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THECLOGICAL AND MORAL ASPECTS OF SHCURITY

I must confess that the subject of this paper brings out in me at the
outset all my latent ILutheranism, and a certain regard for the "two realms"

point of view. Without taking that too far, I should explain this initial

reaction in the following way. If one has to make a decision as to whétﬁef':
or not to retain a limit of 100 km per hour on -the autobahn, one might ask
" help from theologians and‘moralists. ' They will drew attention to the hlgh

" valuation of human life whlch the Judaeo/Christian tradition ins;sts upon,

the danger of giving priority to economic consideratlonS'("materiallsm").'
-above a trﬁe concern for persons - and before long you will find youfsélf
;ondering whether theologic#lly and ﬁorally the motor car stands condemmed
. in favour of the ox-cart. Obviously this does not greatly help in the real
world, and you will be thrown back on what you feel to te?common sense‘ com~
'promise between safety and efficiency, with due attentlon to what’ you think
will, broadly speaking, carry the consent of the public- at large. And when'
"you have finally made up your mind, you may well wonder whether_the help you
lgét from theologians and moralists madé_much gifference in practice to the
.solution you could have arrived at without their'intervention._ I simply’
want to warn against our tendency as theologians-and'moralists to under;
"estimate the role of common sénse, a balanced and fair judgement, the proper
attention to statiétical and technical considerations, thch represent oudr
._' acknowledgement that God has given us the capaclty to perceive that two and
| two make four, and there are many 01rcumstances where the use of this capaclty
45 the best way of serving Hlm without too compllcated an attempt to find some
significapt part which underemployed theologians and moralists can play in
" getting in on the act.
The weakness of that position is of course that in experience we know we
are not as rational as that, particularly when we are dealing with something

touching human fears and pretensions so-closely as "security"., In such sphéréé- 




the issues of where our faith and hope is really founded do become germane to
our ﬁnswers, and it is in this sense that I approach thé question, without for
one moment surrendering the point that faith and hope of themselves will not
excuse us from using our reason, but rather may be preconditions for our being
ablé to retain the capacity to do so.

The next caveat is semantic in nature. In what sense are we using the
word “security"? I suspect that there are sﬁades of difference here on
opposite sides of the Atlantic. In Western Europe we have grown accustomed
to'thé fact that wevﬁo'lénger have the means,'thé'ﬁnity,'or the will to achieve
anything approaching invulnerability for our societies from our own resources.
We hope, with somewhat fading conviction, that if the worst comes to the worst
Américén power will prove an effective deterrent to prevent our being taken
over from the East, But in the USA wealth, technology and military capacity
can suggest that by keeping always ahead of the USSR it is possible by military
means to achieve a real security. In some degree, therefore, we are thinking
about somewhat different problems. One side knows vividly thét the issue of
our future does not erend simply on an ultimate military guarantee which we
ourselves could underwrite. There is perhaps some realisation that the future
depends at least as much on how the two European social systems evolve, and
whether one or other or both can represent a wider measure of justice or

humanity than either does at present. I guess that the USA can still keach

. e

old Europe lessons in concern for making public policy correspond to & radical
concern for the underprivileged in'all our societies. Nefertheless, it retains
more of a ‘confrontational aspect viz a viz its fellow Super Power than is think-
able in its weaker European partner.
With these distinctions in mind, let me start with the theological asser-
tion that in Biblical terms man has no security available to him in heaven or
- earth, other than that which he is given by the forgiving gmace of God. Israel

tried all sorts of other safeties - alliances, armies, wealth, religion in the
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sense of tribal gods who were for sure on her side and could be boﬁght. And
at everyrpoint the frophets reminded her that these would all prove fantasies
when the crunch came, and that even Jahweh could-not be relied on to do what
was expected of Him (Jeremiah, the Exile), but retained His sovereign ffeedom.
We can have total confidence in God, who treats us with righteousness‘;nd
mercy eternal, but that involves accepting His priorities where.our temporal
safety comes second to His purposes of justice and love,

This tells us that whatéver we mean by M"security" in its limited military

sense, we cannot achieve safety thereby for our own comfort. = We have to con-

~ sider it in a sense which at times I think I find creeping into the thinking

of Henry Kissinger. We begin with a sense of MUTUAL/ITY with our

antagenist. He is (like we are) the object of God's promises. Our resistance
to him is not simply for the purpose of confounding a contrary will, but

because we believe he has not yet any better, and not even as good, a prospect
of sclving the problem of injustice and inhumanity, in comparison with ourselves.

Te the best of our judgement we have a duty to resist his HEGEMONY -

but we coul§ be wrong. And if in historical faqt our society is overcome by
his’ LA AANA bt s ‘} we would have to see this as God's judgement on our
failure to love justice enough. I recall that in the éarly months of the last
great war Archbishop Temple stood firmly against‘his pacifist friends believing
that with all its horrors the war had to ﬁe pursuéd rigorously. But he
refused to authorise prayers for victory, acknowledging that he could not_ khow
what in God's purposes was the outcome best for the world - though he knew his
own mind on it, with all its preconceptions and limitations.

\ The role of security‘in this context is to help to build arstablé system'
which offers no obvious inducements to one side or thé other to attempt to up-~

set it - and thus to buy time for us all to respond moré fully to God's

'demands for a society in which the wesk, the helpless and the nonconformist and

stranger are heard and protected, and one in which the spirit of man can
continue his discovery of the wonderful mysteries of God. It means buying

time for repentance.




This implies a very serious moral responsibility to create and sustain
such a systenm, | Its object is stability rather thaq agggession. It is
designed as much to provide '"security" for our opponent as for ourselves.
Obviously the lower the level of defence expenditure at which it can be main-

FerRCE
tained the better, and for this reason SALT and negotiatifns for mutual price

reductions are necessary to prevent our bankrupting each other for lack of a

forum.in which to talk.

It is in this connection that I would like to take up the proposition
that Christian witness in this field should include some pressure on statesmen
to "take greater risks for peace'. I have never been abierto giﬁe this idea
any concrete reality in my own mind. Is it ﬁroper for a representative

officialy negotiating with a hostile opponent, at any point seriously toc put

‘at risk the lives and future of millions of his own nation, without any kind

of consent on their part? i doubt it, apd I judge that exhqrtations to do
Just this tend to be treated as rather misty hot air,

‘ The point, hoﬁéver, can be made more realistically in another way. The
stable security system for whiéh we work caﬁ be deéigned to meet every con-
ceivable possibiiity thaf one's opponent might grasp. This is tﬁe symptom of
the search for absolute security which I have described as wholly contrary to
biblical teaching. The Bible denounces it, not just as wicked, but as
foolish, the hunt for a will o' the wisp. And so indeed it proves inscfar as
we never succeed in foretelling all the possibilities ahead, and rif we could
it would prove ruinously expensive to provide against them. The same
politician\kﬁows that it is not poésibilities but proﬁabilities he must éope
withe And in determining what degree of probability to take seriously, he -
has to ask how much of the national wealth can be diverted to security, knowing
that one could easily spend so much on if that there was not enough léft to
develcop a society worthy to be defended. Such security is a hollow shell,

What we have to impress on ourselves and our governments is that the arithmetic

of probabilities, not possibilities, of how much we can afford for a realistic
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security system while being able also to mend the wounds in our own national
society and do ocur duty by the poorer nations - that this arithmetic should
be honestly done, and the tendency for defence to take on a life of its own
should be resisted as ideclatrous.

This is a fairly easy point for Christians to grasp as morally responsible.
The other side is not so readily accepted. It is that a refusal to take
seriously the unpleasant necessity to contribute to a common stable security
system, as far as possible with, rather than against, our rivais, can also be
immoral. This is particularly so when it implies a lazy reliance on the enor-
mously dangerous nuclear deterrent, at the expense of less apocalyptic methods
. of a?tending to local pressures an& incidents which are the common exper;ence of
international life. This is perhaps a ?articular‘temptation in Burope, where
_the churches have often been unwilling to take a constructive and honest position
in this field of defence provision. In effecf it is a refusal to face the awful
.dileﬁma'bf offefiné‘no ripoéggrekééﬁt ohéhtﬁ;tfeoﬁid &eéthy vast areas of Europe,
and so a refusal to devise beforehand sensible alternatives which lower the
temperature and win space and time for heads to cool, passions t¢ abate, and
compromises to be sought. This too is a contribution to a just and humane
intqrnational order,

I hgve in this paper restricted myself to considering "security" in terms
appropriate to a discussion of Defence and Disafmament. There arée wider issues,
not least on a global scale, relevant to the confrontation of the wealthyﬂ north
and the less developed south, which bear upon our moral understanding of world
"security™. But they do. not 1lie in the field of military préoccupation,
gxcept in the sense that the north's inability.so fér to achieve a stable system
within itself except at vast expense consumes extravagantly- our resources which
ought to be employed. in relievipg poverty. This puts a high priority on severy
serious effort of detente which can promise a reduction in the level of defence

expenditure on all sides. . .



criptif et exhortatif. Puisse=-t-il 1'8&tre de la fagon la moins. hachée possible

" sntre des parties qil se succéderaient sans s'interpénétrer, mais qu'au contraire

. contraindre & se déclarer soit comme un rebelle au pouvoir, goit comme un infidéle

Je vais d'abord réfl8chir sur le typs de rapports que la
;parole évangélique entretient avec la réalité du monde au milieu duguel elle est
annoncée. dJe décrirai ensuite 1'etet des relations internationales, tel que je
l'entrev01s dans 1@ situation européenne actuelle. Je préciserai enfin quelques

points d'action possible.Mon exposé sera ainsi successivement systématique, des-

chaque é&lément apponte serve & mieux agir, c¢ar agir sans voir n'est que naivaeté et
fenatisme, tandis gque voir sans agir tourne au scepticisme.

I .Le levain dans la plte

) I1 y a plusieurs fagons d'envisager les rapports entre 1l'Evan-
gile et les sociétés, L'histoire de nos Eglises montre que ces fagons ont toutes
¢té pratiquées autrefois et que nous les retrouvons aujourd'hui.

a) Christ et César. Chacun a un r8le différent. Le tout est de respec=

ter cette différence entre le r8le de 1'Eglise et celui de 1'Etat, du spirituel
et du temporel, de la morale et de la technocratie, de l'inspiration et de 11
organisation. Mais, justement, la di?fégence $st loin d'8tre claire: s'agit-il de

la fin ou des moyens? Mais une fin sans moyens reste un voeu et des moyens sans
o c

fin ne sont qu'un processuss L'effic§cité de la parole évangélique risque de

disparaftre en tant que finalité dela politiques ‘A notre époque surtout, ou la |

compétence de 1'Evangile est fort disputée, ce modéle de rapports tend & réléguer
Christ dans le domaine du subjectif, individuel et privé, tandis que Césgar
occupe tout le domaine institutionnel, collectif et public, Le libéralisme moderne,

avec politesse, et le marxisme, avec autoritarisme, se rejoignent ici pour

préconiser la méhe différence séparatrice. En fait, le célébre passage de Matthieu

XXII, 15-22, sur lequel s'appuie cette tradition de la différence, avait une
toute autre portée. Il exhortait le groupe d'adversaires politiques, pharisiens
et hérodiens, venus embarrasser Jésus, a "rendre" autant i Dieu qutils réndaient,

déja, en fait, & César. Leur hypocrisie, démasquée par Jésus, consistait & le

a Dieua Jésus, en réplique, démasque leur tiédeur vis-a-vis de Dieu, alors qu'ils
se prétendent "contestataires™ sourcilleux de César.

b)Jérusalem et Babylone., Iei, chacun a un r8le antagoniste. Babylone

symbolise la vie des nations qui exploitent, corrcmpent, mentent et tuent. Au
contraire,. la JéruSalem & venir symbolise un monde fraternel, véridique, les

portes ouvertes a toute race, toute classe, toute tribu. I1 faut fuir Babylone
pour gagner Jeruaalem. Cette fuite peut 8tre de nature intérieure (monacale ou

puritaine),. iaolationniate‘(aectaire ou anabaptlste), futuriste (millenarxste ou

utopiato)- Go modilo donne uno . plus graade inportance qpa le precedent aux exigenn ¥
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gences collectives da Dieu, mais ses difficultés sont dvidentes: est-oa afllr qu’
11 faille abandonner & la mauvaise Babylione tous ceux qQqui ne font pas partie du
groupe en fuite? Bat-on sflr que 1la nouvelle Jérusalem n'est pas un leurre et gue-

une margs, ¢s qui incit@rait par contra-oonp. a conoluro que son Dieu, lui ausai, *
est en marge de la réalité du monde? Le célibre paasago de Matthieu XIIJ, 24-30, ° ‘
sur le blé qu'il faut ne pas séparer encore de l'ivrale, rappelle que Jérusalen
et Babylone reatont~ntléoa jusqu'a la fin de l'histoire et qu'um tri prématuré
arracherait aussi 1e ‘blée Le premisr modéls met en luniéro l'hypoorisia des
"politique d'abord', le second, celui des "apirituel seuloment"

'_ ' ¢) Le levain dans la pfte. C'est pourquoi "j'ai choisi lo troiaiene mo=
déls, tel qu'on le trouve dans la parabole de Matthieu XIII, 33,"Le Ro¥yaume de

Dieu est semblable & du levain qu'une femme a peis et & mie dans trois mesures t

» .
e 1
-

de farine jusqu'a ce que 1a'p3te soit haut levée". Dans ce modéle, nous trouvons

-

quelques indications significatives. L'Evangilé du Royaume est, au premier abord,
indiscernable, pestit, m8lé & une lourde pfte. Pour qu'il pénétre, il faut un long
travail de brassage dont le résultat n'apparait pas en cours de travail. Pourtant,
la parabole annonce que la p8te entiére livera, si le levain y a été rééllement
m8lé., C'est donc un modéle, non de face-a-face, ni de fuite, mais de brassage.
Ctest un modéle qui cénfie aux croyants um travail de pénétration, le levain
lui-m8me étant ce que Dieu nous confie. Enfin, il comporte une annonce de banali@ﬁi ;

bien que le résultat ne soit pasa visible au cours de la route. Je crois que c'est |

S

un bon modéle pour insérer l'Evangile dans la réalité des relations internationalql .

g -

plut8t gue de dreaser face-d- face deux compatencos dans deux domdines artificiel-
lement séparés ou encore d'imaginer un monde qui serait d#jd un Royaume, mais un
royaume sectaire, ayant remoncé i faire lever la plite toute entidre.

On peut maintenant préciser» avec plus de détails ce que contient cettte | }
plite et os ez quoi oonsiato le levain, sans sntrer encere, oependant, dans une "4
analyse plus situde, comme je le ferai par la suite. La pite du monda coamporte PR
dvidemment des 'gnflits. Dana les Evangiles, ils lon£ d. multiplol natnros: contli‘ff
idéologiques avant tout,ai 1'idéologie ast ll'attitude d!onpo-blo d'un groups face
& la réalité gqu'il vit ot les schémas d'interprétation dont il diepose pour réagir
& cette réalité, I1™ 7 avait. par exemple, au temps de Jésus, quatre grahds groupes )
idéologiquen: les phariaicns, laYcs acrupuleux. nodornlutea st opposés intérieure~f.1
ment & Romejg lcs lldduciens,plus aaccrdotanx. traditlonncll. composant politique~ ‘,
meyt-aveo Rome; leg esséniens, ermites messianiques, réfugiés an désert, attendant | .
le jugement de-Dien contire Rono; cntin, des silntco, tbiivistq! riligienx, efmnr-
gant le ju;onqdﬁilo bion nur cetto u&nc,@pt. 90;@. toﬁjyurs,:ma*fonlo suiyait *
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‘du temps-de Jésus, envisager deux de cem groupes: celui des phariaions-qadduceena
qui obtiendra du poiiVoir romain, la mise & mort de Jésus, ou, inversement, dans le

-

‘reconnattre judiciairement innocent. Il ne demande pas aux pharisiens de tranagres<

D

L4
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plus on moins les ocolos ideologiqnes ot Se pessentait aussi abandonneo et silen-

cieuse. On pourrait. naturellement, oiter enooro d'autres sources de conflits:

doctrinaux {sur la résurrection, par exemple), moraux (sur l'observance de 1a 101).§;

sociaux (sur les priches et leurs clients, les pauvres), geographiques (uur las,

provinces pures ou'lmpures).etc....-Hais. j'ai préfére mien t.nir & une demcription

idéologique, qui a l'avantage de reccuper plusiey?Ps réalités actuelloa.
La plte du monde comporte également des alglanaes tactiques, en vue d'

un but temporaire, entre des partenaires méfiants. On geut, par oxemplep toujoura

groupe des disciples, celui des zélotes velmgeurs e#f des publicains méprismés,
adversaires qu} accepteront pourtant de suivre ensemble Jésus, A4 cause de l'eapoir
d'uUn Royaume qui libérerait les uns et accueillerait les autres. Ces alliances
tactiques disparaissent une fois le but atteint ou 1'objectif manqué. d1 ne s’
agit donc pas de pai), mais d'un changement d'ennemi ou d'ami principal et d'une
modification de la stratégle & mener & son égard.

Telle est la pAte; que peut en &tre le levain?

Je lui vois essentiellement un double r8le, en m'en tenant aux analyses -

évangéliques choisies. D'abord, la chasse & 1'hypocrisie, quand elle prétend qu'

un groupe idéologique est fondamentalement plus pur que l'autre, alors qu'en réa-
lité, il se justifie en privilégiant tellé valeur,tel projety et en omettant les
autres. Jésus démasque la vie des groupes en conflit qui avaient chacun une haute
idée de son appartenance et de sa mission. Il les contraint presque a ces allian-
ces tactiques qui leur font connaStre le mensonge de leurs pEEL£I6A/ prétentions
a4 l'auto-justification, ou encore leur révélent une fraternité dont ils ne vou-
laient pas entendre parler. Le jugement, c'est la mise & nu des hypocrisies, la
mise 4 la lumiére des options et des pensées cachées?. Ctest le caractére
corrosif du levain.

Mais l'Evangile n'est pas seulement critique (ce qui deviendrait la
nouvelle hypocrisie de la dénonciation universelle sans repentance personnelle).

Le levain évangélique est aussi une obligation de vivre ce que l'on dit, sans

utopie, Bans contrainte par le devoir d'Etat, sans discours sur le passé ou le
futur. Jésus ne demande pas K/PIIAf4 & Pilate de croire an lui, mais de le

ser les lois de Molse, mais d'en vivre la finalité, nl eux zélotes de rEnou&er a
leur combat, mais de ra&fl¥chir aussi'& la violence, fille de la violence. Jésus ne
paraft pas avoir déidéologie alternativo sux autres, mais plut8t. ‘une théologie de -
1'honn8teté de 1'idéologie par rapport & elle-mme. Cette exigence a été jugée par
tous inaupportable. ce qul a provoqqﬁ sa mort. La foi chrétienne, c'est, & cause

de la résurrection, la reprise de ce -double levain évangélique, démasquer les
bypocrisies, msttre en oéuvre les déclarations. Ce programme politigue peut
' - t T - N » - .
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paraftre vague et morallsant. En falt, il ebt’ salubre, cér 1e lovain n'est pas la

. pour supprimer la reallte de la p&te,fmais pour lia brasser et la faire lever, afin 'y

gue 1' h15t01re 1nternationdle ne soitrpas seulement celle des multiples conflits
et des alliances tactiques rendues inévitables par. 1eé‘situatioﬁs vardables, mais
aussi celle de la clarté et, si possible, de la reallsation de rapworts rius
vrais et plug productifs entre les nations.

1I Immobilisme et incertitudes dans la situation européenne actuelle

a) I1 y a, me semble-t-il, trois facteurs majeurs d'immobilisme dang la

31tuatlon presenteo D'abord, bien sflr, 12 détention de 1'&rmement par les super=

puissances qui tendrait & remplacer la guerre par la dlssua51on, 1taffrontement,
par l'avertlssement, l'usage des armes, par.l‘indication de leur possession, on
pourrait presque dire l'action, par la stratégie de l'espionnage. On signale que
télle sﬁperpuissance n'admettra pas telle modification de l'éguilibre acquis & la
fin de la_ seconde guerre mondlalea A certains égards, cette‘éithation'de stabili=-
giggiiggfﬁﬁgﬁﬁiuggii%%ﬁ%%iggg%b, effectuée par deux patroullleurs, coordonnant
pius ou moins leurs rondes de surveillance. A& deux autres points-de-vue, ‘elle

est oppressante: au niveau des dépenses militaires qui sont devenues une escalade‘
rituelle en temps de paix, d'autant plus que le marché des armements représente

désormais, pour plusieurs pays dont la France, une donnée importante de 1téquili-

bre du commerce extérieur, du marché de l'emploi et de la concurrence industrielleo ©

D'un autre point de vue, cette immobklisation des frantiéres est factice dés lors
qu'un pays change intérieurement d'orientation idéologique et que les pressions

a4 son endroit ne peuvent pas &tre directement militaires, mais nucléaires. D'ou,

4 cdté du sentiment de sécurité précédemment évoqué, également un double sentiment

e gaspillage effroyable et d'étouffement inquiétant chez toutes les nations,
moyennes ou petites, qui cherchent l'indépendance contre la domination des

super-grands.

