968,

The book made seven points, with a chepter for cach point., The
first point was that one of the most lmpressive things that can be
done with military force is to hurt people and to destroy things,

I don't think this is often enough appreciated, whether in the nuclear
age or any cther age, whether the force is militery or ¢riminal or any
other kind, what force can do is to hurt and destroy. The first
sentence in my book - the very first sentence of my preface -~ states
what I think is true and significant and discouraging. '"One of the
lamentable principles of human productivity is that it is easier to
destroy than to create.” Bullets can kill people; thermonuclear
wecapons can wipe out cities; police clubs can erack skulls; assassins
can eliminate unigie individuals; vandals can derail trains, Fure

force can achieve hardly anything constructiveq

I said in my book that with military force a country cen ropel
and expel, peﬁetréte and occupy, scize, extcerminate, disarm and
disable, confihe; deny access, and directly frustrate intrusion or
attack, An utfriendly reviewer guoted this sentence as though I had
extolled what could be accomplished with wilitary force. But I had’
meant this list to be impressively inadequate. You can't wake people
do things with military force. You can only threaten to hurt then,
to destroy what they vaiue, and hope that, to avoid the pain and the
damage, they will do what you ask. But you can't make them., If
they are obstinate or heroic or dumb, cor if they are administratively
and politicelly inflexible, or if rightly or wrongly they believe you

don't mean it, your threcat won't work,

Nuclear weapons don't chonge this, they merely dramatize it, the
‘way Russian tanks in the centre of Prague dramatise it, - Tho cannon
on a tank cannot molz-a - express enthusiasm in front of a television
caimera, or:make a2 man vote or work or go soumcplace., All it can do is
'%kill him. Tkat's a lot, but it's not versatile, because if it kills
him he cannot vote or work or express cathusiasm. I still thinl our
‘intellectualizing about military strategy inadequately rccognizes that
miiitary force is mainly a base for extortion, a kind of power that,
uéed aireétly rather than for bargaining, can accomplish only very
limited things.

The second point of my book was that 2 yood part of diplomacy,

ineluding the stationing of military forces, was concerncd with malking
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threats credible. The third po’nt was that the risk of unforeseen
and ﬁnforéseeablo consegquences is a significant and manipulable part
of military diplomacy. The fourth was that even wilitary ection, war
itself, is a bargeining proccss, and that military zctions are as
significént in what they cqmmunicate as in what they conquer or
destroy. The fifth was theat any war, on whatever scale, ought to

be or could be a limited war, and that there was no point beyond
which conscious dipleomacy and accommodation beceme irrclevant, The
sixth point of my book was that the shape and structure of military
force has an influence of its own, and that military force should be
50 designed a&s to minimizas the abdication of decision to the machinery
of warfare. And wy seventh point'was that even the most unfriendly
adversaries can profit from a dialogue aimed at restraining the arms
race, at limiting war itself if war should occur, and at designing

military force in a way that makes it reponsive to control.

Well,. thet is what ny book said, though I spelled it out in =a
little more detail in the book itself, Do I have anytaing to add?

Do I have anything to take out?

Thebas®~ idea, 1 belicve, is confirmed in both Vietneam and
Czechoslovakia, Most of what you went to do you cannot do with
militery force, HRussian force has been, at least tewmporarily,
effective in Czechoslovakia, But few of the guns were fired. Half
a million armcd men went into Czechoslovekia, and thoey have shot hardly
anybody, They can kill and bura and knank down, and they can prevent
the Czechs from producing, from geveraing themseclves, and from cxpress-
ing themselves. At least, they can if they're willing to try hard
enough, But this isa’  negative. They can't make people volﬁhtcer.
They can't make people work. They cannot commend enthusiasm, or
loyalty, or compliance. You can shoot a man if he won't behave, but
you can make him behave only if he will respond to your threcet to shoot
him, The Russians could unduestionably win 2 war in Czechd%lovakia;
and if what they‘wdnt'is a war, their kind of force is just great,

But apperently war is not whaf they want; and the cnly thing thgt

militcry force will get you, directly, is war,

So for, tﬁat is whot it has got us in Vietﬁam. Getting people
actﬁally to behave as you want thcﬁ to requires soncething nore than
military force. UThis hes:dways becen true, but nuclear weapons
dramatized it for us, 'Nucleqr weapons have been peculiarly
recognizable as the weapons with which you destréy the people who

didn't behave, ﬁot‘ﬁeapons that ﬁake people behave,
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. . : : . .
Nucliear weapons accentuate, but they do not originate, this
fuﬁdamen?al limitation on wilitery force. HNuclear weapons appear
to be able to do sﬁch cnormous damege at such a distaunce that one
may be induced to speculatc wﬁy such power 1s so clumsy. Yet a
bayonetuislmuph fhe satle; the onily thing that a bayonet will direcctly
p;ocufg is blocd., Military power is essentially negafive. If you

.Qant e person not to do something, you can kill hiwm or disable him;
if you want him to do something, sométhing more than to blecd and die,
military power is only indirectly relevant, and its valuc depends

on how skillfully it can be indircctly used.