Ensuite, la persistance des nationalismes et, souvent, la réapparition

des régionalismes. Nous ne paraissons pas aller vers des fédérations pdlitiques

plus solides, parce gque les peuples ne sentent pas leur apparteéenance commune & des
ensembles trop grands, & moins qu'une histoire vraimené vivante ntait forgé ces -
.ensembles. Certes, 1'Europe est une entité économique de premiére importance et
elle garde une mémoire émue de son rayonnement ancien, mais elle connalt tant de
divisions (et pas seulement depuis 1945) que i'on voit mal comment elle représente
une réalité supra~nationale, Elle n'a pas d'objectif politico-idéologiqne'commun
‘et elle ne pratique pas une solidarité économique durable, surtout en période de
crise et de difficultés internes & chaque nation.

' Je verrai enfin, dans une certaine répétition jdéologigue, le troilsiéme
facteur de notre immobilisme. Les références aux modéles sont devenues assez

- rituelles. On est passé de la mobilisation a la legltimation, qui cache souvent
une grande démobilisation, Alnsi, les économies dit marché libre ont recours aux
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souvent privilégiées. Pourtant, c'est une immense 1ncert1tude qui rend de l'impor-'

t3nce 4 la variété des cultures, face & ltuniformitd des techniques. 2

J'ai donc esquissé trois zones d'incertituda, par rapport i un arriére-
plan d'immobilisme qul régne depuis trente ans en Burove. I1 faut maintenant pré-
ciser ;quelques points d'action possibles Je ne suim pas certain qu'il s‘tagisse

chajue fois du levain évangélique dans la pAte européenne! Je voudrais en tout cas
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Prenons d'pbord la division centrale de 1'EBurope, celle qui a fait,l' L
B!
immobilisme et qui ‘fait ressurgir les incertitudes, la division Est-Ouest,‘qui i

peut devenir benucoup plus complexe: Sud=Nord, etc..es Lthypoorisie réside sans '
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dopte. dans le ‘jumelage de la coexistence pacifique avetc l'autoritarisme idéologig

pour &es uns et lz défense du monde occidental avec le. conmerce Est-Ouest, pour 101'

autres. Le mot hypocrisie est sans doute trop fort, car ces jumelages valent assu~|
rément mieux que la guerre froide, mais les limites du bénéfice gque les polulatiqu
tirent de ces échanges sont vite atteintes. Il y a des Eglises chrétiennes comii-
dérables dans les deux parties de l'Europé et jtaurais tendance & croire que la *
chrétiente dure serait plus souvent & 1'Est ju'a 1'Ouest. Dans les pays de 1'0uest1
il y a des chrétiens qui votent pour les deux c&mps. Je né crais pas 4 une sorte de’
troisiéme voie, nettraliste, sans contourz asecez défints pour &tre un plle 4t t
attraction. La stabilisation en Europe va favoriser les écl~n;-~3 entre l'ordre i
(1'Est) et la libéralisation (1'Ouest), car i1 vaut mieux poser minsi les deux £8X1.
p8les actuels, plut8t que d'opposer exploitation capitaliste et révolution socia-
liste, ou encore dictature des masses et parlement des citoyens, Il y a 1a un
levain possible pour la pAte européenne, J'y vefrais ane cer* ‘v, mutualité de
reconnaissances possibles: ici la seéctirité et la morslité, 13 1ltinitiative et la

liberté d'expression. Je n'ignore pas les grandes difficultés que rencontrent de
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d&avantaged possible et bénéfique aujourd'hui en ce domaine pricis et essentiels
Quelles inatitutions peuveht,et doivent dépasser le cadre national; non |

pour en faire disparaftre le sentiment d'indépendance dans un cdénglomérat 6quivn-*f‘

que, mais pour unir les potentiels nationaux en vue d'une tlohe qui Jipacse -
chaque payasl A l'évidence, des accords entre puissanp&é'industriolloa ot pays
producteurs de pétrﬂlé, norn pour réserver des circuits privilégiés, mals pour

lutter en commun coptre la misére du Tiega-monde, sont et seraient des accords tﬁﬁ'r

fondamentaux, capables, Je pense, def r&unir un consensua populaire, en dopit de
leur caractére tcchnocratique et, forcoment lointain, L3 aussi surzit une tfche

possible, ol le vouloir moral manque eans doute plus gue le ant?ir technique, ) 4
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Enfln, il faut poser la questlon des normativ1stes, ce mot abstrait ou Té

l'on s'attend a ce que le moraliste decolle deflnitivembnt du revei Me souVepant
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de ltarriére~-plan evangellque que j'ai developne. je di?al que 1a premlerg norma-~
tivité reste la mlae ‘an oceuvre de ce,que l'on d1t, ce. qu1 obllgp la narole a lt
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exacfitude et au551, 1a condulte a 1'energie. Jus%ice et 11berte sont cerbes es=-
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sent1elles. Chacun les revendlquea Mais, la verlta est presque prlorltalre. Son

absence crée la mefiance que la puissance né suffit nuIlement- disaoudree Les

.

églises chrétiennes devraient 8tre des lieux , certes, de’ generosite ot de o

justice, de crltiqu% et de prophétie, de consolation ‘et de promesse,”mals, avant

tout, de vérité, qu01qu'il en collte & nos solidarités nationales, idéclogiques

et culturelles. Celui qui a"la vérité fera de vous des hommes libres"(Jean VIII,}é]f

k1
Jésus 1l7a dit justement a des interlocuteurs qui affirmaient n'avoir jamatks connu

la ‘servitudel: Pour vérifier la vérité qui vient de Jésus Ghrfat, il nous'faut

avouer chacun pour notre part, reconnaftre les servitudes que nous ne croyons

pas avoir et oeuvrer pour le combat incessant et coﬁteux de la vérité, dont dépendj

la confiance e§, par elle, la paix, par elle, la justice. La priorité de 1la

0

vérité n'est pas une chimére, mais le levain. pour nos vies comme pour. nos nations.
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INTRODUCTION

In his annual report to the Congress on the 'defense budget for
Fiscal Year 1975 and the five-year defense program for Fiscal Years -
1975-1979 (Ref 1), Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger gave a
candid and detalled review of the rationale that guides US force pla
ning and plang for the coperational employment of strategic and gqural
purpose forces. Particularly with respect to strategic forces, Mr.
Schlesinger indicated some dissatisfaction with the inherited strategic
posture and doctrine, highlighted certain comtinuing and new Soviet
strategic developments that are causes of concernm in US strategic plauning,
announced several new emphases in the US doctrine ‘that are intended to
respond to risks in the present balance and to £u1£111 the Presidential
desire for strategic options, and outlined the strategic programs cy which
these new emphases would be implemented. E

Mr. Schlesinger's candid and detailed reviev of strategic issues
at once brought a latent debate on the American strhtegic posture and
doctrine into public focus and called for wider participation in that
debate. The public understanding and discussion that he invited
require a moral and intellectual rigor to match that which he has brought
to his own strategic and economic analyses since he.left teaching in 1963
to join the RAND Corporation

Since at least the middle 1960's there had appeared to be a growing
consensus in American strategic circles that the posture and doctrine of
primary reliance on so-called "assured destruction"” provided both an eco-
nomic and effective deterrence against the initiation of general war and,
particularly in view of the Soviet development of a comparable assured
destruction capability, the best cpportunity for negotiation of nuclear
arms limitations between the Superpowers. By the end of the 1960's only
a handful of American strategic writers were seriously challenging primary
reliance on assured destruction. Besides Schlesinger himself, this hand-
ful included men as different as Albert Nohlctette Donald Brennan, Paul
Nitze, and ﬁred ikle.



The last major public debate -about the American strateglc posture
and doctrine centered on the issue of whether the US should build a ballistic
missile defense system, either of the Sentinel variety first announced
- by Secretary McNamara in September 1967 or of the Safeguard variety that
the early Nixon Administration sought. Both systems were defeated essen-
tlally by the growing consensus that an assured destruction capability
should be guaranteed to both the Superpowers. The Wohlstetters, the Prennans,
the Nitzes lost the avgument that the US should have a defensive strategic
option (at least at a low level) to the public belief that mutual assured
destruction reduced both the temptations and the risks to either side that
initiation of nuclear war could be a rational policy. The SALT I ABM
agreement of 1972 seemed to confirm that even the Soviets had joined the
consensus.

In one of the most forceful, but almost forlorn, attempts to break
the consensus and reopen the debate, Fred Tklé subjected what he called
the "dogmas'" of mutual assured destruction to scorching intellectual and
moral scrutiny in a paper published in Foreign Affairs in January 1973
(Ref 2). Now the Director of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Mr. Iklé argued in early 1973 against a "rationality' that banked
all our hopes to avert nuclear war on the presumed rationality of all
possessors of nucléar weapons under all circumstances and undergirding
this "rationality" of ours with the evident immorality of threatening a
swift ("launch-on-warning'") retaliation against millions of the enemy's
non-combatant civilians.

‘While in the public arena the consensus on the reliability of mutual
assured destruction was holding against relatively isolated challenges, the
apparent consensus within the government gave sipgns of ercding as early as
1970 when President Nixon asked in his annual report on foreign policy:

Should a President, in the event of a nuclear attack, be

left with the single option of ordering the mass destruction
of enemy civilians, in the face 6f the certainty that it
would he followed by the mass slaughter of Americans? Should
the concept of assured destruction be narrowly defined and
should it be the only measure of our ability to deter the
variety of threats we may face? (Quoted in Ref 1, p. 35)

And in his report of 1971, President Nixon further indicated his dis-
satisfaction with reliance on .caleulations of assured destruction, briefly
sketched his "doctrine of strategic sufficiency,' and announced that he
had "started a number of studies within the NSC framework to refine further
our understanding of the strategic relationship and the number and types of
forces required to maintain sufficiency.” (Ref 3, p. 171)



By the time Mr. Schlesinger became Secretary of Defense on
July 2, 1973 the search for meaningful, selective nuclear options was
well underway. It is clear from his own first annual report and his
supporting testimony in the Congress (Ref 4}, however, that this search
is most congenial to him and he has become the Administration's principal
spokesman for modification of sole reliance on assured destructionm.

MUTUAL ASSURED DESTRUCTION: A REVIEW

To understand the new American strategic debate and what the
modifications to the US strategic posture and doctrine purport to accom—
plich, it is worth attempting to veview the origins c¢f the concept of assured
destruction, why it came to dominate much American strategic thinking, and
the role it has played in the development of the US strategic posture and
doetrine,

Fred Iklé has argued that the concept began to be promoted by Secretary
McNamara after 1963,perhaps primarily "as a convenient bureaucratic tactic”
(Ref 2, p. 279). By this time, military systems analyets had already
distinguished twe principal roles of US sirategic forces as ''damage limita-
tion" and "assured destruction" and had begun to measure the effectiveness
of strategic forces in these two quantifiable categories. The category
of damage limitation measured the capability of US offensive forces to
destroy enemy offensive forces and thud limit the damage they could do to
US forces and value. The category of assured destruction measured the
capability of US forces that survived a first~strike by enemy forces to
inflict destruction on the enemy's value in a secend strike. Damage limita-
tion and assured destruction were thus, originally, terms intended to re-
place less quantifiable terms like counterforce and retaliation that had
also acquired unwanted emotional impact and strategic implications. - By
proper quantification both could use comparable vardsticks of effsctive-
ness: millions of friendly deaths avoided by damage limitation, and
millions of deaths inflicted by assured destruction.

Besides the first-strike implications of counterforce, damage
limitation quickly proved, by most calculaticns, to be an exceedingly
costly enterprise that could not, technologically or safely, come close
to "damage elimination." To approach that goal would require a full first-

. strike capability which was probably impossible of attainment and could
also invite, in a ecrisis, the enemy's preemption. Assured destruction
fared much better in all strategic calculations. Technologically and
economically it seemed possible to guarantee a capability for some number
of strategic retaliatory forces to survive even an all-out enemy first-
strike and to inflict such massive destruction that the enemy would find
a first-strike totally irrational for any political or military goal.




Since damage limitation apparently could not guarantee that we
would not suffer perhaps 20-40 million deaths and assured destruction
apparently would guarantee that we could inflict perhaps twice those
numbers of deaths, assured destruction appeared by far the more effective
role to fulfill, especially with limited resources. Moreover, and, for
many persons far more importantly, assured destruction appeared to be the
role that would deter initiation of war while damage limitation appeared
to be important only if war occurred and thus to make war more likely
either by our initiation (Which‘was always eschewed) or by tempting the
enemy to preempt and thus deny us our damage limitation.

If the strategic-exchange models and calculations of the middle
1960's told the whole story and were fully believable, it is easy to see
why assured destruction came to hold such strong appeal for so many people.
By repeating the number of Soviet deaths we could inflict in retaliation
for a Soviet first-strike, we seemed to be guaranteeing deterrence of the
initiation of war. Moreover, by emphasizing this capability of existing
and programmed strategic forces - and this is where the bureaucratic tactic
that Mr. Iklé identified comes in -~ we could hold in check costly pressures
to expand or increase strategic fovces without limit. Finally, since:
technology and their weapons development and programs had conferred on the
Soviets an assured destruction capability that almost matched our own,
mutual assured destruction, as long as it could be guaranteed and understood
by both sides, seemed to open the door for tacit or negotiated agreements
to limit and reduce strategic arms compétition and roles.

Despite the fact that the Kennedy Administration had come into office
with ambitious attempts to move away from a strategy of massive retaliation
toward a strategy of flexible response options to meet the variety of threats
confronting US interests, many of President Kennedy's closest advisers,
who remained Pregident Johmson's advisers, ended the decade of the 1960's
reconciled to assured destruction (a limited version of massive retaliation)
as the principal role for nuclear weapons. O0f course, the strategy of
flexible response had always emphasized the conventional capabilities that
were required to supplement nuclear forces, but Secretary McNamara, most
notably in his Ann Arbor speech of June 1962, had also advocated a departure
from the countervalue role of nuclear weapons toward a limited counterforce
role. By the end of the decade that Ann Arbor speech was almost totally
forgotten or repudiated.

In an illuminating article on "The Relevance of Traditional Strategy"
in the same issue of Foreipn Affairs as the Iklé article, Professor Michael -
Howard exapines modern strategy in a larger historical timeframe (Ref 5).
His insights may give us a better perspective to comprehend why the concept




of assured destruction has held such sway in the past ten years. Noting
that in the 17th Century and prior, ewbrionic states did not have a
sufficient monopoly of violence to defend their own populations, Professor
Howard points out that
to hold hostages or to retaliate against an opponent. Traditional strategy -
involving the manipulation of military forces to induce an opponent to

do one's will or face unacceptable lesses - developed with the modern

state system beginning in the 18th Centuty when states had acquired a
sufficient monopoly of violence, hut a moncpoly that engaged only a

fraction of the state's resources and population. After the Napoleonic

era, the growth of technology together with the growth of the modern

state provided for the mobilization of larger and larger portions of

the state's resources in the event of war, resulting in only an uncertain
likelihood that the opponent's will could be affected through the manipu-

lation of forces alone.

"S

trategy” then depended largely on the capacity

The First World War made eclear that the morale

and cohesion of the community as a whole had become an element of strategy,
and the Second World War had to be fought to the finish. The advent of
nuclear parity has produced a situation reminiscent of the 16th Century
since the inability to defend one's population and value has caused the
nuclear powers to revert to hoqtages threzts, and retaliation as the
elements of strategy.

The great difficulty in the modern era is that such large portions
of populations have become the hostages and the potential targets of re-
taliation on both sides, that the threats of retaliation - because of and
despite their catastrophic proportions - tend to lose political credibility
even as they gain technical credibility., Professor Howard points out the
vexing problems of modern strategy that result from the fact that resort
to nuclear weapons appears to lose polltical credibility in rapidly des-
cending order among the following situations:

a.
b.
c.
d.

In
In
In
In

response
response
response
response

to
to
to
to

a nuclear attack on one's own territory.

a conventional attack on one's own territory.
an attack (nuclear or conventional) on an ally.
a manipulation of risks by an adversary.

Thus, acceptance of and preoccupation with assured destruction may
amount to more than seduction by systems analysis and a bureaucratic tactic
and actually reflect a tacit or explicit acknowledgment of a severe limita-
tion on the military and political utility of nuclear weapons. Perhaps
such acknowledgment should be an occasjion for rejoicing: There is a certain




respectability to the view that, if nuclear weapons cannot be eliminated
from modern arsenals, the best thing that can be done with them is to
ensure that their sole role is to be the deterrence of initiation of
nuclear war. However, acts of irrationality, our adversaries, our commit-

ments, technology, and accidents may deny us the capablllty to ensure that
thlS will be their sole role.

We must be clear that the US Miliﬁary Establishment never really
made sole reliance on assured destruction or, even less, mutual assured
destruction the exclusive rationale of all strategic nuclear programs
and plans. However, even for the Military Establishment, assured des-—
truction clearly became the principal, if not the sole, concept by which
strategic nuclear programs and plans could be publicly explained and
defended. There is, perhaps, no better illustration of this than in the
transition from the Sentinel ballistic missile defense system to the Safe-
guard system.

The original public justification of the Sentinel system given

by Secretary MclNamara was that it would provida a peopulation protection
against at least a light nuclear attack, perhaps from China, and ineci-
dentally protect again=z: general nuclear war resulting from accident or
other non-rational or irraticnal nueclear incidents. Even-in supplying this
justification, Mr. McNamara was at pains to explain that the US had no
ambitions to develop an ARM system to protect against heavy attack and
"thus" threaten the stability of mutual assured destruction. When it
became clear in the ensuiang public and Congressional debate that the
public and some of our allies feared more the relatively remote possi-
bility of upsetting the balance and stability apparently ensured by
mutual assured destruction than a light Chinese attack or the consequences
of other unlikely (but possible) nuclear indicents or accidents, the Nizon
Administration shifted the public justification for a light ABM system
180 degrees to a further protection of a retaliatory or assured destruction
capability instead of a protection of the population or a modest damage

limiting capability. While there were some real reasons to fear erosion
" of the MINUTEMAN portion of the US assured destruction capability, this
shift in public justification of a defensive cption amounted to a final
accommodation to the existing consensus on the acceptability of almost sole
reliance on assured destruction.

My own view is that such accommodation was regrettable even though
it eventually resulted in the ABM accords in SALT T and SALT TI., An
extremely high value must be placed on the achievement of agreement as
such, if it requires our forswearing a program that. could have afforded
some protection against a light nuclear attack or accidental launch and
minimize a "requirement" to respond in kind..



Fred Iklé (Ref 2, p. 274) has pointed out how the ABM debate
apparently reinforced among various influential people the pernicious
"dogma" that not only should our announced and planned policy be to
retaliate against the enemy's population in the event of any attack,
but that we should adopt an announced and planned policy to guarantee
that our retaliation would not wait to discern the nature and weight
of the attack. Apparently Senator Fulbright meant it when he advocated
in 1969 a "launch-on-warning' policy as part of his argument to defeat
the proposed Safeguard system.

TOWARD A NEW APPROACH

The principal reasons for Mr. Schlesinger's and others' dissatis-
faction with the inherited strstegic posture and doctrine and its appearance’
of sole reliance on assured destruction may be briefly .summarized along
with a discussicn of the new emphases and modifications they seek.

The "Morality" of Deterrence

First, the inherited strategic posture and doctrine does rely primarily
and appears to rely almost solely on-a programmed and planned capability to
kill civilian non-ccmbatants. On the face of it this is morally abhorrent
and contrary to centuries of attempting to develop some rational, ethical
restraints in the conduct of war. It certainly viclates a principle of
discrimination, and, just as certainly when combined with "launch-on-
warning" dogmas, of proportionality. In an important Public Broadcasting
Service debate on the new emphases in American strategic dectrine, Mr.

Robert ¥. Ellsworth (now the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intermaticnal
Security Affairs) called this aspect of the old strategic posture and doctrine
genocide (Ref 6).

It would be short-sighted and wrong to underestimaté the moral
gbhorrenceof key officials in the Nixon and the New Ford Administrations
with the people-killing aspects of assured destruction. That abhorrence
runs deep in Mr. Iklé's thinking and writing (Ref 2) and in Mr. Schlesinger's
annual report (Ref 1). Of course, Mr. McNamara shared that abhorrence as
his Ann Arbor speech revealed; in the end, he appeared to make his ethical
peace, however, with the apparent stability provided by the mutual threat
to kill civilian populations.

Whether the new officials will be able to give realistic and accep-
table programmatic consequences to their moral revulsion with the threat
(implicit or explicit) and prospect of retaliating against civilians remains
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to be seen, but their revulsion is clearly one of the'driving forces toward
modification of the degree of reliance on assured destruction. The dilemma
they face (as their critics are happy to point out) is that they may appear
to make nuclear war more thinkable (and, in the extreme, more attractive)
as they try to think through more moral ways to use nuclear weapons against
military targets rather than non-combatant civilian targets.

Members of the American arms control community, in particular, appear
to believe - with equal moral fervor ~ that this aspect of dissatisfactien
with the inherited strategic posture and docirine is morally dangerous not
only for appearing to give moral sanciion to the use of nuclear weapons
apgainst military targets (which, they say, would also kill almost as many
civilians) but because, they believe, the programmatic attempts to give
reality to the moral concern would inevitably threaten the stability of
assured destruction and lead to a new arms race and to an increased likeli-
hood of preemption in a crisis. Mr. Barry Carter, a former member of
Mr. Kissinger's National Security Council staff, debated this way with Mr.
Ellsworth and has written extensively on both the strategic-stability and
strategic—moral aspects of the new debate (Ref 7).

The Control of Conflict

The linkage between the ethical aspect of threatening assured destruction
and the stability aspect is evident in 2 second major reason for dissatisfaction
with the inherited strategic posture and doctrine. As Mr. Schlesinger says,
"Flexibility of response is also essential because, despite our best efforts,
we cannot guarantee that deterrence will never fail; nor can we foresee the
situations that would cause it to fail" (Ref 1, p. 38). Horal satisfaction
(and political-military satisfaction) in assured destruction is possible, if
at all, only so long as deterrence by assuved destruction works. Government
officials bear an awesome responsibility to plan for contingencies that almost
everyone may fervently hope will never take place. As Mr. Schlesinger puts
it:

"Not only must those in power consider the morality of
threatening such terrible retribution on the Soviet people
for some ill-defined transgression by their leaders; in
the most practical terms, they must alsoc question the
prudence and plausibility of such a response when the
‘enemy is able, even after some sort of first strike, to
maintain the capability of destroying our cities. The
wisdom and credibility of relying simply on preplanned
strikes of assured destruction are even more in doubt
when allies rather than the United States itself face
the threat of nuclear war" (Ref 1, p. 35).




The question that advocates of assured destruction must face is: "Is
there a necessary disjunction between what we must threaten (implicitly or
explicitly) to do in the worst case and what we would actually do in any
case?" Consistent advocates appear, either, like Senstor Fulbright,
willing to involve themselves in the deepest ethical contradiction and poten-
tial catastrophe of dogmas such as Jlaunch-on~warning or, like Mr. Carter, only
very slightly to hedge their bets, and trust that less than the ultimate
responses might be made in a crisis even though they have not been fully
debated and thought through and programmed for in advaunce. Mr. Tklé is
especially disdainful of this approach (Ref 2). T have already remarked on
his impatience with the alleged "rationality” of planning, by assured des--
truction, to deter only a ratiomal opponent who would see, with our
clarity, the folly of any attemwpt to knock us out with a massive first
strike. —

Herbert Scoville, a former high official of the Central Intelligence
Agency and of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in the Kennedy aad
Johnson Administrations, insists in his book,Missile Madness, that: "Reliance
must be placed upon DETERRENCE. Nuclear war can be prevented today only
by making the consequences of its initiation c¢clearly unacceptable to all
parties" (emphasis his, from an excerpt reprinted in Ref 8). Mr. Schlesinger's
insistence, on the other hand, that "we cannot guarantee that deterrence will
never fail" - even though he concedes we cannot predict the circumstances
in which it will fail - is a primary reason for his demand that we have
plans and capabilities for "selective response options."

Besides having the necessary plans and capabilities for responding
in limited ways to limited nuclear attacks or incidents, however, Mr.
Schlesinger believes that the detevrent function of nuclear weapons can and
should be extended into wartime if deterrence fails:

"If a nuclear clash should occur - and we fervently believe
that it will not - in order to protect American cities and

the cities of our allies, we shall rely into the wartime period
upon reserving our 'assured destruction' force and persuading,
through intrawar deterrence, any potential foe not to attack
cities. Tt is through these means that we hope to prevent
massive destruction even in the cataclysmic circumstances of
nuclear war" (Ref 1, p. 5).

The new American strategic emphasés have sometimes been called a
"doctrine of controlled conflict." It is probably premature to call these
emphases a doctrine - and Mr. Schlesinger, himself, .asks help in thinking
through all that may be involved before his emphases could become doctrine -
but the fundamental point is that we must not concede that at the first
opening of any nuclear war we have no alternative but to plunge hopelessly
into catastyrophe. The primary role of nuclear weapons in wartime - a role
almost as important as the deterrence of the initiation of war - should be
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to bring war to an end with the minimum loss of life te all parties

that our best wisdom could promise. This requires plans and capabilities
for selective responses to a wide variety of attacks, backed up by an
assured destruction capability that we would not be forced to use automa-
tically even in war. :

Habits of thought about the inevitability of the escalation of war
are hard to break. To many people, concepts of "intrawar deterrence"
seen wistful and absurd if not outright dangercus. Such concepts, as
well as the moral restraint not to convey an unshakable intent to kill
non—-combatants - are frequently ridiculed as trying to make nuclear
war "humane" or civilized or even attractive (see, for example, selectiomns
in Ref 8 and the arguments offered by Mr. Carter and his associates in
Ref 6). By attempting to provide plans and capabilities to control a nuclear
war and end it, advocates of selective response plans and capabilities are
accused of a kind of self-fulfilling prophesy that would make nuclear war
more acceptable and likely. On the other hand, intentionally to deny our-
selves the plans and capabilities to limit nuclear war in order toc reinforce
deterrence of its initiation will almost certainly guarantee the escalation
of war if deterrence fails. (See Ref 2 for further development of this
point.) :

Besides the issue of intrawar deterrence of nuclear war, there remains
the perennial problem of escalation of a war that starts at the conventional
level. Because of the problem of the credibility of a nuclear response to
even a massive conventional attack upon an ally, Professor Howard has stated
that "under conditions of nuclear parity, the power which can force upon its
adversary the decision to initiate the use of nuclear weapons enjoys an
enormous strategic advantage" (Ref 5, p. 262). Because of his abhorrence of
nuclear war and his recognition of how difficult ("agonizing') it would be
to take the-political decision, Mr. Schlesinger agrees that nuclear weapons
cannot be a substitute for manpower (a "stalwart non-nuclear defense") in
a posture that provides adequate flexibility and that 'we prefer to force a
potential enemy to make' the decision to use nuclear weapons first. However,
"given our doctrine of flexible response," he is at pains to emphasize to
our allies as well as our adversaries "that the adoption of these and cther
programs does not signify any change in basic NATO strategy; nor does it
preclude the use of nuclear weapons should a Pact assault prove of over-
whelming weight and speed" (Ref 1, p. 89).

Maintaining the Balance

A third element of the dissatisfaction with .the inherited strategic
posture and doctrine is that the high-confidence stability that assured
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destruction is believed to provide may be transitory if not illusory. 1In

this area, the issues of Mr. Schlesinger's "theology and philosophy,"

as Leslie Gelb has called them (Ref 9}, are complicated by his appraisal

of the nature of strategic equilibrium and by his assessment of recent

Soviet developments in nucdlear weapons and missile technolegy, production, and
deployment. '

According to Mr. Schlesinger:

"The Soviet Union now has the capability in its missile

forces to undertake selective attacks against targets

other than cities. This poses for us an obligation, if

we are to ensure the credibility of our strategic deterrent, to be
certain that we have a comparable capability in our :
strategic systems and in our targeting doctrine, and

to be certain that the USSR has no misunderstanding on this

POINL .. vivr vrnanenssecs TRTOUZh possession of such a visible capa-
bility, we hope to reinferce deterrence by removing the temptation
for an adversary to consider amy kind of nuclear attack. Therefore,
the changes we are making in cur strategic planning this year are
specifically intended to shere up deterrence across the entire
spectrum of risk. We beliewe that by improving deterrence across
the broad spectrum, we will reduce to an even lower point the
probability of a nuclear clash between ourselves and other

major powers."” (Ref 1, p. 4,5)

I have quoted Mr. Schlesinger's words at such length both because
‘of the prominence he gives to the question of the strategic balance
and because this is, perhaps, the most controvarsial point in his approach
from the point of view of détente diplomacy and the negotiation of further
strategic arms limitations.

There is evidently a larger area of disagreement between Mr. Kissinger

and Mr. Schlesinger on the question of the present balance than in any of

the foregoing. It is impossible and would be premature in view of the
scheduled hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on détente

to attempt in this paper to go very deeply into this aspect of the new American
strategic debate. However, it is clear that Mr. Kissinger places a very
~high value on achievement of a replacement agreement on offensive strategic
arms by 1977 when the interim agreement of 1972 expires. To him, this is

the only way to preserve the present stability. As he said at his press
conference on July 3 following the last Moscow Summit meeting:
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"If we have not reached an agreement well before 1977, then

I believe you will see an explosion of technology and an explosion
of numbers at the end of which we will be lucky if we have the -
present stability, in which it will be impossible to describe what
strategic superjority means. And one of the questions which we
have to ask ourselves as a country Is what in the name of God is
strategic superiority? What is the significance of it, politically,
militarily, operaticnally, at these levels of numbers? What do you
do with it?" (Reprinted in Ref 10,p. 42). ‘

Mr. Schlesinger's approach is not that of advocating a fruitless
search for "strategic superiority,' although Mr. Kissinger appeared to imply -
this when he suggested "that both sides have to convince their military
establishments of the benefits of. restraint and that is not a thought that
comes naturally to military people on either side" (Ref 10,p. 41). Mr.
Schlesinger has called the concept that guides both his approach to what
would be an acceptable strategic arms limitation in the long run and his
approach to certain new weapons procurement and research and development a
concept of "parity' or of "essential equivalence " (the term used in the
congressional resolution approving the 1972 SALT agreements).

In his view: '

...""we are eager to begin a reduction of the strategic
forces by mutual agreement and on terms of parity. That
is our first preference. We would be quite content if both the
United States and the Soviet Union avoided the acquisition
of major counterforce capabilities., But we are troubled by
- Soviet weapons momentum, and we simply cannot ignore the prospect
of a growing disparity between the two major nuclear powers"
(Ref 1, p. 42).

_ Paul Ritze, former Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for
SALT, is pessimistic about Mr. Schlesinger's first preference and the Soviet
weapons momentum. As he recently testified to the House Armed Services
Committee: "I believe it is not possible at this time to negotiate a per-
manent agreement to replace the interim agreement which would be balanced,
contribute to maintaining crisis stability and lay a basis for reducing the
strategic arms competition..." (Reprinted in Ref-10,p. 43).

The Soviet weapons momentum that principally troubles men like
Mr. Schlesinger and Mr. Nitze is the "massive effort" to develop four new ICBM
systems with "new bus-type dispensing systems, new MIRVed payloads, new



guidance, new-type silos, new launch techniques, and probably new
warheads,” - all under the terms of the 1972 interim SALT accords.

- According to Mr. Schlesinger: "This very impressive program appears to have
three main objectives - expanded target coverage (particularly countermilitary)
with MIRVs, improved pre~launch survivability with the new hard silo
designs, and the attainment of a significant hard target kill capability"
(Ref 1}, p. 46). Mr. Schlesinger estimates that the ICBM programs alone could
increase overall Soviet throw-weight (not limited by the interim agreement)
from the current level of 6-7 million pounds to 10-12 million pounds and
increase the number of their ICBM warheads to about 7,000 one-to-two '
megaton warheads, Combined with other improvements in SLBM forces,
development of a new strategic bomber, and modernization of Soviet air
defenses, the ICBM programs give little reason to be sanguine about either
the durability of the present balance or present Soviet intentions to nego-
tiate an overall agreement on anything like "essential equivalence."

- In the absence of these Soviet developments, a new targeting
doctrine to emphasize military targets, improved aceuracies and yield-to-
welght ratios to improve our capacity to strike military targets with
reduction in collateral civiliah deaths, and certain inprovements in command -
and control of strategic forces would evidently still be justifiable in
Mr. Schlesinger's view to provide the selectivity and flexibility raquirad
to reduce our dependence on an all-out retaliatory response. The -Soviet
weapons development, however, evokes additional prograws - in Mr. Schlesinger's
view - "to hedge agasinst foreseeable and unforseeable risks" (Ref 1, p. 49).
Several of these additional programs, though they would reinforce the other
changes regarded by Mr. Schlesinger as presently required, are regarded as
negotiable if the Soviets could be persuaded to enter an overall agreement
that provided essential equivalence. These programs are mostly long-term
developmental programs and include research on an entirely new ICEM, on a
cruise missile for airbornme launch, on a mchile ICBM, and on an advanced ARM
system,

In a recent and very thoughtful article on '"Changes in American
Strategic Doctrine - An Initial Interpretation," Professor Laurence Martin
analyzes two strands in Mr. Schlesinger's thinking which he identifies as
the problem of "sizing" strategic forces and the problem of dealing with the
deficiencies "in the concept of assured destructicn itself” (Ref 11},

Under the "sizing' problem, Professor Martin discusses those negouiable
modifications to the present US strategic posture that I have here attributed
to the desire "to shore up" the deterrence for the "long haul." Under the
problem of inherited deficiencies, Professor Martin examines the non-
negotiable changes required in the Schlesinger rationale for moving more
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decisively from primary rellance on assured destruction to a selective
response doctrine. !

A sympathetic critic, Professor Martin is quite correct in pointing |
out the difficulties in maintaining the separability of the two strands
that he sees Mr. Schlesinger as desiring to maintain. Harsher critics do
not even grant him a sincere desire to make the separation and see
selective targeting as simply the public rationale for acquiring a hard-
target kill capability just because the Scoviets appear to be pursuing this
capability or because there is an autonomous military urge to acquire any.
capability that is technologically feasible (see, for example, John C. Baker's
article on "Flexibility: the Imminent Debate” in Arms Control Today -
Ref 12). ‘

The separabllity of "sizing" and doctrine may not be as clear in
Mr. Schlesinger's own thinking as Professor Martin avers. Mr. Schlesinger
may be partly caught between his own two desires to limit the growth
of nuclear arsenals and to achieve a more rational and stable posture. It
may in fact be harder, politically, to achieve a comprehensive arms control
limitation providing for "essential eguivalence' and selective response
options than it is to achieve an agreement in which we reconciled ourselves
fully to mutual assured destruction whether or not the other side did.
It may only be far more desirable from the point of view of long-term stablllty

. and rationality to achieve an agreement that steers away from mutual assured
~destruction and provides for hedges against "foreseen and unforeseen risks."

Strategic Power and Political Purpose
I have intentionally borrowed a heading from Professor Martin's
paper to discuss the fourth and last major reason for dissatisfaction

with the present balanue and the inherited strategic posture and doctrine.

Throughout most of his explanations of the need to maintain a parity

- of forces and not merely a mutuality of assured destruction, Mr. Schlesiuger

stresses that this parity must be visible and be perceived by our allies, our
adversaries, and ourselves to represent at least an essential equivalence of
strategic forces between the Superpowers. As Leslie Gelb has pointed out,

© Mr., Schlesinger has -always displayed an interest in the political implications

of strategic forces that almost matches his interest in their technical
aspects (Ref 9}.

The purposes of "shoring up" deterrence to a wide variety of threats
go well beyond the need to provide hedges against foreseen and unforeseen
technical risks. Mr. Schlesinger is unwilling to dccept the severe limitation
of nuclear weapons solely to the deterrence of nuclear war that Mr. Scoville
and other partisans of mutual assured destruction advecate. In an able and
enthusiastic defense of the new doctrinal challenge to mutuval assured
destruction, a fresh strategic analyst (who happens to be an Israeli living
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and teaching in the United States), Edward N. Luttwak, has stressed the
inherent political significance of strategic power {(Ref. 13). Along with
the other noted and notable deficiencies of mutual assured destruction,

Mr. Luttwak notes its political uselessness: "As we have seen, the basic
axiom of the "mutual' version of the doctrine is that strategic power cannot
be applied usefully to political purposes" (Ref 13, p. 58).

For those like Mr. Kissinger who ask plaintively and rhetorically
"what in the name of God is strategic superiority? What is the significance
of it, politically, militarily, operationally, at these levels of numbers?
What do you do with it?" ~ Mr. Luttwak believes the Soviets may be bettevr
prepared to answer than the advocates of mutual assured destruction. He
writes: "It takes intellectual arrogance on a truly global scale to
assert that the Russians must be wrong in believing that more weapons, and
more powerful weapons, are politically more useful than fewer and less
powerful ones. In dealing with a troublesome Israel, the Soviet Union has
already resorted to the direct nuclear threat on more than one occasion -
usually successfully" (emphasis his, Ref 13, p. 58).

The differences between the original doctrine of massive retaliation
and the doctrine of assured destruction are striking in relation to the questicn
of political purpose. The original doctrine - enunciated in 1954 when the
US enjoyed almost total strategic superiority - was intended to have more
political significance than military significance. It was a warning to the
"whole Communist world" that we would brook no aggression- (especially in
Southeast Asia) with our nuclear harids tied. The reality of the rough
nuclear parity of the late 1960s and early 1970s, perhaps as much as the
doctrine of mutual assured destruction, eroded that initial link (which was
even then tenuous) between strategic power and political purpose.

The Cuba missile crisis of 1962 and the Vietnam War dealt the final
blows to the doctrine of massive retaliation and its easy linkage of
strategic power and political purpose: The first, by the apmarent, immediate
success of the application of the doctrine and its stimulation to Soviet
weapons ' development as well as to a stark American awareness of the dangers
of invoking the doctrine; the latter, by the apparent (and probably wise)
wmwillingness of the US sericusly to invoke the doctrine and its tacit
willingness to accept its irrelevance.

Professor Martin is again correct in pointing out that there are
presently very many difficulties in reestablishing a clear linkage between
the strategic posture and doctrine that Mr. Schlesinger now advocates and
political purpose (Ref 11, pp. 163, 164). The least. that can be said,
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however, is that the Soviets do appear to believe there is a link and that
link must exist in their minds between our strategic power and political
purpose as well as between their stretegic power and political purpose.
Also, in the minds of America's allies there must be some kind of link
batween America's strategic power and political purpose - especially within
NATO. It seems reasonable to suggest that Mr. Schlesinger firmly believes
this, but that the exact nature of this linkage cannot be spelled out

in detail. " Surely this is an area where the call for wider publiec dis-
cussion and public debate is most urgent and genuine. The new American
strategic posture and doctrine need most help from America's allies and
friends on this score because they are the ones who will be most affected.

CONCLUDING UNSCIENTIFIC POSTSCRIPT

It must be evident that I am mostly sympathetic with the dissatisfaction
with the inherited strategic posture and doctrine and would support most of
the modifications to primary reliazuce on assured destruction that the new

Schlesinger emphases have introduced. That is not the point I would wish
to leave here, however.

The main point I would wish to leave, rather, is one made by Mr.

“ Luttwak. That is that “For ouce, then, a doctrinzl controversy is really
about doctrine” (Ref 13, p. 53}, Mr. Schlesinger has outlined his approach
in remarkable candor, developed real doctrinal guidelines and announced the
programs for carrying them out, admitted the incompleteness of his own
thinking, and asked for a morally and intellectually rigorous debate. He
has shown, perhaps more clearly than any other American official that, not
only are strategic doctrinal issues serious, they arve fraught with moral

and political significance as well as strategic and operational significance.