And ectually nuclear weapens, man for man and, dollar for dollar,
arc not so impressive. Roughly gpeaking, a nuclear weapon that costs
a million dollars can destroy a billion dollars. But I estimate that
& young vandal who could hope te earn three o» four thousand dollars
a year could destroy threc or four million dollars a ycar. what is
truly impressive in the wmodern age is not waat you con do with a
therwonuclear weapon paékcd in the nosccone of'a missile; it is what

you can do with a .22 caliber bullet.

HE N K R R OK A ok R K kR R

wWhat I'd chenge in my book if T wrote it toaay, threec ycars
later, is not so much whet I said as what 1 dian't 52Y . Aside from
a1l those chapters that I actually wanted to write but could not
quite formulate at the time, there are the chopters that didn't
occur to me three yearslago that zre much on my mind now. Let ne
mention fhree of them. They ali relate to the use of military force,
but they all relate to the difficultics of using military force
indirectly, of secking to acﬁomplish soue positive aim‘through an
essentially ncgative destructive @hyéical capacity. And they all, I
must confess, reflect the iimitations én Wy own way of thinking about
thi% subject. The more I lcarn, or think I learn, about-this sub ject,
the wore I realize how little I knew alreadﬁ, end the nore I wonder

just how little I know even now,

The first poinf I would ¢laborate relates to the familicr subject
of deterrence. Werc we deterred in August? Did the Russians
successfully forestell intervention by the Atlantic natigng}racting
gither individually or as an alliance? I havq chcckqa m§-@ictionary -
one of those modern Amcrican dictionaries that uscslgimpie English -
an& it.tells_me.that to deter is to kecep a pprsongffgﬁ doing something
through fear, ;ﬁxiety, doubt, znd so forth. Did the Russians do that

to wus?
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I have found no-one in my country who admits that he for a
moment contemplated military intervention or even the threat of it.
None of thc several candidates then running for nosiination gave any
hint that intcrvention cven occurred te him, and one of them, now

ne longer a condidate, sven thought it provocative to convene the

Prezident's Weational bHcecurity Council., Wasn't it the seme over here?
T r¢ad intermittently some of the Buropeaon newspapers, and I find no-
1

.one in print who ran through the calculations, adding up the pros

W

and the cons and balaoncing them agsinst cach cother, to reassur
himself that staying out wes the pipght thing or to see, considering

the dominocs thet might fall in succession afterwards, whether we
shouldn't risk a confronteotion. President Johnson publicly deprecated
any Rumonian repetition, but it is hard to read any threat in his
language. And the nost massive retaliation that former Vice President
Nixon has proposed is that we should continuc not to scll stretegic
goods to the Soviet Union, which was already our policy in July., 5o,
strictly specaking, apparcntly we were not deterréd,*becausé intervention

wes something we never contemplated in the first pluces

A similar qguesticn 1is sometimes asked in retrespect abeout NATO,
Did the HATQO zlliasnce deter a Russian invaesion of Western Europe?
There ore some who see that NATO confronted the Sovict bloc with an
effecctive capacity for military resistance on. that the Soviet bloc
-did not attack westward, and for whom thesc two focts cre cnough:
the Russians were ovidently deterred. 'There are some, though, who
doubt whether the Russions were ever on the point of attacking westward,
who doubt thot the Russians counted up divisions or anuclecr warheacds
and revised their militory plens or rejected a preposal for military
action, It would not surprisc me i1f the Rugsians might truthfully
say thet they never intended to attack Western Lurope, that the
oxistence of NATG as on allicnce end of NATO as o militery force
never affected their wilitary intentions or plans, and thst, therefore,

they were never deterred, ) .