The question to which CCADD was initially addressed - What should
we do with military power? - is still open and has been fully joined in the
new American strategic debate. The critical, unsettled areas of this debate
must, however, be larger than an American debate. In particular, the issue
of the linkage between strategic power and political purpose requires at
least Alliance debate and wisdom if not also the participation of Soviet
debate and wisdom. :

’
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NATO's THEATER NUCLEAR POSTURE:

A REAPPRAISAL AND A PROPOSAL*
by

Robert A. Gessert A

INTRODUCTION
NATO's theater nuclear force posture, its composition and deploy-

ments, and the concept and rationale for employment of theater nuclear
forces have been subjects of great concern and reexamination on-both
sides of the Atlantic within the past two years. It is difficult to
single out a primary cause or event that precipitated this concern
and reexamination. However, former Secretary James R. Schlesinger's
seminal annual report to the US Congress of February 1974 (discussed
at length in this forum two years ago) may be taken as a benchmark
that brought into a new public focus many causes and stimulated a new
nuclear debate (Ref. 1). Dealing largely with the US strategic nuclear
force posture and its modernization and modifications, that report
gave rise to extended hearings in the US Congress in the spring of 1974
in which, inter alia, the theater nuclear posture came under critical
review along with the strategic posture (see excerpt in Ref. 2). These
hearings, in turn, led to the so-called Nunn Amendment {(after Senator
Sam Nunn, of Georgia; author of the amendment) to US Public Law 93-365,
passed in August 1974, which directed the US Secretary of Defense to:

study the overall concept for use of tactical nuclear

weapons in Europe; how the use of such weapons relates to

deterrence and to a strong conventional defense; reductions

in the number and type of nuclear warheads which are not
essential in the defense structure for Western Europe;

*Prepared for the Fourteenth Annual Conference of the Council on
Christian Approaches to Defense and Disarmament, The Netherlands,
3-7 September 1976,



and the steps that can be taken to develop a rational

and coordinated nuclear posture by the NATO Alliance that

is comsistent with proper emphasis on conventional defense

forces (Ref. 3).
Mr. Schlesinger's report required under that amendment was issued in an
unclassified as well as classified version in the spring of 1975 and
became a key document in the current NATO reexamination of the theater

nuclear force posture (Ref. 4).

Despite such benchmarks, it would be myopic to suggest that concern
with NATOb theater nuclear force posture is confined to the last two
years and to the US side of the Atlantic. Richard Shearer, Director
for Nuclear Planning on the NATO International Staff, in a succinct,
thoughtful review of this subject has pointed out that in 1962 Henry
Kissinger, then a young Harvard professor, argued that:

The President has spoken of the need for alternatives
between surrender and general nuclear war. To provide
these, a capability for tactical nuclear operations would
seem to be essential. Indeed, it is the most useful -
perhaps the only meaningful - role for the nuclear weapons
based on the Continent. =----In curreat thinking, a tactical
nuclear war is distinguishable from a general nuclear

war primarily by its geographic limitation - a consideration
which can be of no interest to the potential victim.
~~-=[However,] the choice between conventional and

nuclear defense is not entirely the West's to make.

Thus, it is extremely dangerous to reject the notion

of tactical nuclear defense as rigorously as we
appear to have done (quoted in Ref. 5).

That Europeans recognize they have a vital - life and death, if
you will -~ interest in NATO's theater nuclear force posture, including
suggestions for modernization and employment concepts emanating from
the US, is amply demonstrated in a sampling of published articles
and official statements on the subject (Ref. 6-20)., Official, classified
discussions have, of course, focussed in the forum of the NATO Nuclear
Planning Group {(NPG). Since its establishment in 1966 at the suggestion
of then Sécretary of Defense McNamara after the abandonment af the
US proposal for a multilateral nuclear force (MLF) for NATO, the NPG
has accomplished a great deal in accommodating if not reconciling US

and European views and interests especially on the contribution of the



theater nuclear force posture to deterrence and in developing guidelines
for the initial use of nuclear weapons by NATO if deterrence failed and
the Warsaw Pact launched an attack on the territory of any NATC partner.
General Ulrich de Maiziere has described the critical importance of

this forum to the development of alliance policy in his book Fuhren

im Frieden (see pp. 25-32 in Ref. 21). Responding largely to US

initiatives, but with autonomous European views and interests very much
in evidence, the NPG has given concentrated attention during the last
two years to improving and rationalizing NATO's theater nuclear force

posture.
At the NPG meeting in Oslo in May 1976,

the Ministers agreed on the need to improve the effectiveness
of NATO's theater nuclear forces, including their surviv-
ability. They emphasized their continued support for broad
Allied participation in nuclear planning and in NATO'"s nuclear
defence posture.

Against this background the subject of improving the
effectiveness of NATO's theatre nuclear forces was high-
lighted in a paper forwarded by the United States and in
related national comments and assessments from the NATO
Military Authorities. Ministers took note with interest
of programmes already underway for this purpose and in
particular development programmes described by the United
States Secretary of Defense relating to various areas,
including improvements in nuclear artillery capabilities.
They encouraged continued improvements in supperting
fields such as security of nuclear weapons and communica-
tions as an integral part of the contribution of theater
nuclear forces to the overall posture of the Alliance.
Ministers gave directions for further studies, and agreed
to continue their discussion on the theatre nuclear force
posture at their next meeting. These studies and dis-
cussions will contribute to the orngoing work on the
consolidated statement of NATO policy for the possible
use of theatre nuclear forces and the study of the poli-
tical and military implications of modern weapons technology
(Ref. 22)..

THE NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT

Lawrence Martin has argued that the current theater nuclear force
posture developed without benefit of a coherent rationale and doctrine
for employment of nuclear forces in war in Europe (Ref. 11). Jeffrey

Record (now a staff aid to Senator Nunn) argued similarly in his study



at the Brookings Institution (Ref. 23). Implicitly conceding a better
and more balanced judgment to Martin's analysis and arguments, Richard
Shearer suggests that there may have been more rationality and coherence -
particularly in light of severe political and military dilemmas - to the
evolution of the current posture than either of these commentators
acknowledge. All three appear tc agree that the current posture needs

improvement -~ albeit for difference reasons.

In my own view, the current theater nuclear posture evolved over
the past two and a-half'decédes as a function of many complex factors
that could be grouped under four broad headings. These include: the
changing NATO-Warsaw Pact balance, divergent US and European interests,
“thé'deterrenca/defense dilemma, and the evolving techﬁology bf ﬁéaéfﬁnm_m_

weapons.

The Changing NATO=Pact Balance

Fof brevity, I have tried to capture the essence of the changing
balance in the chart shown on the following page. In that chart T
nave somewhat arbitrarily, if conveniently, tried to highlight trends
and changes in terms of the decades of the fifties, the sixties, and
the seventies. For each of these not-entirely-arbitrary periods, certain
characteristics and trends stand out in four interrelated aspects of
NATO's overall posture and in perceptions of the dominant features of

the threat in the theater - particularly on the Central Fromt.

It is common now to speak (sometimes ambiguously) of the NATO
triad of forces: strategic nuclear forces, theater (sometimes called
tactical) nuclear forces, and conventional forces. The second and third
rows in my matrix constitute one view the second element of that triad
and, as I have tried to show, consist of theater deploved or commanded
nuclear forces that are strategic (capable of long-range missions
against the Pact's war-making potential) as well as tactical (capable
of battlefield and shallow interdiction missions against engaged
forces and their support and immediate theater reserve). Other uses
of the expression, "NATO triad", have combined the first and second

rows as the first element of "strategic forces" and confined the second

element to "tactical forces'". It is perhaps indicative of evolving




THE CHANGING NATO-WARSAW PACT BALANCE

- nuelear attack

capability

1950s 1960s 1970s
Intercontinental US strategic bomber US superioricy in Approximate parity in
Strategic gsuperiorvity ‘ ICBM/SLBM and US=-USSR overall numbers
Nuclear Limited USSR strategice bombers established USSR advantage in ICBM
Forces bomber capabilicy then eroded throwwveight
Accelerating USSR HIRVs and accuracy
: ICBM/SLBY US selective, limited
deployment response options
Theater US forward deployed US forward IRBM US SLEM committed to
Strategic bombers and missiles " withdrawn SACEUR
Nuclear UK bombers . ° - | Emerging UK SLBM and Significant UK and French
Forces. Emerging USSR IR/MRBM French retaliatory SLBM and bomber capability
systems . - ‘ systems Continued USSR IR/MREM
USSR IR/MRBM threat capability
levelled off
Theater Initial deployments Levelled off deploy- Rough tactical balance
Tactical’ of US artillery and ments of US artillery, between NATO and Pact
Nuclear tactical range SS S5 and AD missiles, forces with asymmetric
- Forces missiles and AD ADM, tactical air mizes
Initial deployments Programs of cooperation USSR nuclear emphasis
of USSR mobile tacti- with NATO allies | US non-nuclear emphasis
cal range 5SS rockets Significant USSR 58 ! US/HATD efforts to ration-
and missiles missiles with ground alize theater nuclear
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trends that in the seventies, the broader meaning of the second element
(that is, theater strategic and tactical forces) and the narrower meaning
of the first element (that is, intercontinental or extra-theater strategic

forces) have become more common than before.

The reader is urged to examine the chart in detail. Only a few"
discursive comments will supplement the changes portrayed therein. With
respect to the intercontinental strategic forces the changes since the
fifties are well known. We have moved dramatically from US strategic
superiority, first in long-range bombers and then in ICBMs into a period
of approximate overall parity in numbers of strategic delivery vehicles.
This approximéte parity in delivery vehicles is commonly regarded as
establishing a rough equivalence in mutual assured destruction capability.
Within chat framework resort to first use of strategic nuclear weapons
by either side appears to Westernmers to be irrational, although there
are grounds for believing that the Soviets-desire at least a politically
usable superiority in throwweight, perhaps including the appearance of
a first-strike capability. On the other hand, the modifications intro-
duced in the US posture by former Secretary Schlesinger to provide limited,
selective nuclear options against military tdrgets have also been inter-
preted by some as a nascent attempt at a first-strike capability (Ref.
24). |

At the theater strategic force level, there has been little change

since the late fifties in the overall balance in capability to deliver
sheer destruction, although on the Western side there have been significant
changes in the components of such capability. The dominant shift has
been from heavy reliance on forward-based medium range US bombers to-
gether with vulpnerable, land-based and somewhat provocative IRBMs {Thor
and Jupiter) to much greater reliance on relatively invulnerable US
Poseidon missiles allocated to SACEUR. Although the Soviet IR/MRBMs
deployed in the Western Military Districts of the USSR continue to "hold
Europe hostage", much less is made of that in Soviet propaganda since
the Soviets have achieved approximate parity in intercontinental systems
and since the French have developed and the UK maintained a significant,

if not balancing, strategic retaliatory capability.




At the theater tactical level, differences and trends in NATO and
Warsaw Pact capabilities can be accounted for largely by differences in
technology and in the defensive and coffensive orientations of the two
alliance systems. US technology gave, and US "doctrine" and policy
supported, an early emphasis on artillery and ADM systems with low yields
to defeat armored penetrations at the forward edge of the battle area
(FEBA) - quite probably on NATO territory. Similarly, nuclear arming
of air defense (AD) missiles was feasible and judged desirable against
the threat of surprise attack frém the air. Consistent with the with-
drawal of forward-based US IRBMs, US forward-based bombers were assigned
more tactical missions of deep interdiction within non-Soviet Pact
territory to give them a less threatening or provocative role. While
the US was thus giving its nuclear weapons deployed on the Continent
a distinctive defensive character, it was also emphasizing conveﬁtional
defense and the criticality of the "firebreak" between conventional and
nuclear defense. Simultaneously, Soviet and Pact doctrine and force
reorgénizaﬁion'were moving durihg the sixties in quite a different direc- '
tion. Wirh more limited technological nuclear options, the Soviets none-
theless emphasized the centrality of nuclear technelogy to all forms
of war {Ref. 25-27). Though much Soviet military literature could be
interpreted as aimed at developing Western inhibitions to conduct any
form of war, it seems evident from the massive Soviet literature, including
training manuals, from their force reorganization, from their exercises,
and from the place given to mobile, theater-tactical rockets and missiles
that the Soviet nuclear emphasis was more than a propaganda ploy. The
consensus of Soviet military thought appeared to be that the best Soviet
"defense" against a presumptive attack from NATO was a nuclear-prepared

offense - probably preemptive.

Analyses and debates concerning NATO's conventional defense capability
are too familiar and too complex to warrant any detailed recounting here.

The principal point I would want to make for this discussion is that

these analyses, debates, and resulting conventicnal adjustments have been

greatly influenced by the intercontinental and theater strategic nuclear

balances and by the theater tactical nuclear balance and perceptions of



them. For example, in the mid and late fifties when the US enjoyed
intercontinental strategic superiority and no one in the West wanted to
fight a conventional war in Eurcpe, the conventional asymmetry between
the Pact and NATQ was probably exaggerated in order to justify and sup-
port reliance on an early resort to nuclear weapons by NATO as the '
principal deterrent to a Pact conventional aggression. If the worse

came to worse and war broke out, NATO's superiority in types and numbers
of tactical nuclear systems seemed also to provide the basis for success-
ful defensive operations without the high cost of conventional defense

in depth. The emergent Soviet IR/MRBM threat to Europe hung like a
black cloud on the horizon, but it had a more convincing potential as

a deterrent to a presumptive US strategic aggression than as a deterrent
to a NATO nuclear augmentation of a theater defemse against a Pact con-
ventional aggression. As the US particularly began to doubt whether '
tactical and strategic uses of nuclear weapons could be kept separated

in face of a growing Soviet intercontinental strategic nuclear capability
and a theater tactical nuclear capability, US political leaders began zlso
to doubt the military validity of reliance on tactical nuclear weapons

to augment conventional defense (even when the forward deployed warheads
had reached the famous "7000" level). Thus some argued that conventional
parity was attainable if the Europeans and the Americans were willing

to commit sufficient resources to this goal and could rationmalize their
national efforts into a more integrated and militarily effective force
-system for the Alliance (Ref. 28). Under those circumstances of the
middle and late sixties, the forward deployed US nuclear gystems came to
be regarded by many analysts and some key policy makers as primarily a
link to the US strategic nuclear forces that would serve to "deter"
escalation of war from the conventional to the nuclear level and, hope-
fully, by extrapolation te contribute to deterrence of conventional
aggression (Ref. 29). However, the troublesome apparent self-contradiction
(partly resolved by making a deterrent virtue out of the uncertainty

that would confront the Pact) was that if a conventional aggression did
occur, such analysis and the resulting "policy" tended to make the use of
theater nuclear forces a last resort and to confine initial use to the
lowest tactical level on NATO territory to stave off an imminent conven-

tional defeat.



Efforts by the US during the sixties to develop a credible (that
is, deterring and war fighting) conventional defense capability and posture
in Central Europe were frustrated by many factors including: (1) the
US involvement in Vietnam, (2) reluctance of Europeans to appear to be
preparing for an equally catastrophic World War II type of future war
in Europe, (3) the strong nuclear emphasis in Soviet doctrine and force
development, and (4) the now evident Soviet conventional force modermi-

zation and expansion.

In short, NATO entered the seventies - as the Nunn Amendment cited
above recognizes - with new dilemmas in Europe concerning the relatiomn
of the theater nuclear forces to overall deterrence that previously relied
on US strategic superiority or a presumptive mutual abhorrence of any
war that might involve nuclear weapohs'and to conventional forces in
actual war-fighting operations if deterrence of aggression should fail
and Western Europe be confronted either by an attack that included nuclear
preparatory fires from the beginning or began at the conventional level
and forced the decision to resort to nuclear weapons on NATO. The theater
nuclear force posture and its associated policy {or guidelines) for usage
had been developed under significantly different conditions of the overall

force balance.

Divergent US and European Interests

I do not need to belabor a point about divergent US and European
interests in the theater nuclear force posture and concepts for its
employment and how they must be continuously compromised and harmonized.
Neither the US nor West Europeans want to fight a nuclear war of any sort.
However, as Henry Kissinger and many others have long since pointed out,
the choice may not be entirely the West's to make - whether the choice
is forced on the West by a Pact attack that begins with combined nuclear=
conventional operations or by a massive Pact non-nuclear attack that
seeks to expleoit the Pact numerical superiority in artillery and armor
to defeat the West with surprise, shock, and deep armored penetratiouns
before nuclear weapons could be usefully employed or on a Soviet assump-
tion that Western inhibitions about crossing the nuclear threshhold would

paralyze NATO's theater nuclear forces.



Faced with such a Soviet/Pact capability (if not necessarily amy
such intention), West Europeans count heavily on the inseparability of
any use of nuclear weapons in Europe from a virtual certainty of inter-
continental exchanges to deter the Soviets from any initiative. Recognizing
the possibility - however remote - of an aggreésion against West Europe,
Americans naturally would wish to find means of containing it and termi-
nating it before intercontinental exchanges became inevitable. To some
Europeans the American point of view seems to weaken deterrence by raising
the specter of a weakened American strategic guarantee. To some Americans
the European point of view seems to foreclose all options between surrender
and all out nuclear war in the face of a massive conventional attack
and thus in a different way to weaken deterrence also. Much has been
attempted in the last several years to assure Europeans of the credibility
of the continuing American strategic nuclear guarantee - particularly
through changes in the strategic posture introduced to provide limited,
selective strategic nuclear options. On the European side, the EUROGROUP
and its European Defense Improvement Program have attempted to assure-
Americans by strengthening the credibility and the capability of the
forward defense posture on the Central Front. Moving both the US and
West Europe away from sole reliance on a doctrine of mutual assured
destruction, these programs and activities have significantly reduéed

the divergence in US and European interest and views.

The point where the natural, geo-political divergence comes most
sharply into focus, however, is in the theater nuclear force posture
and the concepts for its employment. If theater nuclear forces are
only a link to the US strategic deterrent that would automatically
trigger massive intercontinental exchanges, then Americans have cause
to worry. If theater nuclear forces are only an augmentation to or
replacement for conventional forces in the forward defense area providing
for a war of attrition to be confined to the European theater, then
Europeans have cause to worry. At the inter-governmental, policy levels
such divergences have - sometimes painfully, sometimes slowly, sometimes
too vaguely but nonetheless advantageously ~ been compromised and har-
monized in such key documents as NATO's basic "'doctrinal" statement,
MC 14/3, "Overall Strategic Concept for the Defense of the NATO Area',

adopted in 1967, and subsequent ministerial guidance.
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It is quite possible to argue - as Richard Hart Simnreich, an Assistant
Professor at the US Military Academy, has lucidly dome - that MC 14/3
and subsequent ministerial guidance'have not really resolved but only
contained NATO's 'doctrinal dilemma' (Ref. 30). As Capt. Sinnreich

points out:

MC 14/3 commits NATO to (1) meet initially any aggression
short of general nuclear attack with a direct defense at
the level - conventional or nuclear - chosen by the aggres-
sor; (2) conduct a deliberate escalation if aggression
cannot be contained and the situation restored by direct
defense; and (3) initiate an appropriate general nuclear
response to a major nuclear attack. (Ref. 30, p. 461).

Sinnreich argues that by such formulationm,

adoption was achieved by framing the doctrine in tEeTms
sufficiently ambiguous to enable all parties to interpret
it as they pleased. The extent of this ambiguity was
nowhere more marked than in the role accorded so-called
tactical nuclear weapons. Both the United States and

the allies agreed on their importance, but for precisely
opposite reasons - the allies because tactical nuclear
weapons represented the best assurance that a European
war would threaten the USSR with general nuclear war

by escalation, and the United States because they ocffered
the best hope of limiting a land war short of that catas-
trophe. MC 14/3 and subsequent NATO nuclear guidelines
could readily accommodate either view: needless to say,
however, the inherent contradiction effectively fore-
clogsed any attempt to derive from declaratory doctrine
precise guidance concerning the way in which theater
nuclear weapons might ultimately be employed (Ref. 30,

p. 463).

In his paper Sinnreich goes on - as I have done - to applaud the
political achievements of revising the US strategic doctrine to reinstate
deterrence of aggression and not merely prevention of nuclear war (Ref.
31) and of thée European Defense Improvement Program to revitalize NATO.
He also takes note of the current efforts focussed in the NPG to develop
improvements in the theater ngclear posture., With respect to the latter,
Sinnreich is exceedingly cautious if not pessimistic because he has
found no convincing military utility for tactical nuclear weapons or
willingness to address "the nuclear issue directly" and thus concludes
that "a basic rethinking of NATO's defense concept is overdue' (Ref.

30, p. 476).
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The Deterrence/Defense Dilemma

“While sharing much of the interpretation of commentators like Capt.
Sinnreich, I would be neither so pessimistic about NATO's achievements
in harmonizing US and European interests nor so sweeping in my prescription
for what is required. Moreover, I acknowledge that there is and has been
an important military "nuclear-conventional dilemma" in NATO strategy -
certainly in contrast to the apparent resolution of such a dilemma at
both the political and the military level in Soviet writings (Ref. 27).
However, I think it puts the focus in the wrong place both politically
and militarily to assert as Capt. Sinnreich does that '"The failure to
resolve the nuclear-conventional dilemma constitutes the greatest present
danger to the success of an otherwise impressive US effort to rationalize

NATO's defense posture' (Ref. 30, p. 476).

To put the issue in terms of the nuclear-conventional dilemma almost
inevitably restricts thinking about tactical nuclear weapons te an inter-
mediate role between conventional operations and (all~out) strategic
nuclear operations. 7In that context, Americans will naturally want to
hold off using them until a conventional defense is failing and then
use them only to hold at the next "level" of violence with strategic
nuclear weapons reserved to a last resort only when it is clear that the
violence cannot be contained. Europeans will just as naturally want them
to be berceived at least to be introduced early in a conflict with no
evident way of stopping an escalation to the intercontinental use after
an initial use that reveals NATO's resolve, if that has not succeeded in

stopping the conflict.

A corollary of thinking in terms of a nuclear-conventional dilemma
is to conceive of strategic nuclear weapons as having solely a deterrent
function and conventional weapons as solely a war-fighting function.
Again - if this reasoning is followed - Americans will naturally conceive
of tactical or forward-deployed nuclear weapons almost solely in a war-
fighting role as an augmentation of conventional capabilities. Europeans
will just as naturally think of them almost solely in a deterrent role
as an extension of (the link to) the American strategic deterrent. To be
sure, some Americans may think of tactical nuclear weapons in the "Euro-

pean way' either because they are primarily concerned with the political
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cohesion of the Alliance (of Ref. 23 and 29) or because they have an

almost total abhorrence of any nuclear usage (of Ref. 28). The logical
conclusion of the latter reason is, as Alain Enthoven has suggested, to
abandon the search for a role for tactical nuclear weapons and probably

eliminate the "middle" element of the NATO triad {(Ref. 32).

One obvious difficulty with Enthoven's view is that the choice to
use nuclear weapons may not be the West's to make. Mr. Enthoven's solu-
tion will also be of little comfort to Europeans who do not want to con-
template a conventional war of attrition on the Continent or to rely solely
on a remote - however repeatedly declared - American strategic guarantee
for deterrence of aggression against Europe. One often-examined solution
to the unpleasant alternatives Enthoven's position leaves Europe in would
be the development of an independent, integrated European strategic
nuclear deterrent. The Netherlands Institute for Peace Questions has
recently re-examined this "solution" in detail and with forceful logical
analysis and found it wanting, preferring to live with present ambiguities
so long as (I assume) neither Enthoven nor his most ardent American critics
win the debate in the US about the role of tactical nuclear weapons (Ref.
10). The Dutch study reminds us that there currently exist substantial
European (UK and French) strategic nuclear forces as well as theater-
oriented US strategic forces that provide some of the deterrent value
of an independent, integrated European strategic nuclear force and avert
the many Alliance political problems that an attempt to create such a
European force would entail or the nuclear proliferation that would be

involved if European states separately sought strategic nuclear deterrence.

Among the most ardent critics of Enthoven-type thinking in America
are atomic scientists and military analysts who would appear to wish to
establish the firebreak between tactical usage of nuclear weapons and
strategic usage. In an exchange of correspondeneé with Messrs Bennett,
Sandoval, and Shreffler of Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory in the

July 1975 issue of Foreign Affairs, Enthoven accuses such critics of

doing just that (Ref. 32). With emphasis on nuclear miniaturization
and the lowest and almost immediate use of such "mininucs'", these men
believe a massive Pact attack can be stopped in its tracks without massive

exchanges of nuclear weapons deep into Pact territory inviting response
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in kind and, thus, leading to holocaust. This type of approach to tactical
nuclear usage has been developed by one of Enthoven's correspondents
{Sandoval) and other scientists who see the advent of precision guided
munitions (PGM) together with miniaturization as providing the right
combination for a totally new approach to defeating a massive Pact land
attack (Ref. 33). 1In a similar veiw, the French analyst, Marc Geneste, -
also sees possibilities for a credible nuclear defense force (Ref, 17).

Thus this approach cannot be dismissed merely as American protectionism.

The Sandoval et al approach suffers the same difficulty as the
Enthoven approach in not taking adequate account that a Pact attack might
be nuclear from the beginning and not merely conventional. Alsoc as in the
Enthoven approach strategic nuclear forces tend teo be viewed only in a
deterrent role before war occurs and conventional forces in a defense
role only if deterrence fails. Between these poles, Enthoven would con-
cede at best a dubious contribution to deterrence from the tactical nuclear
forces that vitiates against providing adequate conventional forces.
Sandoval et al would prefer a primary defensive role for tactical nuclear
weapons to supplant as much as supplement reliance on expensive and

inadequate conventional forces if deterrence should fail,

When nuclear and conventional forces are polarized between deterrence
(at the general war level) on the one hand and war-fighting (in the
theater) on the other hand, forward-deployed nuclear forces (particularly
tactical-battlefield forces) will be a focus of sharp contention, if
not irreconciable views. It is perhaps more valid as well as far more
useful to recognize that each element of NATO's triad has both a deterrent
and a defensive role - prewar and within war. If deterrence is conceived
of as deterrence of aggression rather than as "deterrence of war" (a
semantic confusion), it should be made to be as relevant in wartime as
in peacetime even though our ultimate hope is that it will need to be
relevant only in peacetime. Deterrence in this sense is properly a
matter of affecting an enemy's will to initiate or to comntinue an aggrés-
sion. It is common to conceive of deterrence, especially In peacetime,
as largely a function of a credible capability to punish an enemy for

any aggression. In wartime as distinct from peacetime - in my view -
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deterrence continues to work so long as this capability to punish is
reserved in some significant degree, while relevant military forces
(including nuclear weapons) are employed to deny specific enemy objec-
tives. The basic objectives of defensive operations are also to deny
specific enemy objectives with decisiveness. Thus, in wartime, defense

and "intra-war deterrence are always supplementai. Conversely, a credible
capability and concept for conducting effective defensive operations in
wartime is a necessary element in establishing the peacetime credibility

of deterrence.

For Europeans especially - and in my view also for Americans -
theater nuclear forces {both strategic and tactical) must be conceived
of as having,and given in policy and force posture as well as in concepts
- of operations,both deterring (peacetime and wartime) and defense roles.
I would go further and argue that the other two elements of the NATO
triad - strategic nuclear forces and deployed conventional forces - should
be conceived in the same way; but it is vital that theater nuclear forces,

occupying a pivotal position, be so conceived and so structured.

The Technology of Modern Weapons

Our habits of thinking about deterrence and defense are partly, at
least, influenced by what technology has offered in weaponry. There
was a time when feasible yields, relative vulnerability of delivery
vehicles, poor target acquisition capabilities and accuracies of delivery
all seemed to confirm that nuclear weapons of any sort had only a punishing
capability and one that had to be employed fully and immediately at the
first failure of peacetime deterrence if it was to be effective at all.
Obversely, poor target acquisition capabilities and delivery accuracies
also limited the defensive capabilities of conventional munitioms,
making their augmentation by tactical nuclear weapons appear highly
desirable if not necessary against the Pact conventional threat. Tech-
nologies of surveillance and guidance now have advanced so rapidly as
to appear to challenge some notions that had almost become metaphysical
about what is strategic and what is tactical, about what can provide
a deterring (punishing) and what a defensive (objective-denying) capa-

bility, about what can destroy specific war-making or war-supporting
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capabilities. Time and space do not permit a discussion of these

‘technologies here. James Digby's Adelphi Paper on precision-guided

weapons is an excellent source for some of the technical possibilities
and their doctrinal and strategy implications (Ref. 34). Suffice to
say here that this advanced technology should be capitalized on to free
us from previous concepts of deterrence and defense that derived more
from technological limitations on what was feasible than from carefully
thought out and preferred political-military approaches to what is
desirable. If the '"basic rethinking of NATO's defense concept' is as
overdue as men like Capt. Sinnreich argue, we should be sure we engage
in that rethinking on political-military (and morel) grounds rather
than on-grounds.cf technological-limitations or (perhaps-worse)-of

technological opportunism to seize upon the latest gimmick.

A PROPOSAL

As a step in the direction of rethinking NATQ's defense concept -
especially concerning the initiazl employment of theater nuclear weapons
if confronted by a Pact attack of the conventional level - I would con-
clude by proposing for discussion a shift in emphasis in current NATO

guidance and policy.

Current Guidance

Current NATO Ministerial Guidance (appended to the Communique of

the NATO Defence Planning Committee, Brussels, May 23, 1975) states that

The aim of NATO's strategy and military planning is to
ensure security through deterrence. The primary aim is

to deter an attack before it is launched, by making it
clear to any aggressor that any attack on NATO would be

met by a strong defence and might initiate a sequence of
events which cannot be calculated in advance, inveolving
risks to the aggressor out of all proportion to any
advantages he might hope to gain. . . Should aggtession
occur, the military aim is to prepare or restore the
integrity and security of the NATO area by employing such
forces as may be necessary within the concept of forward
defence and flexibility in response. NATO forces must be
prepared to use any capabilities at their disposal (including
nuclear weapons) for this purpose. This determination must
be evident to the aggressor (Ref. 25).

The Ministerial Guidance also indicates that, in order to implement

the strategy of deterrence and defense, NATO needs a triad of forces
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consisting of 'conventional land, sea and air forces, a capability for
the effective use of nuclear weapons for tactical purposes, and strategic
nuclear forces. "These elements of NATO forces should each possess a
credibility of their own, and should combine to produce an interlocking

system of deterrence and defence."
In further elaboration, the Guidance states:

The purpose of the tactical nuclear capability is to enhance
the deterrent and defensive effect of NATO's forces against
large-scale conventional attack, and to provide a deterrent
against the expansion of limited conventional attacks and

the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons by the aggressor.
Its aim is to convince the aggressor that any form of attack
on NATO could result in very serious damage to his own forces,
and to emphasize the dangers implicit in the continuance of

a conflict by presenting him with the risk that such a
situation could escalate beyond his control up to all-out
nuclear war. Conversely, this capability should be of such

a nature that control of the situation would remain in NATO
hands (Ref. 35).

In conformity with the concept of flexibility in response, the
current NATO Ministerial Guidance is deliberately vague concerning the
tactical use of nuclear weapons by NATO, particularly in terms of the
nature, timing and locale of first use. This is consistent with the
emphasis . in the Guidance on the deterrent function of the NATO tactical
nuclear capability, whose efficacy as a deterrent is strengthened if a
potential aggressor is unable to predict in advance the circumstances
under which NATO might employ the capability and is thereby unable to

assess with any assurance the balance of risk and gain.

In theory, first NATO use could be on NATO territory, on Pact
territory, on both simultaneously, or on neither. In reality, however,
a number of factors appear to have converged that probably provide a
convincing basis for a strong presumption on the part of NATC policy-
makers, the general public, and the potential aggressors that the first

tactical use of nuclear weapons by NATO would take place on NATO territory.

Among the factors that tend to lead to a presumption that initial
tactical use of nuclear weapons by NATO would take place on NATO territory

are the following:
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(1) Emphasis in the Ministerial Guidance that the military
aim is to 'preserve or restore the integrity and security
of the NATO area by employing such forces as may be
necessary within the concept of forward defence and flex~-
ibility in response.” The statement stresses the defensive
character of NATO in the face of an implied penetration
of NATO territory by an aggressor. Forward defence involves
the protection of NATO territory comtiguous to Pact terri-

tory.

(2) Reference in the Ministerial Guidance to the need for con-
ventional forces strong enough to "resist and repel” a
limited conventional attack and, in the case of large-scale
conventional aggression, to sustain "a conventional defence
in the forward areas sufficient to inflict serious losses
on the aggressor. . ." The clear implication is that
conventional fighting would be defensive in nature and

would take place on NATO territory.

(3} Lack of comment in the Ministerial Guidance, in public
statements by NATO officials and national spokesmen of
NATO countries or in other policy documents about the
precise character of NATO's initial tactical use of
nuclear weapons. In the absence of such comment, it
would not be unreasonable to conclude that NATO's first
use would also be defensive in nature and probably in
direct support of NATO conventional forces fighting on
NATO territory. Such a conclusion would be supported by
NATO's emphasis (official and public) on controlled,
discriminating use on a modest scale against military
elements clearly engaged in the aggression, partly for
its military (tactical) effect but primarily for its
value as a signal to the aggressor of NATO's determination
to resist. Furthermore, NATC's public concern about
minimizing collateral effects on the NATO civilian
population and urban areas is certainly not incompatible
with a presumption that first tactical use of nuclear
weapons by NATO might occur on NATO territory.

{4) The pattern of NATQO exercise scenarios together with
the availability of deployed nuclear delivery means
capable of supporting such scenarios (large numbers of
short range delivery systems with low yield weapons).
The typical exercise pattern reinforces a presumption
that initial tactical use of nuclear weapons by NATO
would take place on NATO territory, even though most
exercises go on to include follow-on tactical use on
Pact territory and a subsequent general nuclear exchange.

Reasons for a New Approach

If the existence of a presumption that NATO first use would take

place on NATO territory is a reasonable possibility, the deterrent wvalue
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of the NATO tactical nuclear capability may have been seriocusly undercut.
Pact leadership may question whether NATO would ever take the decision
to resort to tactical use of nuclear weapons if the collateral effects
are to be confined solely or even mainly to NATO populace and infra-
structure. Even if the Pact leaders should concede that NATO would use
nuclear weapons, they might well conclude that the likely scale of NATO
first use on NATO territory would infliét less damage on their military
forces than the damage that might be anticipated from an initial NATO
tactical use on Pact territory, or on the territory of both aliiances.

In any event, such a shift in the pre~attack assessment of relative costs
and gains could tip the Pact leadership in the direction of committing
aggression, clearly reflecting a reduction in the deterrent value of the

NATO tactical nuclear capability.

In a similar but perhaps less obvious way, the war-fighting and war
termination roles of NATO's tactical nuclear capability are likely to be
adversely affected if a presumption that initial tactical use by NATO
would occur on NATO territory goes unchallenged. For example, the
military effectiveness of initial tactical use could differ significantly
depending con whether use is on NATO or Pact territory. If weapons are
employed on NATO territory, restrictions on locale, timing, type of
delivery system, scale of use and perhaps other parameters are likely
to result in reduced military effectiveness. Other complicating factors
would be the increased complexities of political decision-making and the
requirements for warning and protecting the local populatien. With
respect to war termination, one might question whether initial NATO use
on NATO territory would provide as strong an inducement as use on Pact

territory for_ the Pact leadership to decide to stop its aggressiomn.

The foregoing suggests the need to consider alternatives to the

current NATO Ministerial Guidance regarding the NATO tactical nuclear

capability. One alternative that warrants close inspection would be adoption

of a policy by NATO that initial NATO tactical use of nuclear weapons
would take place only on Pact territory. Simply stated, the proposed
policy would stipulate that NATO, if forced to resort to tactical use
of nuclear weapons to stem Pact aggression, would coufine its initial

use to military targets on Pact territory. Since there are advantages
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to stating proscriptions rather than prescriptions, however, the proposed

policy might be labelled "No First Use on NATO Territory," indicating

only that initial NATO use of nuclear weapons for tactical purposes

would not take place on NATO territory.

Elements to Consider

The feasibility and desirability of adopting such a policy would

depend on such considerations as the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Policy definition. What points, specifically, would the
proposed policy include? What weapons systems should be
covered? What modes of employment? What about ADMs, air
defense weapons, weapons for maritime use? What area
limitations, if any, should be specified? What about
non-US (i.e., British and French) tactical nuclear
capabilities in NATO?

Impact of the proposed policy on the deterrent value of the
NATQ tactical nuclear capability. How would the deterrent
value against Pact conventional attack be changed? How
would the intra-war deterrent value against Pact tactical
nuclear use be changed? Would the intra-war deterrent
value against escalation by the Pact be changed?

Impact on the war-fighting aspect of the NATO tactical

nuclear capability. How would the proposed policy affect

NATO's ability to deal with the tactical situation at

the FEBA? NATO's ability to disrupt the attack and the
aggressor's reinforcement and logistic support? How would
the proposed policy affect criteria for target selection,
area coverage, depth and intensity of first use employment?
What effect, if any, would the proposed policy have on
escalation tendencies?

Impact on the war termination value of the NATQ tactical

nuclear capability. How would the proposed policy affect

the utility of NATO's tactical nuclear capability to induce
the Pact leadership to decide to stop its aggression?

What would be the impact on the political and military
situation that might obtain when the fighting terminates?

Impact on alliance cochesion. Would the proposed policy
affect solidarity and cohesion in NATO or the Warsaw Pact
and, if so, how? If there are changes in alliance cohesion
on either side, would this strengthen or weaken or leave
unaffected the current and projected threat posed by the
Pact to NATO security? How would the changes, if any,
affect the consultation and decision-making processes in
NATO?
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(6) Impact on NATO force structure and deployments. Is the
current and projected force basis compatible with the
proposed policy? Can current and planned deployments
support the proposed policy? What are the implications
of the proposed policy for such matters as command and
control, target acquisitiom, attack evaluation, and
damage assessment? What changes (improvements), if any,
would be required in conventional forces to enable NATO
to deal effectively with aggressor forces that have
penetrated NATO territory if first use on NATC territory
1s precluded?

(7) Policy implementation. How could or should the proposed
policy be effectively implemented as a declaratory policy?
What are the arms control/arms limitation implications
of the proposed policy? Would they create difficulties
in implementing the proposed policy as a declaratory
policy? How would the policy be executed in wartime and
what steps, if any, could be taken now to facilitate its
effective wartime execution?

Ueilicy of the PolicyHShift

Such a policy shift is not proposed because I believe it will solve
all of NATO's dilemmas concerning the theater nuclear force posture, let
alone other nuclear-conventional or deterrence/defense dilemmas. It is
proposed seriously, however, as a meaningful clue as to where to place
the emphasis that should guide our efforts to improve NATO's theater
nuclear force posture., It would put Western Eurcpe and the US on more
equal footing concerning both the deterrent and defensive uses of nuclear
weapons. It would also clearly have the advantage of removing the notiom
from anyone's mind that NATO's first resort to nuclear weapoms, if
compelled by a Pact attack, would be to attempt to deter the Pact from
continuing its aggression by punishing NATO civilians, industry, and
territory while denying the Pact its objectives within NATO territory -

a motion that surely looks like destroying NATO interests in order to

save them.
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THE REDEMPTICN OF FPRUDENCE: |

AN ETHICAI, ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL SELF~INTEREST

Alan Geyer
Colgate University

-

A delightfully cynical remari once escaped the lips of Count Cavour, a prime
mirister of the 1850s: "What scoundrels we would be if we did for oursclves what
we are ready to do for Italyi : '

. This paper concerns the dialectic between personal and national morality. But,
. soon or late, a discussion of ethics and the national ihterest will also pit ind1v1d-
| ual‘"n v3. collectivism, idealism vs, realism, ideology vs. pragmatism, principles
Ve vihuationism, and -- if theologians or eccle81astlcal functionaries are permitted
G0 JOln in -- religion vz, politics,

| Tt is my premise that suph dialectics may be useful up to a point, provided
thoy £211 short of shattering the conviction that the many dimensions of truth do
not ultimately contradict oue another. We must constantly keep working at the tasks
af raconciliation, not only to overcome estrangements ameng groups and nations, bhut
elso tc overcome the partitions of our own Ealkanized mlnds. :

So: religicus ethics and political reality carnect, and must not, be sundered
into ‘o saparate, soverign doinzing, with only irregular- courier service between
 %hem, My nation is that ethics and politics must be breught into a kind of federal
z,lqthwvhip in whish each accepts the legitimacy of the other, there is the Tullest
possible intercourse hetween them, and both acknowledge a transcendent humanist faith.