Yet maybe thot's the way deﬁcrrencc works best. Maybe, in
understanding how deterrence works, it is more revealing to acknewledge
that we were doterred, cowpletely deterred, Tfrom intervening in
Czechoslovakia., DMors than that, we were deterred oven from talking
oursclves into a commitment that might have obliged us to weigh the
pros and cons of intervention explicitly. We were so throughly
deterrgd that no=-one eoven cxpected us to intervene, with the result
that the high cost of disapﬁointing those uxpectations could not
confront us as a counterdoterrent. 4and, of course, we were so evidently

deterred that the Russians themselves, in the e¢nd, were not,
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I suppose the some could be said about Xussian plans to invade
‘Western Hurope.  Deterrence con be said to work well if one's opponent,
contempleting the act that we would like to deter, weighs the con-
sequences and decides ageinst it, through, "feor, snxiety, doubt,
etc.,'" to use the language of wmy dictionary. DSut deterrence:may work
best of 21l when the opponent so clearly perceives that the enter-
prise 1s toc risky, or too doomed to -failure, that the cnterprisc
ncver egven, takes the form of on crticulate proposel, noever comes to
. & vote. in & cobinet or a politburc, never even gets put forweard
seriously. I doubt,.tc take con cxample, whether any senior official
of the Americon government proposed the invasion of North Korea, or
a declaration of war agoinst that country, at the time of the Pueblo
incident; there may have been some who privately would have favoured
such an action, but even they must have judged it o weste of time,
and perhaps oan embarrassient to their coreers, to proposc it
seriously. The highest goal of N.TU detorrence should be to make
a Russian, civilien or militery, feel ridiculous c¢ven in proposing

the kind of act that it is NAYO's purposc to deter.

I rether lilkke my new dictionary. My old one, given to me when
I was o high school student, noting that the verb "to deter' derives
from the Latin word for terror, mentions only fecar - to turn aside
through fear, to prevent from action by fear of the consequences.”
:I am no judge of dictionaries, but os & primer on strategy I think

the new one is wise to include the wnxiety, the doubt,and the Tetc?,

Isn't this probably the way thet capital punishment works, if
it worke ot -2ll in dissuading capitel crimes? Not that = gunmen ,
ebout to pull the trigger, thinks of the electric chair ang changes
his mind, but instead that he avoids getting into situations in which
he might have to kill, even deliberately leaves his gun home, or goes
about with a gencrsl horror of killing that way be.partly éttributabie
to cnxietices about capital punishment that are wore a pert of his
culture than of his conscious calculation. People who- have trained
themselves to stay out of trouble may not have td be consciously

deterred over and over agaln on cvery occasion,

If I am right about our having been successfully deterred in
relation to Czechoslovakiﬁ, are we glad that we were? This is not a
purely rhetorical questiéh or - as‘Sbme dictioneries wight h;ve it,
to the discomfort of people in my profession - cn academic question.

It is indced o retrospective question, but it is a questioh about
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policy, because we probesbly helpoed te deter ourselves., We probably
collaborated in the process of deterrence. We avoilded any commitment
to Czcchoslovakia; furthermore, we publicly avoided it, so that our
resolve to defend Grecce or Turkey or Geriany or Norway is not much
affected, we hope, by our declining to support Czechoslovekias Indeed
the very strength and clority of the NATO comnitment draws a line

that way be cs significant for the areass it excludes os for those thet
it includes. As o matter of pelicy we have wminimized the cost,
gspecinlly the cost in credibility ond resclve, of non-intervention,
Indeed it is probebly better on our side to ke therecughly deterred,

to have our acguiescence o foregone conclusicn, thon to be ambiguously
deterred or deubtfully deterred. If we are even half cxpected to
intervene, because we are only half decided agoinst it, the cost in
disappeointed expectations is higher than if nobedy has those
expectations. It's net on casy question to answer, beccuse 1 we

were only holf deterred the Russions themselves might have boen nore
deterred, cnough more not to do what they did. 1'1ll let eazch of you
give his own ocnswer to thot quostion, though I imegine I cair gucss

the majority view. AL least, we were not cought bluffing. ot yot,
onywey. But then Czechoslovakia was prob;ﬁly not the wmost emborrassing

target for us thet the Russizns wmight hove picked.:

Incidentally, before I go on to my next point let me call your
cttention to an interesting Tuse of force in the nuclecr age' that I
had not anticipated, Hungorian troeps participated. I toke it that
for the Hungerion government this was an cct of weeakness, not of
wilitary strength, o symboli: surrender, @ kind of pre-cmptive
renunciation, For what cudience was this token primarily displayed?
I suppose the Hungorian cudience. The Hungorian government display: 4
to itsclf where it stands. I toke it that Hungarian porticipation is
not evidence of sympothy for the Russion cause and lack of sympathy
for the Czech but is rather an cet of submission thot tests whether
sympathy was the dotermining fector, and the Hungorions now know

where they stand, liey hove wmy sympathy.

Hod o ok ko ok ko ok R Kk

The second point I would emphasize, were 1 writing thet book
now, is thet nations ore not like people, and governmicnts ore not
like people, at leost not cnough like people to permit reliance on
the anulogy, or on what is sonctines merely a metaphor., We sometines

talk chout "changing a governuent's mind,'" but . government has no
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llt ral wind, e talk about afiveting the governument's perception
of consequences, but governments have no perceptions.  We may even
alk about dctcrrlnﬁ through fbuv of the CONECQUENces, but. fear is

somethlng thub pe op)c hcvon Govornients indecd arce composed of

puople, but tﬂﬁ compoui*lor i:=not cquivalent to one large-sized
1nd1v1dua1 who pbrcijeu, cogitates, and decides. I had an cloguent
paragraph ubout this in my book, but woest readers may have misscd

-it, and tho;c vie didn't wmiss it may lhave &-lken it a5 & perfunctory
achnowlbdgbmbnt Lnbt was quite insufficient to clecanse uy book of

the sin of pcra0n1110“tloﬂ, I not only wish that I had had a chapter,
'ratnur than.a pa aragraph, on it but wish L had taken that chapter

seriously in writing the other c¢rarnters,

Governuents are characterized by politics and .burcaucracy,
versonal carcers and rivalrics, leaders and interest. groups, and
formal wochanisws like chains of command, votiag preccdurcs,
comriittces within commitices end overlapping committcees, and numcrous
individuals who Have their own scurces of inforuation, their own
lincs of communication, their own understandings of national goal
and id¢ology, their own mcasures of boldness and timidity, their
individual cap~niti-  for borcdow, sickness and cven death, and

their familiecs, their incomes, and their places in history.

When I was a boy 1 thought I would grow upn stroig and brave if
I used a miniwum of blankets on wy bud et night; every night, shiver-
ing in bed, I cursed that boy wiho in the daytime made my decision
for me. It was too cold even to get out of bed to get another
blanket. Many of us, as aaults, wien we try to .stop smoking
discover that we arc at least two pcople, one of wion wonits  to quit
and onc of whom badly wants a smoke from time to time; and it dis
interceeting to watclh who gots the upper hand and by what tochnigues
they coupete for contrel. Even people are uwore cowplicatcd than
the artificicl individuals who somctimes scrve as andlogices for
governments in the theerics of people like me: and governments are

more comnplicated than people. .

How docs a governmént.change its mind? One of the alleged
purposes of the boubing of North Vietnam was to raise the costs of
the war to the North Vietnamesc, so that they would find it not to
their advantage to pursuc the v r against. us, Which North Vietnanmesc.

the ones who feel the pain or the ones who moke the decisions? How

do-they make their calculations of cost? Do they calculate cost?
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Is it enough tha% eéach ssnior Vietnamese official privetely do his
own c¢alculation; or is sowmething more still needed, some initiative,
some political process, souc bureaucratic mechenisn, by which

private estimates get translated into oificial policy?

I am struci by how many times & governument, when it does what
we might call "changing its mind," does so by changing the coumplexion
of the government itself. What is often required is soile change

, prestige or bargeining power of particular

in the author:is:]
individuals or factions or parties, some shift in executive or
legislative leadership. Those who calculate the costs as too high
nay have to bring burcaucratic skill or peoliticzl pressure to bear
on individuals who do excrcise authority, or go through processes
“that shift auvtheority or blame onto others. In the extrenme case

revolt, sabotage or assassination uay be inveolved.

My colleague, Ernest Mey, ¥Professor of History at Harvord, in a
brillient paper czlled to wy attention the obvious fact that govern-
ments thet fight wars rarely surrender: new governucnts arc formed
when 1t is time to surrender. True, a change of regime may bear
soue analogy to an individual's change of wind; but the time that it
takes arnd the way thet it happens ond the way that it is influcenced

by other governnents is o complex phencwcnon.

The nearest thing I know to a iitoral Yehange of wind™ by o
governnent, a government under duress in time of war, was the effort
of the Allies to change the wind of the German government. Strategic
bombing was involved then, toco., One of the guestions then, @z now in
Vietnam, is whether a government will cver chonge its wmind in the
desirced direction as a result of bowbardment, Well, the German
governtient almost did. The process involved placing a siall suitcase where
the mind that was to be changed could be blown all over the walls '
of a conference room; but the brain ond the body theat housed it
survived the¢ blast, and the fincl step in an elaborate conspiracy

was a failurc.