T, NATIOWAL INTEREST AND NATIONAL STYLE

‘ Whatever the dialectics of a general discussion of ethics and national interest,

- we Americans bring a peculiar duelism teo it -~ a dualism virtually emounting to

‘ culinral schisopirenia. While our official rhetorlic ccncerning the Indnchina War
thog hean Inaded with erpressions "f this schizarhrenia (as we shall sec), let us
‘Firsy ropair to more ancient rhetoric feor evidencs

A

In his inaugural address in 1845, just a year before the expansionish Mexlean
Viar, Progident Polk provided one cof the truly ciassic affirmations of the American
charaatar under God, in all of its prov idontial bheneficance:

. Poraign powers do not seem o anores iate the true character
- L of ouw “o"ﬁlnn,RUo Our Uaion is a confedaraticn of independent
| *ates, whose policy is peace with P“PH other and all ths world.
+n #&nlarge its limits is to extend the dominions of peace ovo:
Tonal territories and incressing millions., The world hw:
Ang 4o fear from military ambition in our goverument.

el

ol

This 10 an imperial projection of natioral interest which askg tha vorid to believe
in the disinterasted benevolence of cur peaceful intentleons.”

r
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My alltime favorite in this genre came from President Theodore Roosevelt in the
midst of another controversy over imperialism -- and that concerning a nation with
whom we have yet to develop a relationship founded upon either a reasonable view of

" national interest or a mature ethical perspective: Cuba., TR said 70 years agos

I urge the adoption of reciprocity with Cuba, not only because

it is hinently for our own interests to control the Guban market
and by every means to foster our supremacy in the tropical lands
and waters south of us, but alsc because we ., . . should make our
gister nations of the American continent feel . . . that we desire
to show ourselves disinterestedly and effectively their friend.

In such utterances as these (and there are many of them), blatant. moralism combines
with aggressive declaratlons of gelf-interest,

It is perhaps too simple, if not altogether unfair, to put this dualism down as
a shameful display of hypocrisy, There are very deep cultural roots of this moral=-
political schizophrenia. The philosopher Santayana once said that the American
nation had been launched with a certain "metaphysical passion" which issued in a
sense of moral apartness from other nations. This spiritual isolation is a compound
of at least four things: (a} Puritan certitude in being a Chosen People; (b) a
npsychic necessity" to reject the Europe of our fathers (Max Lerner); (c) long
absorption in our internal and material development; and (d) the experience of geo-:
graphical and cultural isolation prior to the communications and transpertation
revolutions,: : :

These roots nurtured a national style of the most pqradoxical traits:
i

America fostered the most messianic pretensions alongside a special brand of
*tolerance: +the "melting pot."

Awerica became the most consplcuously rellglous nation and the most grossly
materlallstlc nation.

America mixed the most intense moralism and idealism with a native genius of
pragmatism,

America exhibited a fervent legalism ("There ought to be a law!") and an
enthusiastic voluntarism, _ e

America encouraged the most generous humanitarianism but is still unable to
accept the welfare state.

America unleashed the most notorious individualism but is almost uniquely
burdened with social pressures to conform. ‘

America was a revolutionary nation which has become counter-revolutionary in
ordser to protect its own vision and interests,

Amerlca has a singular "Founding Father complex" even while sloughlng off any -
serious or continuing sense of history.

These unresolved paradoxes have enormous implications for our attempts to grasp
the relationship between ethics and national self-interest in this country. They
suggest that we are in deep trouble on both counts, We do not have a very wide-
gpread or mature ethic 4o guide and chasten our notions of national imterest. On
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the other hand, we do not seem to have very clear or cogent conceptlons of national

. interest to bemper our moral dispositions, Underlying both deficiencies is what I

believe to be an absolutely dangerous 1dent1®y crisis about our own pationhood -- to
which I shall return near the end of this paper.

There is a severe dissociation of vital elements iﬁ our cultural heritage which
makes our subject a peculiarly vexing one. At the risk of exaggerating this dis-
sociation, let me propose the following:

(1) Both our intellectual and our domestic political traditions are largely prag-
matic and non-ideological. .

(2) However, there is a strong anti-political bias in the intellectual community,
matched by an equally strong anti-intellectual animus in the political com-
munity, .

(3) Our most characterlstlc moral tradition, especially in the religlous community,
is both anti-intellectual and antl—polltlcal

(4) our cdiplomatic tradition is messianic and moralistic, not least because of
religicus conditioning, but it also partakes of the anti-political biases of
the religious and intellectual communities and the anti-intellectual biases of
the religious and political communities. :

We do not have an integrated humanist perspective on either politics or forelgn
policy, nor do either our politicians or scholars have an integrated humanist per-
spective on religion. By "integrated humanist perspective,” I mean to suggest a

- wholistic outlook in which disparate disciplines and vocations accept one another as
‘ natural, necessary, and legitimate partners in the development of personal and

Qo
. scholars and.polltlclans. Politicians are embarrassed, uncomfortable, and/or re-

social 1life. 1In America, however, clergy are anxious and insecure in the company of

sentful when confronted by clergy on other than ritual occasions; politiclans are
suspicious of scholars and they are inhospitable and contemptuous toward diplomatse
Diplomats regularly curse politicians for cbstructing the arts of diplomacy, scorn
clergy for their moralism and missionary zeal, and discount the relevance of
geholars. Scholars disdain both politicians and clergy.

These well-developed antipéthies are undercurrents, if not surface waves, in
most discussions of the national interest. Occupatxonal aggressiveness and de-
fensiveness substitute for authentic dialogue.

It is a symptom of this dissociation that the concept of national interest
should so often have been advanced and attacked in either/or debates between self-
styled "reslists" and so-called "idealists." In such debates, we have usually been
asked to choose between two mutually exclusive constructs: (a) the national interesi,
which is said to be rational, modest, clearsighted, responsible; and (b) a universal
ethic which claims to tranacend nationalism and which has a vision of a just and
humane world order,

. These are false and self-defeating polarities. It is only when each of these
ideas is interpreted in terms of the other that a fully responsible foreign policy
hecomes, possible,

IT. THE VIRTUES OF NATIONAL INTEREST

An ethical appraisal of the national interest requires some kind of balance
gheet in which the virturesand the vices of the concept are tallied,
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The realist-idealist debate has illumined significant ethical questions, even if
it has tended to force false choices upon us. The "realists" -- such as Walter
Lipprtan , Reinhold Niebufh) George Kennan, Hans Morgenthau -- have regularly in-
velghed against "moralism" in defending the doctrine of national interest, But the
"realists," without always making their own moral concerns expliecit, have brought
certain basically ethical matters to the fore,

1. ©National self-interest is stressed as a civilized alternative to the fanaticism
of arrogant crusaders and ideologues. As such, national interest is held to be the
ally of nonviolence, or at least restrained viélence: it mitigates the extremities

of human suffering because it is a rational check on the otherwise uncontrollable
passi?ns of moral indignation. "It is a curious thing," Kennan once wrote, that
moralism, "rooted as it unquestionably is in a desire to do away with war and vio-

. lence, makes vioclence more enduring, more terrible, and more destructive to political
stability than did the older motives of national interest. A war fought in the name
of high moral principle finds no‘earlyQEhd short of some form of total domination."
While "realists" have been wont to stress the lack of pretension in such self-interest
ravher than any positive virtues, this is obviously an appeal for humility, tolerance,
and civility in relations among nations. 4nd that's good! And quite ethical -- buf
hardly a non-moral approach to foreign policy, It is a preference for one set of
morals over another,

2. Naticnal self-interest is billed as a more objective approach to the real problems
and actual situatiouns which governments confront in world politics than is the pur-
portedly utopian, visionary style of the idealists. This billing is backed with the
claim that nation-states remain the major actors in the world arepa -- the United
Nations, international law, Spaceship Earth, and Global Village notwithstanding.

The concept of "interest defined in terms of power" is, for Morgenthau, the "main
signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the landscape of inter-
national polities." OSuch an assumption allows us to think as the statesman does,

and as "disinterested observers we understand his thoughts and actions perhaps better
than he; the actor on the political scene, does himself." Perceiving these realitles
of interests in action makes for more responsible attitudes toward the capacities and
limitations of government. Such an appeal is not necessarily a-moral: it character-
istically springs from a commitment to relevant and responsible service in meeting
the security and welfare needs of people.

3, The national interest is exalted as a demand that the nation as a whole be served,
above and beyond any partial, private, or petty interests. As such it is a community
imperative, not simply a selfish or greedy claim. Sothere, too, there is ethilcal
content in the doctrine., Citizens, institutions, enterprises, associations are en-
joined to be disinterested in serving the nation: '"Ask not what your country can do
for you: ask what you can do for your country." :

i, The national interest is advanced as a principle of trusteeship which the gov-
ernment assumes for the general welfare. This is the other side of the contract:
"citizens serve the community, leaders serve the people. Trusteeship is not an a-
moral idea: it is a lofty relationship of obligation to the people. To violate
national interests may be to betray this trust. Alexander Hamilton wrote in
Pacificus: "Existing millions, and for the most part future generations, are con-
cerned in the present measures of a government; while the consequences of the private
astion of an individual ordinarily terminate with himself, or are circumscribed with
a narrow compass." From this trusteeship perspective, government leaders have no
right to be "unselfish" with the interests of the people they are sworn to serve and
protect. What may be condemned by idealists as national "selfishness! often turns
out to reflect a high standard of accountability for the survival and wellbeing of
the citizens from whom leaders derive their power and their right to govern.
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5. Finally, national self-interest is featured as-the.empirical-principle which

-makes nations intelligible and trustworthy to each other. Governments depend on

other governments to behave more or less rationally in meeting their cwn vital needs.

- Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., a faithful student of "realism," puts it this way: "“No

nation that rejects national interest as the mainspring of its policy can survive;
nor; indeed, can any nation be relied upon that acts against its national interest.
Without the magnetic compass of national interest there would be no regularity and
predictability in international affairs." We are therefore urged to believe that a
more or less dependable framework of expectations and understandings is made p0831ble
by the universal acceptance of the doctrine of national interest. :

These positive values -- humility, objectivity, community, trusteeship, de-
pendability -« add up to the observation that national self-interest is not so much
an escape from ethics in world affairs as it is & alternative ethic. Too many

persons tend to seek in this doctrine a refuge from the rigors of ethical analysis,
They don't want to be caught sounding "utopian" or "moralistic." National interest,
standing alone, may not be a complete ethic -- but it is anything but a non-ethic,

I1X. THE VICES OF NATIONAL INTEREST

To make the concept of national interest a more complete ethic, we must identify
a considerable list of ethical problems too frequently associated with the doctrine.

1. Naiional self-interest, in too many cases, simply becomes raison d'état -~ that
is, an unjustified, unsubstantiated claim which, far from being humble and tolerant,
becomes as arrogant and oppressive as any moralism or ideology. Terrible things

have been done in the name of "national interest® or "national security" or "military
necessity" -- from concentration camps for Japanese-Americans to Hiroshima, from
gobbling  up "buffer states" to persecution of dissenters.

There is an unacknowledged contradiction in the realist analysis at just this
point. First we are told that national interest is a restraining and civilizing in-
fluence, in contrast with moral passion. But then we are told that national interest
is a concep® which illuminates the darkest, most demonic underside of a nation's
atruggle for power. Morgenthau asks:

Why should we not admit that American foreign policy has been
generally hardheaded and practical and at times ruthless? Why
should we deny Jefferson's cunning, say, in'the Puget Sound
affair, the cruelty with which the Indians were treated, and
the faithlessness with which treatles with the Indians were
cast aslde? We know that this is the way all nations are when
their interests are at stake -- so cruel, so faithless, 50
cunning.

‘Certainly there is something wrong with'a doctrine which, proponents claim, is at

once more humane than idealism and the best clue to barbarism in foreign policy.
2, MNational self-interest is as much of an abstraction as any more conspicuously
ethical principle. Both the effort to give it content and putting it ioto practice
are subject to unending conbtroversy. We may agree broadly that national interest
iavolves such basics as the survival and welfare of the nation. But the require-
ments of survival and the meaniung of welfare are seldom self-evident and indisputable,
even at the most general policy levels. All moral invocations aslde, every major
forelgn policy dispute in modern American history -- from the Spanish-American War

to the Indochina War, from Versailles to the SALT tallis, from Hawley-Smeoot to the
Keunady Round ~- has been beset with contrary claims as to the content of thse
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national inverest. Rationality and objectivity, while desirable reatures of pollcy
analysis, can almost never be guaranteed simply by saying: "Let's not be moralistic
about this problem. Let's take a realistic view of what our national interest re-
guires." The pretense of realism can be as airrogant and self-defeating as the
pretense of idealism

The ethically sensitive observer will therefore note that in international
affairs there is not simply argument about vhat ought to be: there is almost un-
interrupted argument about what 13, what has beLn, and what will be., The facticity
of foreign policy is often more broblematical than the choice of ethical principles.
For decision-makers, there is typically a moral void beyond all the intelligence re-
ports and all the available data: a void in which one must select and give priority
and meaning to what are presumed to be facts. V'hether that process of selection,
priority- and meaning- giving is seen as an ethical task or as a definition of the

~national interest may not matter too much: the requirements of imagination in coping

with factual claims are not radically different from those involved in coping with
moral claims, The invocation of national interest does not necessarily tell us any-
thing about what is really "realistic" in a situation,

Two secretaries of state, John Foster Dulles and Dean Rusk, seemed to present
marked contrasts. in their diplomatic styles. Dulles was big on the rhetoric of
ideology and moralism and on visible personal initiatives; Rusk was characteristically
a soft-spoken proponent of the national inmterest who preferred to stay in the back-
pground.  There were certainly major differences in their approaches to administra-.
tion and the Foreign Service., But their world-~views, their priorities, their judg-
rments about communism, China, and Vietnam were much the same. (Whether this has
any relationship to the fact that both were, like Woodrow Wilson, the sons of

Presbyterian preachers is perhaps not for Lutherans to decidel)

3. National self-interest is a concept which has seldom been geared in with the
dynamics of change in a world racked with revolutions. The weight of realist anal-
ysis is fraught with notions of permanence and the status guo. Interests are to be
protected -- but seldom overthrowm, transforied, or redirected, There is thus an
establishmentarian bias: a preoccupation with officialdom and its defenses, to the
neglect of social and economic flux and the metamorphoses wrought by technology.
There is also a tendency to view the behavior of smaller and younger states through
the spectacles of greater and older states, especlally nineteenth century spectacles.

Stanley Hoffman, one of the more lucid theorists of world politics, bas written:
"The conception of an objective and easily recognizable national interest is one
which makes sense only in a stable period in which the participants play for limited
ends, with limited means, and without domestic kibitzers to disrupt the players!
moves." Sirce 1945, however, survival itself has almost always been in question,
and "the most divergent courses of action can be recommended as choices for survival."
Hoffran believes that *“the realist analysis fails because it sees the world as a

_ ptatic field in which power relations ieproduce themselves in timeless monotony."

4. Tre appeal to national self-interest is also chronically short-sighted with
reference to the span of time. What scems to be in the national interest now tends,
with depressing frequency, to be contrary to the longer range needs of the natien.
On this scare, the isolaticnist rejection of the League of Nations, protectionist
tariffs, the dropping of atomic bombs, nuclear testing, the short-changing of social
services for the sake of the warfare state, exorbitent corporate profits at the
expanse of healthful air and water and public safeby, two decades of lrying to
isolate China, unequal terms of trade with poor nations, a war in Indochina which
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ripped apart the fabric of all our own institutions even while devastating the
people, institutions, ard landscape of Indochina itself -~ these policies and others
must be accounted national disasters because of their long~range consequences, even
though they have all been defended in the name of national interest.

There are moments when persons of the deepest ethical concern should set aside
their theolcgical and moral language and meet the proponents of national interest
squarely on those grounds of interest, On those grounds they must push hard for a
wider range of data, for a projection of interests over years and generations to
come, for a more agpressive inquiry into the ultimate ramifications amd implications
of present and proposed policies. Pragmatists forever fault moralists for not heed-
ing consequences; we badly need persons of moral imagination who will forever push
pragmatists to take a much larger view of the scope of consequences, In America,
pragmatists and moralists alike have too short an attention span. Hard-core devotees
of the 'now generation" are papthetically all-American in their lack of historical
appreciation and antlclpatlon.

Edmund Burke (whose classic deflnitlon of a politlcal party inteprated
'mational interest" with "principle") may now seem too mystical in his languape about,
the state and its interests, but he did have a time perspective which Americans, of
all peoples, need. Tre state is rightly a tpartnership not only between those who
are living, but between those who are 1living, those who are dead, and those who are
to be born." Trusteeship for the nation requires lomg-term vision.

5. The claim that "national interest® hag been effective in transcending "special
interests" within the nation is very difficult to sustain. Politlical factions,
class elites, economlc enterprises, ethnic groups, religious potentates have all
pretended to identify the national interest with the aggrandizement and protection
of thelr own sub-national interests, 'Thus national interest is as subject to
rationalization and manipulation as any more blatant ideolegy or moralism,

Charles Beard's historical study, The Idea of the Wational Interest, traced the

-docirine's ancestry to the "will of the prince" and '"dynastic interests." Beard

finally denounced American versions of nallional interest as pious frauds which
cloaked internal economic interests, notably in the struggle between trade-hungry
merchants and land-hungry planters for control of U,S. foreign policy,

_ The vulnerability of an ldea to cynical manipulation does not invalidate the
idea itself, The history of public rhetoric consists largely of the exploitation
of the noblest ideas by chauwvinists, counguerors, castes, rebels, and salesmen, If
vwe retain the idea of national interest for any legitimate uses at all, we cannot
very well demonstrate that it is more efficacious on this score than an ideolo-
gical credo or a moral principle. And that is at least partly because, as we shall
soon stress again, national interest cannot escape being an ideological and moral
construct itself, :

6. One more problem with the doctrine of national intercst is that it tends to
be extremely artificial in isolating national goals and actions from the rest of
the international scene, The world is mare and more a single, shared biosphere,
full of common threats and systems, interlocking rescurces and networks of inter-
dependence, transnational values and aspirations, Froponents of national interest
often amend their concept to allow for “matual interests" -~ but, just as often,
mutual interests are perceived as contingent and coincidental, not as common
responses to transnational phenomena. Policy-makers are 1nc1ea51nply confronted
with urgent problems which require cooperative solutions internationally -- resource
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doepletion and monetary 1ns%a}11ltv, to moation just two of the most threatening. As
the self-sufficiency of even ths most wealthy and militarily powerful states declines,
the idea of national in%terest requires an inereasingly cogent framework of intor.
national concepts if it is to retain any utility, Certainly it can no longer be
featured as "the main signpost' onm the "landscape of international politics,®

So the iisbiiities of the interest doctrine ars at least as substantial as the
assets: tendencies to barbarism, contentious abstractions, static bias, short
time span, exploitability, domestication,

IV, VIETNAM AND.THE NATIONAL INTEREST

The scheme of this paper has been to break down the old partition between
realists! and "idealists" conceming ihe importance of interests, Omne camp starts
with pewer defined as interests and discovers that interests cannot be perceived
without scme scheme of ethical valuation, The other camp starts with ethical prineci-
ples btut is obliged to translatve bhose principles into policies which will serve the
inteiests of nations. Sometimes one wonders whether it matters which starting-point
you take,

Ta:e Victnam, U.S. prosecution of the war was rationalized on the grounds that
Southeast Asis ad a vital strategic importance in the "forward defense" of the
nation; that the dafeat of South Vietnem might result in a "world cut in two by
Asian communism"; that the strupele was a "test caset for American capabilities in
resisting "wars of liberation" fomented by communists; that the prestige of the
U,S5. was at stzke in honoring its commitments, that the” American stake in "organizing
a durable peace" fourded upon "rational rules of conduct! required our 1ntervent10n -
in these and other ways was natlonal self-interest invoked,

But -- curious thing! -- the most celebrated protaponlsts of national self-
interest opposed the war, Political "realists' Morgenthau, Kennan, Lippman, and
Wiebuhr (aleng with Senators Fulbright, Mensfield, McCarthy, and others) all argued
that the nation had no vital interest at stake in escalaling or continuing the war,

As the war did escalate, and strategic doubts grew, moralistic sanctions also
escalated, President Johnson, having already ccimenced the bombing and arrived-
at the brink of committing massive ground forces, declared in his April 1965 address.
at Johns Hopkins University: '"We want nothiing for .ourselves, only that the people
of South Vietnam be allewed to pguide their o country in their om way." This
about-face frem bald claims of strategic self-interest to a pious disinterestedness
was grected by Edmurd Stillman and William Pfaff thusly:

There is entirely too much truth in the repeated American asserticns
that we seek no advantage, no territory, no bases, no clients, from
this war, It might have been better if we did. #s it is, we are
left with a war of beiief . , . . Terrible things are to be dcne
in such a war., The enemy is uncompromising and brutal. Torture,
.assassination, impalings, intimidation, and kidnaping are zmong
his methods, e, in turn, are implicated in the destruction of
villages, in civilians killed beczuse they cannot be distinguished
from combatants; we acquiesce in brutalities and torture by allies
- and mercenaries, in tfree-zone! bombings. . . . It becomes hardly
admissible %o contemplate an alternative, since now our maral
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investments are as large 'as our material and political commitments
« « « » We are morally committed because all the deaths and all’
the horror must be vindicated by an outcome that can concpivably
justify tte interpretations we have piven thia war, :

So: both national self-interest and moral absolutism were sanctions for the war,
And: national self-interest and the moral absolutism of the anti-war movement were
sanctions for the opposition,

" Arthur Schlesinger says that the war became a "morality tfip" and that moral
absolutism was the final stop:

The moralistic cant of Presidents Johnson and ‘Nixon helped

- delude a lot of pilots into supposing they were doing God's
work. . . . Unfortunately, instead of strengthening the
national-interest wing of the opposition to the war, Vietnam
seems to have incited an equally moralistic outburst on the
part of the warts most clamorous critics, Too many people on =
both sides of the Indo-China debate feel they know exactly
what the Lord would do if He only knew the facts in the case,

I have some difficulty in translating Schlesinger's ™mational-interest wing® into
organized political influence: factions, movements, coalitions., I don't know
whether, for example, religious opponents could have functioned more effectively by
appealing to national interest instead of moral 1ndlgnat10n. Religious leaders have
a big credibility problem when they claim expertise in matters of expediency and-
neglect ethical imperatives., .