Communist. China in recent years has been o superb example of a
nation, figuratively speaking, wcking up its badly disordered izind.
American policy toward China uay be a good cxcouple cxtending over
almost two decades of how hard it is for a governuent to chenge its
mind cven when wmany of the people who coumprise the government have

already changed their minds.
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CAnd it dis widely cxpected that the American government will in
- some direction change its mind about Vietnam during these coming
months; but constitutiionally this occasion comes only once in four

years, though other parts of the process can occur between clections.

This is not meant te be o lecture in political science,but one
.about the: uses of force in the nuclear sge. DBut since the main use
- of force is to persuade opposing governments to take zctions or to
cbstain from thewm, to reach the right decisions, to change their
. ninds. or to make up their minds, this neurophysiology of governucnt
is central to the use of force, I know of no place where theorists
like me are more deficient in their theory than in understanding the
ways that different governments_can regpond to the threat or use
of force; wore importont, I know of no place where the policices and
actions of governments may be more seriously deficient than.in not
thinking through the wmechanism by which the influence of force is

supposed to‘beltranslatgd into cction within the target governient,

% e ok K R % ok ok ok ok ok ko &

The third point about the use of force in this nuclear age
that I wish I had understood well cnough to elaborate in 1965 I do
not necd to. elazborate for you today. You understond it as well as I
do. Maybe you understood it better than I did in 1965, It is about

the user of the force, not the target or the victim or the opponcent,

The instrumcental use of force, the restrained use of foree, the
use of foree except in desperate seif-defence or in a gigentie moral
crusade, can bc = terribly divisive .oand corrosive influence at home,
I guess I knew this when the Institutce was founded ten yoars ago;
the Korcan War had been iumportant in the carcer of Joseph McCarthy
and nay have been decisive in the clection of President Eiscenhower.
1 knew that three years ago when I wrotc iy book, But I did not

know. it the way I know it now.

T do not know whothor President Kennedy.of Preéidcnt Johnson
would heave forescen the high cost in national unity, in national
self-confidcnce and-hope, -and in the scnsc of fair play that under-
lies democratic institutions, if he had anticipatced the course that
the wor has taken. But I think if it had been foreseen, and if the
actunl coursc of .the war had ‘boen scen as a likely one, the price
~would have been judged too high., The bombing of North Victnom has
probobly disrupted Americon institutions as nrnuch as it has disrupted

North Victnamcese. The war is both too big and too smcll for Anericans
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to abide over on extended period, too big to ignore and too snall

to comiiand either potriotic forver or cobligotory acquiescence.,

The missile crisis of 1962 was brief cnd intense; people hed
to held their breaths ond trust their Fresident, who nlone had
to mcke the decisions, whether we had faith in him or not. The
Domirnican crisis, for 21l the familick reascns, gencrated cnormously
greater discentent; but the biggest decision was alréady token by
the tine people cculd orgue about it or express their discqntenf;
and even in America there ore lir~its, except ot election tiue; to
the ottention people will pay to nistcockes already wmade and aileged
evils clreody comaitted., And the Boy of Pigs, in the end; was
prebably forgiven by most of us whose native language ds Englishy
under & groding systenm that fovours an uptrend in o President's

rerfornonce,

The wor in Vietnon is different. The cost in money, even the
cost in casualtics, might not have cppeared cxorbitant to the
Prcsidents who, between 1959 and 1964, brought us into it. The cost

in political vitality, I feel sure, wos not fereseen,

Is this 2o phenoiicnon of the nuclecar cge? Indirectly, perhaps;
the nuclear ggpe sppears to be an age of coutious warfare, ond caatious
warfare noy tend to be indecisive. VStill, the nuclear cge colncides
with so many cges whose connection with nuclear wecpons is partial
at rost that it is hard to discecrn cause and effect, In Awmcrica this
is the age of affluence and the age of the cold war, the age of
instant communi¢ation and of wmass tourism, the age of Negro political

eumergence, of mass college education, =and of teenage ocssertivencss.

And it is the cge of assassinction. Time mey tell, though
even time has a way of being secretive about these things, just how
all of these phenomena intertwined with the war in Vietnan to bring
us to where we are in American politiesl life. Time uoy even
eventually tell us just where it is thot we are in American political

life.

But to soue cxtent surcly, perhaops to 2 decisive cxtent, we are

staggering under our own use of force in the nuclear age.
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