The main point of these paragraphs on Vietnam, however, is that we really don't
have a very clear-cut choice between national self-interest and moral principles:
neither one can save us from folly or barbarism. Neither one saved us from a
ghastly, prisly disaster in Vietnam, the consequences of which we cannot yet fully
ccmpute.

V, ETHICIZING THE NATYONAL INTEREST

More constructively, our task is to relate ethics to national self-interest in
a thoroughly dialectical way. Tt is toth to politicize ethics and to ethicize
interests, It is to understand that either principles or interests, standing alone,
are abstractions with a terrible capacity to dehumanize and destroy human 1ife,
There is no conceptual escape from the dilemmas of concrete responsibility for the!
enhancement and liberation of life. Sartre once said: "The ultimate evil is man's
capacity to make abstract that which is concrete,*

) National interests ought to concretlze ethics into the particulars of power and
conflict; ethics oupht to concretize national interests into the particulars of
- persons and communities

Four propositions may help us to understand what it means to ethicize the
national interest.

(1) Natnonal self-interest is not only a rational concept: it is an ethical
. concept,

Nationhal self-lnterest is meaningless without some notion of the good of
the nation, It is hardly a value-free, non-moral idea, If it is too often used
to keep ethics out of international affairs, it ought to be seen as the vehicle
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of brimging ethics into international affairs, Arthur Schlesinger, for all of his
skephicism about morality in world affairs, recently wrote:

It is through the idea of national interest that moral values
enter most effectively into the formation of foreign policy.

Here the function of morality is to clarify and civilize con- :
ceptions of national interest, Morality primarily inheres, in ...
short, in the content a nation puts into its idea of national
interest. :

Wllliam T, R. Fox of Columbla's War and Peace Institute makes mich the same point,
but from the reverse direction: :

National interest turns out %o bs another name for national
security, and this in %urn is revealed to mean the maimtenance

of the state's territoiial integriiy and its basic institutions.
Now which instituticus are hxoaﬂ° Caiy tnis question be answered
except in the languags of moral principle?

Some notion of the core values in a nation's identity is almost always contained in
an invocaticn of vital interests. Some view of personhood, some definition of
justice; some sense of participation in a morally significant community, some ideo-
logy -- however deficient. these may be from other viewpoints -~ almost always under-
- 1lie even the most "meutral" versions of interest and power.

For Christians, at least a limited and provisional patriotism is an expression
of love for the "nearer neighbors" and, as John Bennett. Would have it, such a love
may be a higher good than an abstract love for humanity or an ineffectual service to
distant neighbors. The national interest, after all, turns out to be a social
ethic -~ not a complete social ethic, but a partial and necessary one,

It was Dietrich Bonhoeffer!s strong sense of national identity and interest
which caused him to return to Germany from America in the summer of 1939, even
though he returned as a sworn enemy of iWational Socialism, He had to be with his
own people when their best interests were being destroyed. He could have worked for
theological reconstruction or ecumenism or peace or racial justice in a number of
other countries -- he had wide acquaintances and many opportunities -- but he felt
the moral force of a national imperative,

' 4

(2) National self-interest includes & moral interest in both leaders and

Persons with ethical concern should not only busy themselves with judg-
ments about 3he material and military aspects of national life. They should es-
.pncially lcok to the moral health and vigor of the body politic, A country whoSe
234 i3 cannot trust their own leaders, whose legislative processes have almost
COas to funciion, Wwhose political parties have become archalc and purposeless,
whose people do not feel inspired by any common ventures, whose youth are turned
from idealism to disillusionment, whose minorities feel oppressed, whose friends
and allies around the world have lost confideace in her essential integrity, and
whom still other peoples increasingly view with bitterness or contempt -- such a
country (not 4o mention any names!) is destroying its own most vital interests.
There is no escape from this destruction in either GNP or "assured destruction
capability."

“‘l, it ]
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_ ~The renewal of moral interests in a nation is preeminently a responsibility of
its most visible leadership. The leadership the American natiop needs -- and does
not have in either politics or religion -~ is leadership capable of radiating common
purposes which touch the "better angels of our nature"; courageous enough to challengse
the entrenchment of special interests in military budgets, trade policies, tax laws,
transportation systems, and medical guilds; compassionate enough to identify un-
equivocally and unrelentingly with the victims of racist oppression; imaginative
enough to enlist Americans in cooperative transnational ventures, It does not matter
whether you call such leadership a national interesi or a moral imperative: i1t is
both, and it is absolutely esseutial,

There is one other aspect of moral interest which must be mentioned. It has to
do with the motives we offer ourselves and other nations for our foreign policies,
We have already noted the inconstancy of official motivation for the Vietnam War.
There have been similar vacillations in justifying foreign aid. The self-iuterest
.arguments for aid, especially concerning communist threats, have been mostly for
congressional and domestic consumption, The "disinterested'" humanitarian motives
have been for export and propaganda purposes -- and also to enlist the support of
clergy and women's societies. Of course, the Capitol Hill rhetoric of self-interest
is heard and read abroad, thereby exposing the "hypocrisy" of humanitarian motives.
Accordingly, it has been proposed that if we mean to continue economic and tech-
nical assistance to poorer natiocns, we should no longer broadcast it as a philan~
thropy; we should stick to the colder claims of self-interest. That, however, short-
changes the ethical stakes really involved, depriving our own people of the impera-
tives of social justice through their participation in development and depriving
recipient peoples of any sense that we do indeed care about them and their struggies
for nationhood., That is to squander moral interests very badly. Better it is to be
candid about the mixture of self-interest and other-interest in helping poor nations;
this mixture might be characterized as 'reciprociiy," a rather moral concept after
all., Senator Fulbright has given this felicitously balanced rationale for develop-
ment assistance: '

The continuing need for the rich couniries to assist the poor
countries is a matter of both political and moral compulsion.
It is difficult to see how the world!s less developed countries
can overcome their enormous social and economic problems
without generous assistance from the more favered nations, and
it is difficult to see how the rich countries can expect to be
secure in their affluence as islands in a' global sea of misery.
But beyond the social and econcmic and political and strategic
reasons for the rich aidiung the poor is the simple motive of
humanitarian conscience.

Unfortunately, present amounts and terms of aid are more cause for shame than for
__celebrating our humanitarian conscience,

(3) Prudence is an ethical virtue.

Discussions of national interest regularly resvlt in a silly and unneces-
sary hiatus over the political requirement of prudence., "Realists" like to claim a
monopoly on the concern for prudence but tend to "de-moralize" their notions of pru-
dencej “idealists" are usually only too willing to acquiesce in that monopoly, view-
ing prgdence as expediency (suggesting cold, calculating, ruthless, altogether
ameral). :
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The humanist stream of classical ethics from the ancient Greeke through St.
Thomas t6 at least a few moderns will not permit such a hiatus. It is not only
Justice which is an ethical virtue: prudence is a cardinal virtue'itself. So to be
rational in estimating the requirements of the national good and in applying policies
designed to serve that good is anything but an unworthy exercise., It is a moral
mandate, Once again, we must reunite interests with ethics., And, again, Morgenthau:

The contest between utopianism and realism is not tantamount to a
contest between principle and expediency, morality and lLimmorality,
although some spokesmen for the former would like to have it that
way. The contest is rather between one type of political morality
and another type of political morality, one taking as its standard
universal moral principles abstractly formulated, the other weigh-
ing these principles against the moral requirements of concrete
folitical action, their relative merits to be decided by a prudent
evaluation of the political consequences to which they are likely to
lsad.

That's a somewhat self-serving way of putting the matter to the advantage of
"realists," it fails to acknowledge their own problem with abstraction in the con-
cept of interests, and it seems at odds with much of Morgenthau's early writings --
but it clearly makes prudence an 1ntr1nslc part of moral judgment and not a matter
of amoral expediency.

(L) Perception of true self-interest requires ethical perspectives.

Self-knowledge, for individuals and for nations, is an unending, difficult,
dynamic quest. At the interpersonal level, our very sense of self, from early
socialization to old age, is critically dependent on the quality of our interaction
with other selves. Similarly, nations depend upon the quality of their interaction
with other nations to bring their own identities, needs, and deficiencies more
.clearly inte foecus., This interdependence of selfhood among nations is too infre-
| queptly acknowledged by national leaders, even when they have private intimations of
what is at stake. Occasionally, however, the need to reaffirm the national self in
the mirror of other nations' esteem is almost pathetic, The most obvious American
version of this is in our periodic obsessions with prestige and popularity abroad:
moments when both our vanity and our insecurity are painfully exposed. This is not
a constant preoccupation, however, for we can also be astonishingly disrespectful
of the opinions of mankind,

The ability to Perceive our true national self-interests depends, in large part,
upon our valuation of the perceptions and interests of other nations., Unfortunately,
most of us don't have the habits of attention and communication which would enabls
us to view interests in this interactionist perspective. We need not only to cou-
sider the immediate and palpable notions of national interest; we need the in-
sistent claims of a prophetic faith which will stretch our moral imagination to the
remotest limits of the human family, to Pope John's celebrated doctrine of the inter-
national common good, to the vision of an incipient world community which is finally
the gift of One who holds all men and nations under judgment. Without such imagi-
nation and vision we will not know who we really are and where our true interests
lie, . Religious persons should not forever set themselves against the national
interest: they should redeem that interest by the humanism of their transcendent

faith.
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- ¢ Perhaps no more pertlnent or 1nspired descriptlon of these requirements has been
given than John Bennett's-, . .

We.are not likely to see the degree to which -there is mutuality -
of interests among nations nor will we continue to have the
~ pervasive national conscience of a humane nation unless many
people, including many leaders in government and agents of
govemment abroad, care in their hearts about much more than
national interest, unless they care about what happens to people
in other. countrles. Even to have an enllghtened view of
national interest on the part of a nation as a whole depends
upon there being within the ration many generous and committed
people who see beyond the boundaries of national interest,
~however it may be defined, The role of the churches is
obvious in nourishing this way of feeling and thinking.

Surely this is not the lowliest task for the churches of our times: %o nourish. such

a way of feeling and thinking that nations may come to themselves because they have
come to care about the needs and 1nterests of other nations,

.,
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Arms Transfers: Some Observations on Recent Church Initiatives

Arthur Hockaday G

The title of the third theme of this Conference, "Transfers
of Arms", at once permits the bounds of discussion to be defined
more closely than in the less precise but more emotive expression,
"The Arms Trade". I propose to confiﬁe discussion still more
closely to transfers of conventional weapons and weapon systems
or their associated technology. It is in this area that
particulaf concern has most recently been expressed in a number

of Christian circles, perhaps because there has been little

secular consideration of limitation of conventional arms

transfers ébmparab1e with the Nuclezr Non-Proliferation Treaty
or the férmaiion of the "club" of suppliers of nuclear power
or technoibgy. Some of the ethical considerations raised by
the éfforté of nations to limit the proliferation of nuclear
weapons are, however, relevant also to the possible limitation

-

of transfers of conventional arms.

2.” Christian concern over the moral, political, and edonomic
implications of arms transfers has bteen voiced in the ﬁnited |
Kingdom by the éatholic Institute for International Relations

in a pamphlet entitled "Arms and the Third World" (November 1974),
by the Commission for International Justice and Peace of the
(Roman Catholic) Bishops' Conference of England and %ales in a
pamphlgt entitled "Christians and the ‘Arms Trade"™ (1975), and

by a group of bodies dedicated to the relief of poverty and



hunger (including Christian Aid, War on Want, and Oxfam) in
& pamphlet entitled "Poverty and the Arms Trade" (1975); and
also in France by the Permanent French Episcopal Council and

the Council of the Protestant Federation of France in a pamphlet

.=

entitled "Noté’de Réflexion sur le Commerce des Armes" (April 1973).
e The approaches adopted in these documents haﬁe much in
common. They deplofe the continuing growth of military
expenditure throughout the world, particularly in develovning
‘countries where they note that it has increased substantially
-‘moré rapidly than national wealth as a whole or expenditure upon
social services éuch as education and health. They suggest that
milifary expendifure consumes resources which could be put to
better use; in the developin~ countries for the relief of poverty
and the improvement of social conditions, and in doveloped
-countries for the.provision of development aid. Vhile they
.admit a richd to provide for national security and self-defence,
and recognise that the economic livelihood of many people depends
upon the successful operation of national arms industries,

they believe that the purposes for wi:ich arms are manufactured
make‘their manufacture and their possession, or their transfer
to others, incompatible with the sense of human brotherhood

and the value and dignity of human life that flows from an
acéeptance of the lovins purposes of Gdd. They therefore call
for a renewed effort to restrict the arms race and the arms

~ trade. Spécific pioposals to this end include the registration
and ?EE&EEEEESE_S?giii_iﬂﬁggﬂati°¥23-§£§§—jzégﬁfff§,3§der the
\5EfE33Eiﬁff_fff,gﬁifii_ﬁffffff; acreement among develoved

countries to rerulate and restrict the export of weapons; the




encouragement of an improved system of world security based
on 1nternat*onal peace—keeplng, and study of the potentialities

of non-violent means of defence,

4.  Although the.argﬁment is concentrated to a considerable
degree against the build-up of arms in develoving countries
withdut heavy industries of their own, several of the elements
common to these anproacbes apply as much to the domestic
manu¢dcture, possession, or use of arms as %o their transfer.

The economic argument about the extent to which military
expenditure pre-empts resources wi:ich might be used elsewhere,
and the moral problem of reconciling such exvenditure with the
basic prindiples of the Christizn faith,acéll in qﬁestion our'
total attitude toﬁards‘questions of defence and disarmament.

This can be seen from the challenge of "PoﬁerW'and the Arams
Trade" to '"the enormous world waste every yesr on arms
Expendlture"(1), from the conclusion of "Christians and the

Arms Trade" that "it cannot be too strongly emphasised that

the natufe, quantlty, and gquality of modern armaments present

a threat not only %o millions of llves but to life 1tse1f"( ); or
from the assertion of the French churchmen that Christians "reject

 (3)

the inevitability of the arms race’ , Their positing of a need

"to awaken consciences about the problems surrounding the arms

e"(4), and their recognition that “any

race and the arms trad
| decision on limiting the arms trade and reducing the arms
industry affects economic structures“(S).

(i) Povefty ahd the Arms Trade, paragraph 1

(2) Christians and the Arms Trade, paragraph 29

(3) The Arms Trade (Bnglish version published by Pax Christi,
January 1974), page 15

(4) 1bid, page 17
(5) ibid, page 18




5. It iS'entirE1y prcper to link the jguestions raised by

_transfers of arms with wider ouestloﬂs.-fThis.is not so much

because, as sug qested by the French churchmen,. "a limitation
of crwcnenus would bring, ipso fa0uo a lesseﬁine of pressures .
for thelruaale. nd Wovld make control of the arms t rade posulble"(s]
a pr00031t10n whose self-evident tTUuh I cuestlon later in this
paper; or Lecause of the association between the acquisition of
arms =nd tne dcvelopment of international tension, a relationship
WhichlI believerte,have more of a chicken-and-egg character

than is aclmowledged in the pamphlets I have cited. It is

rather 1'“ecalse,_"s I also suggest below, our et: 1cwl approach

“to the 1ueutlon of arms transfers cannot be qholly isclated from,

and musit to some-extent be 1n£luenced by, our ethlcal approach

to the possesszion and use of military. power general y. Before

considerih: “hese relationships, however, we must analyse, more

carefully than I believe the documents whrich I have cited have
‘ i N , : ‘

anaiysed, those respects in which,the transfer of arms‘raises

issues éistinct from those inherent in their manufacture,
posses"ioﬁ, or use.

6. The manufzcure and possession of arms, and their:use

either for deterrence‘or in wer, are matters on which a single
national gcvernment can if it Wishee take its ovm decisions
'unilateraily. The transfer of arms, on the other hand, necessarily
involves decisicns by two.parties. Since transfers cf arms
normallyfécke the form of saie,-even if on specially favourable
terms in respect of price or credit, I shall for convenience
refer to the two varties as the vendor and the purchaser.

1

(6) ibid, pége 22
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And ln:%eferring to these two parties I am referring essentially

o“gqbernments in view of the extent of their ianlvement either

-directly or through the granting or withholdihg of licences.,

Te For an zrms transaction to take place, not only must the
vendor wish to sell, but the purchaser must décide to acquire.

The vendor has no duty to respond 1o the purchaser's wish, but

he has a rignt to do so if there are no overriding legal or moral
obligatioﬁs in the way. He may perhaps go further and claim

that he is doing no more than supplying a want of the purchaser;
nhat if ke did not do so someone else would; and thzat he

therefore sees no reason to forgc the benefits that the transaction

wrill confer upoen ris balonce of payments and upon his arms industry.
these are, cf ccurse, the arguments that mzy be used by the

»imp or the drug-pusher. But our abhorrence of thé/gggi and ‘

- the drug-pusher is conditioned by our belief that prostitution

and drug-taking are in themselves evil, or at least degrading.

The Christian pecifist, who rezards the possession of military
forces bty a nation-utate{as evil or at least degradiné, can

with consistency esunate the seller of arms with the pimp or

the drus=-pusier, UWhether the generality of Christians can do

so, however, must depend first upon whether they regard the

possession and use of arms as necessarily wrong in zll
circumstances; and t:en if, as with the majority of Christians
who'are not pacifists, they regard the pbssession and use of
arms‘as more justifizble in some circumstances than in others,

upon whether they regnrd the transfer of arms as nevertheless

evil or degrading at all times, or whether they think it reason-
able to appyly a similar process of distinction in respect of
circumstances. It dees not necessarily follow that the recognition

P
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of some wars g? legitimate entails legitimisiﬁé‘grms transfers
also. For é;émple, it has been regarded as e;siei in ‘the just -
war tradition to justify military action in response "to an
immediate and pressing emergency than to justify those military
preparations?for.the indefinite future'-which are the essence

of military plamning in peacétime. Arms transfers are in part
a matter of assisting others to pléﬁ in military terms for the
indefinite future; and as such may present problems fér somé
Christians who stop short of absolute pacifism. But just as
the evolution of deterrence as a prime objective of defence
policy has overthrown much of the traditional wisdom of defence
Westablishments", it may be that its implications for the doctrine

of the .just war require a fuller and fresher analysis than they

have to my lnowledge received. It would certainly seem to

¥ reinforce the propesition that the prevention of war represents

a higher moral priority even than the mitigation of its horrors

or the determination of its legitim:cy.

8. In éttempting to discern the possibility of a clear ethical

| view, it may be useful to distinguish the political and security

elements of z2rms transfers from their economic and industrial

\aspects, and to consider each from the viewpoint of the

purchaser and the vendor sebarately.

9. In making his decision to acnuire :rms, the purchaser can
iegitimately claim to be influenced by his right Pf-sélf-defence,
his concern Zor the security of his own country or the stability
of the area of wiich it forms part, the nature of the thfeats to
segurity and'stability which he verceives his neighbours to
p;ésent}aﬁd the importance which he attaches to deterring

those threats. His judgement'of these factors may be erratic,

e e
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or his assessment of their permanence may be at fault; but

it is his duty to take his decisions in the best poscible faith

on the basis of the best information available. IZgually,

but less legitimately from an ethical viewpoint, his purvose in

acquiring a2rms may be to preserve his own power, to keep up with
the neighbouring Joneses, or even to endow himself with a

capability for aggression,

10. Bconomically, it is manifestly true not only that some
develoning countries are poor, but also that the great wealth
which others have recently acouired is still disfigured by

much poverty. 3But it is less easy to discern how far this is
true simply because insufficient financial resources have been
assigned to the relief of poverty, B} how far it may also be due
to an insufficiency of human resources in either quuntitative

or qualitative terms. It cannot we asserted purely as a matter
of logic that.social conditions. cannot in onz or two decades
undergo a step-chanse compirable to the evolution of several
centuries elsewhere; for the apnlication of technology in
other areas has produced the rapid progression (if that is

the word) from the camel to the Cadillac and from the falcon

to the fishter-bomber. But a basic military capability can

be imported more easily and comprehensively, and requires less
develovment of highly trained indigenous manpower, than is the
éase wvith a comparable provision of health or education services.
As with the inport of manufzactured oo®s zencrally, it does not
necessarily follow that, if funds presently spent on the purchase
of arms were not so allocated, they could or would be svent

on social purposes; and if restirictions on zrms transfers led
developing couniries to pay greater attention to the development

!

of indigenous arms industries, the claims upon their total
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economic ahd manpower resources might well be sreater in the
long run than those invol#ed in the purchase 6f arms for cash
or commodities. The extent to which they could do this for
sophisficated weapons would, howéver, denend on whether
.restrictions.were placed on the export of technology as well

as hardware.

11, In considering the political and security factors that

‘ will motivate the vendof, the acquisition of political influence
must be regarded as uncertzin. He may seek to acquire such
influénca by the provision of arms, or at least to deny his
riv:ls a similar Opportunity. But gratitude in international
politics has no long life; and the fﬁture attitudes of the
purchaser will be affected by his perceptions of the developing
politicai scene, or perhaps even by ‘he arrogant beh~viour of
the vendor's agents. The opportunities for success or failure
are illustrated by the history of transactions between the
Soviet -bloc and Egypt cver the past twenty yezrs. Can we
guppose that the Soviet government foresaw the events that
would flow:from their decision in 1955 to initiate a supply

of arms from czechoslovakia to Egypt, or the implications of
those events for the relétionship between Egypt'and the West
and for the Middle ¥zst as a whole? When the Soviet government
- decided upon massive support for the re-equipment of the
Egyptian armed forces after the Six Day War of 1967; did théy
foresee that Egypt would within « few years eject Russian-
technicians, turn to the West for military support, and engage
with the United States and Israel in trilateral negotiatidné

in which the Soviet Union had no part?, | |

Bh
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12, The responsible vendor will do better to perceive his
interests in terms of security and stability, and the balance
of forces within an area. Within an area of tension this may
lead him to eschew transactions which will creote: or accentuate
an imbalance of fbrces. He may also be influenced by explicit

or imnlicit limitation agreements into which he has entered (such

as the COCCY reguleations covering trade with the Soviet Union, China,

g]

or specified countries linked with one or other of them), United
Hations resolutions (such as fhose pertzaining to South Africa), or
his assessment of the political accentability of a narticular
Toreign government., Sone prospective vendors will look at these
raricus factors more-conscientiously, others nore cynically; but
the nore conscientious the vendor's aporoach, the closer he comes to
the ethical dilemna of now far he is‘jusﬁified‘in refusing to
othors the freedom of choice which he nay assert in his own
decigicas uvron the types of weapon systems with whkich he equips
nie own forces. ' 4 notnble feature of the Non-Proliferation
Treasy ReviéWVConference of 1975 was the dissatisfaction voiced
by many non-nuclear powers who accused the nuclear vowers of
crerating a "double standard" in their hard line against
proliferstion and thelr slow progress towards any limitation

6T their oﬁn_nuclear forces. A similar reaction against
"paternalisn" might be expected if supvlier countries attempted
too cbviocusly o imvose restrictions upon transfers of
cenventicral arms. A responsible case-by-case approach may bve
more fruitful unlese and until vurchasing countries openly
acceptv linitations uvon their own acquisitions.‘

i3, Put the vendor will also be greatly influenced by econonic
considerations. For countries such as Britain and France, the

sale of arns is regarded as conferrin- a substhntial benefit upon

R



_the balance of payments(7) and as assisting the maintenance of a T

successful and prosperous domestic armament indﬁétfy. This latter is in
turn regarded both as an ésSential part of the defence effort to be

expected from a magor Euronean country not in the super-power range and,
partlcularly in the case of Brltala, as & means of expandlng ‘production

requirements and thus reduc1ng the unltrcostrof equlpment for their own

armed forces,

14. Moreover the questions raised eérlier aboﬁtrthé proposition that
resources é.llocafed to military éxpenditure could 6’1‘ w'ould‘, if not so
aliocated, be used for othér social purposes are perhaps even more applic-
abie to developed than to'developing countries. Whefeaé'it is possible to
imagine a bag of gold contéining the proceeds of sales of oil, and to
env1sage the allocatlon of particular pleces of gold either to military
expendlture or to the. rellef of poverty, the gross domestic product of
a developed country cannot be regarded as a bag of gold in anything
like the same sense; The'gqods and services puréhased out of a defence
budget are themselves part of the totél,quaptum of poods and services
wiich constitutves tye gross domestic product. The economic argument for
the diversion of defence resources to other purvoses therefore depends
crucially upon the aséuranée that a similar input of manpower and materials
could be employed elsewhere in the economy to pfoduce an Putput of goods
and services that would represeant a comparéble acéretibn to the wealth of
the country. DNor should we ignore the ethical‘dilemma presented by the
claims-of a moral attitude whose practical application'may affect the
living standards'or livelihood of large numbers of people employed in
the indus‘tries cohqerned._
15. Nor, with particular reference to arms tfansfers, does it
necessarily folldw that, as sugrested by'fhe French”chu?chmen(B), a
limitation of armaﬁents:would of itself bring a"lesséning'of pressures
for their sale, It is at least possible that the economic
considerations mentioned above might lead to greater

(7’ In the caue of the United Kingdom, the Statement on the

Defence Nstimates 1976 (Cmnd 6432, vage 84) foressees an
income of some £700 million from sales of. arms.1976/77

(8) The Arms Trade, page 22 (uee note (6) abovc)‘¢
10 .




- competition and greater pressure for business in a contraciing

market. .

16. The documents to which I have made reference have been
written in vendor countries (Britain and France); they address
their strictures primarily to vendor governments; and they
demonstrate Some ureasiness of conscience among Christians in
vendor states, But just as Christians must be careful and
responsible in considering, in the light of conscience,
guestions of defence and disarmament generally, and just as
there is room for the wide range of approaches to these guestions
recognised by GCADD and epitomised in its title, so it is with
transfers of arms. The factors to be taken into account are so
numerous that it is prudent, I believe, to avoid generalisations
of too pejorative a character about "the arms trade". This is
nov to say that "the'arms'ﬁrade" is a good thiﬁg in itself,

but simply td suggmest that "the arms trade" may be toc facile

an abstroction. Unless we believe, as some among us do, that‘any
possession or use of arms is incompatible with the Christian
"faith, it would seem difficult to condemn all tranrsfers of arms
indiscriminately without falling into the dilemma of denying to
those countries who.do not trenselves manufacture arms a freedon
of decision which we claim for ourselves. It is perhaps more
practical for the non-pacifist Christian to adopt the position
that transfers of arms are as such neither morally objectionable
nor unobjectionable; that some particular transfers of arms

are unobjectionable while others are open to objection; and that
judgement concerning each indiﬁidual transaction can be made

on ethical as well as political, military, and economic grounds.

-1 -



17. = The vendor should accordingly look with care at the relevance
.of a particular weapon system to defence or deterrence against
realistically perceived threats to the purchaser; at the

liiely effect of the supnly of a particular Weapoﬂ system

upon the balarce of military force within an area and upon

its political stability; and at the relationship of the cost

cf the weapon system to the purchaser's economic resources.

"In short, he should consider as objectively as possible whether
the purchase will revresent a respvonsible expense Tor the
purchaser to incur. He will also have regard to existing

international obligations restraining supnlies of arms to

particular countries or regions.

8. But domestic' economic and industrial considerations

willl place limits uvpon the altruism of even the best-intentioned
vendoer. If, therefore, there is to be any significant reduction
in the growings veluane of arms transfers, there must be restraint
on the part of the purchasers also. It is more realistic to
expecs this to be effective if it is generated from below than
if it is imvosed from above, It is pe-haps most likely to

be generated frem below as a self-denying ordinance on the

vart of a number of countries forming a regional group. A
potential example of this type of restriction is the Declaration
of Ayacucho issued in December 1974 by eight Latin American
countries(?). The sisnatories undertook "to foster and support
the building of a permanent order of international peace and
co~operation and to create conditions permitting the effective
limitatior of armaments and putting an end to their acauisition

for offensive military purposes, in order to devote all the

(9) Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Columbia, Ecuador, Panama,
Peru, Venenuela
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resources nossible to the economic and social development

of each one of the countries of Latin America.('®) It ig

not yet clear how, if at all, the signatories intend to proceed
to the conclucgion of a Convention in definitive treaty form.

A mzeting of experts in September 1975 made recommendations

for the banning of nuclear and toxie weapons,‘weapéns which
threaten the ecology, and sbphisticated offensive weapons not

yet existing in the region;  and suggested that their governments
should stuiy the possibility of setting ceilings or maximum
limits for scme (unspecified) types of weapons. While, however,
this declarﬁtion ray develop into a valuable complement to the
Treaty of Tiztelolco, which established a nuclear weapon-free
zone in lL.atin America, its implementation in respect of
convertionzl crms may be more difficult that Tlateloleco to
accomrodate witnin the national policies of the signétory states,
who cannct be unawvare that Peru, the convenor of the Lima Conference

which issued'the declaration, is herself relatively heavily armed.

19. Tﬁis par=r has found no easy answer to the éthical questions
which should influznce the Christian approach to transfers of
armnss; ovut 1 do not velieve that there is one., Christian bodies
should indeed be concerned with these guestions, and some of

the suggesitions in the documents to which I have referred are
construciive, Tut as with defence and disarmament questions
generally, so with transfers of arms, the influence of Christian
bodies is most likely <to make itself felt gradually and in a
lorger terz, while governments have to graprle with immediate

vractical dilemnas posed by existing political and economic

(10) Translation by Nicholas A Sims in "The Ayacucho Declaration
and the Trade in :2rms with Andezan South America"
(The Pacifist, Vol 14, No.2 (1975))
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- factors. What is beyond doubt is that Christian influence
| can be brought to bear with relevance and effect only if it
S is based upon a clear and rigorous analysis of the issues and “

a reco/nition of their complexity.

- Note:- This paper may not be quoted or reproduced in
L whole or in part without the permission of the
author. Although the author is a member both
of the United Kingdom Civil Service and of the
British Council on Christian Avproaches to
Defence and Disarmament (CCADD), the views .
expressed are entirely personal and do not
necessarily reflect those of either the British
Government or British CCADD, The author is,
; however, indebted to a number of fellow-
\ members of CCADD for helpful insishts obtained
- : in discussion..
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ARQUND FREEDOM AND TOLERANCE IN 1500 WORDS

~"8ir, you are talklng about freedom for these
Africans in these Portuguese colonies, but why
‘are we discussing this here, in our church ?

. The freedom of which the Bible speaks is a

" totally different kind of freedom ! "

(somebody at a local parish meeting,

L i . somewhere in Holland, 1974}).

. N T 7 .

Many individual christians have an understanding of cohcepts like

"freedom” and "tolerance" which is not christian. Nevertheless,

their serious intention to be christians and to act and think as
such cannot be guestioned. They are fully prepared to apply the moral

- implications of their faith to the reality in which they . live. The

claim of their faith that it should rule their total daily life

is indeed total. In this respect, they must be credited with applying
a principle which is crucial for the christian faith, and which liberal
christianity tends to neglect. The intolerance of many orthodox/pietist
christians to opinions different from their own is in principle in

‘accordance with the christian faith, whlle the tolerance of many

liberal chrlstlans is not.

However, ‘“the - totallty of the cldim that falth should rule total
reality is achieved at a very high price: the reduction of reality
to the world of direct personal relations only. Or rather: in the

- orthodox/pietist conception, reality is split up into a relevant part

and an irrelevant part. The consequence for approaching the issues of
defense and disarmament is evident. These issues belong to the realm
of "politics"”, and that is another world. One is not personnaly
responsible for it. Freedom for Africans has nothing to do with christia
freedom. Peace inywur heart/ Nuclear weapons are a tragic necessity of
this world, but fortunately they need llttle attentlon, because Gods
Kingdom is not of this earth.
Reconciliation between East and West is quite somethlng else than the
reconc111atlon which is given in Jesus Christ. The church should ring

a prophetic voice about the killing of unborn children (abortion is

micro-ethics), certainly, but what does the church have to do with
" the kllllng of born children in Vletnam °(That is macro-ethics=

pOllthS)

'Spllttlpc up realltv in thlS way" 1eade to po11t1cal conservatlsm. The,

" ’status quo gets passive support - in the form of indifference - or activ

——

./:-

St are a strenger)

support. The man from the local parish dquoted above defended at the same
meeting the Portuguese colonialist position: When people say that the
church should have nothing to do with politics, they always mean left-
wing pOllthS, never right-wing politics. Romansl3 is still a mighty
weapon in the hands of the status quo. It is indicative that one hears
less of it when a so¢ial democratic government is in power than with a
conservative/liberal government.

It is tragic that popular theology, as represented by countless ordinar)
and devoted church members, is often so un-christian. The subservience
of the official church to the state and its interests, since Constantin
doubtlessly has been a major cause. A major tar’s of theology today is t«
clear away the many theological barriers to political education of the
local congregation. (This topic cannot be elaborated in this paper. It
should be clear, however, that I do not advocate theological soul-washii
- : ‘as a prelude to

is more 1mportant than peace 1n the world (1n whlch, after all, you

4
)



I remember my astonlshment as I read thls, some years ago.:g;;"“fjr

:The division of labour between God and government, as is- often f;;?f
. found implicitly in popular orthodox theology, has become .. .. %
.a system in socalled "christian realism", the political

. is one marked difference: here the seperation between

considerations are relevant for "the main lines", the eneral
. g

political brain-washing. In my opinion, indoctrination and
education are mutually exclusive).

"In the fabric of international life
there are a great many questions-
which have no certain chrlstlan
significance at all ... R
I do not think we can conclude that ;
it matters greatly to God whether oo
the free trade area or the Common S
Market prevails in Europe, whether
. the British fish or do not fish in
N Icelandic territorial waters, or
e ° even whether Indians or Pakistani
run Kashmir, It might mattexr, but . o
it 'is. hard. for us, w1th our llmlted.;“ ;
vision, to know" : -

(George Kennan; 1959}

offspring of American (predomlnantly) liberal theology. There

international politics and christian ethics is only partial.‘
Ethics remains relevant in two respects. First, moral

design. Second, moral considerations are relevant for the

‘individual behaviour of christian politicians, . statesmen ahd
others, within the limited room Whlch the "laws",of polltlcal , e R
-behaviour can tolerate.' : L SR '?]‘“'1"‘

An example of the first is George Kennan S remark quoted above;f N

What klnd of God is the renowned dlplomat talklng about 2 1t certalnly
is not the God to which the Icelandic fisherman kneels down before

going to sleep. It is not the God to which Indian and Pakistani christis.
pray. It looks like a typically American God, seen through the eyes of -
super-power ("w1th our limited vision", as Kennan correctly says) . :
It certainly is not the God of the 0ld and the New Testament WLthout
Whom not a single sparrow shall fall to the ground (Matt. 10:29). ..

As an example of the second I remember the "christian realist" Kenneth
W. Thompson who among his "relevant norms for the Ccold War" mentioned . _
the following: Americans working in foreign aid projects abroad should

" be'aware that the choice of these projects is of course a polltlcal one’

but that (given that choice) religion and ethics come in as relevant
for the human relations resulting from this choice. = g”

"Christian realism” in America must, of course,ab understood as a-
correction of 19th century optimistic liberalisfi"©f the habit of
m1x1ng polltlcal, military and economic 1nterests w1th moral prlnCLples

unthinkable. As a phi .losophy it may be "reallsm in the sense that it
adequately describes the way in which people anrd peoples tend to behave.
But it certainly is not christian. For chrlstlans, that means that it
isn't reallsm elther. : . : .-
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3. _ . T am Jahweh, your God, who has brought you
. . ~out of Egypt, out of the house of slavery.
“You shall have no other gods before me.

Exodus 20:2, 3. _

A blend of pietism and christian reallsm is not rare among T
..christian oollt1c1ans, statesmen and ordinary citizens. It should -
- . be said, of course, *both pletlsm and christian realism contain -

elements which are essential for. the christian faith. But their

- mistake is that they both are splitting up reality into. two

"realities". This is unchristian. It leads to a division of -
labour between God and government. The long tradition in christian

~theology of "two realms" (and of ‘also "body" and "soul" as two

separate entities) 'is incompatible with the biblical message. -
There is only One God. God and Government are not "co-ordinated"

- but "sub-ordinated". Romans 13 is not primarily a call for

obedience to the government but an incitement to freedom -~ the
freedom of the christian community .£o do its only duty: to love, -

" a freedom which it must and can enjoy even can in the Roman

empire, because the government is put at its proper place.
sub-ordinated- to God.

. Biblical terms are always derived from the reality of da;ly llfe ff

We try to refer them to "another" reality, they lose their crltlcal

i,impact on the reality they stem from. The word "covenant" {berit}-

which is used to describe the relation between God and man is

- the same word as is used to describe a political covenant or

treaty or alliance among peoples (cf. 1 Kings 15:19). The word
"kingdom" (or "kingship": malkut, basileia) is both used to ..

describe the klngshlp of God and the klngdom or klngshlp of
any human king. - -

'  Also blbllcal key words such as "recon0111at10n "grace®, "Lord",

"Justice", "love', .and "freedom" are words which are derived from

‘daily soc;al and political reality. Their christian meaning |

does not lift them away from this reality. Their’ crltlcal 1mpact ls‘

":' aimed at a transformation of reallty.

- For example. The theme of the 1975 Assemblee of the Wo:ld Councll
.. 0f Churches will be "Jesus Christ frees and united"”. If the meetlng

indeed will be held in Jakarta, what will be the meaning of
this message to the thousands of political prisoners in Indonesia,

who are longing to be freed from their concentratlon camps and to b
united with their families

- Christian freedom can not be fully absorbed in a certaln measure

of soc1a1 and political freedom. But neither does it stand. aloof.

- 4. , . "Within the Atlantic Alliance fifteen soverei

nations work together to preserve peace and
uphold the democratic rights and freedom of
thelr citizens®. oo

(A wellknown ad by the Atlanti
Treaty Association).

~ The ‘quotation about "freedom" at the beglnnlng of par. 1 was from

an ordinary church-member, who knew very little about international
affairs. His understanding of “freedom" in the christian sense
gave me, as a theologian, a feeling of guilt. If popular theology
is so bad, the blame should first of all be put on many generations
of professional theologians, including my own. But what about the

Atlantic Treaty Association 2?2 I SR



Reading this advertisement has always made me mad. Are these = ..
people stupid or are they immoral ? In the latter case, do~ :
-they think that I am so stupid ? "Peace" has always been the
official reason why wars are waged. If"freedom"is the reason

why the dictatorships o NATO-members like Portugal and Greece

are to be ignored, what kind of freedom is this ?

It seems that here we have already our third kind of "freedom".

The freedom which the somewhat pietist parlsh member in Holland
believes to have received in Christ is, in his opinion,

totally different from the freedom for which African freedom-
fighters (among whom christians) are fighting. The freedom for
which, according to the Atlantic Treaty Assoclation, 15 NATO-members -
are working together, doesnot include the freedom of the citizens

of at least two of these members, nor does it include the freedom

of the Africans. - -

I can only understand the ‘text of thlS advertlsement if 1t means:
"Within the Atlantic Alliance fifteen sovereign nations work together
to be powerful, so that their power is superior or at least .equal’
" to the power of the Warschau Pact". If that is what it means, it~
can be explained why the. lack of freedom in some Nato-members

is tolerated or even actively supported. For power is not the
same as freedom. But is that so ? In my opinion, the relation
between power and freedom as understood by the Atlantic Treaty .
Association (and by most of us, including often myself,I should:
confess) is the opposite of the  relation as understood by the
‘Bible. All of us ~- either permanently, or at some moments - - -
~are tempted to see power as a prerequisite for freedom. The Blble
seems to see power as the result of freedom.:

The christian concept of power, indeediScompletely" dlfFerent from
what tends to be ours. Perhaps we should even say: according to
the bible, the power of those who follow Jesus ChrlSL is thelr
freedom. ' :

R T T - "You know that those who seem to rule. the.
S e - - people exercise Lordship over them and their -
LT e Th great men exercise power over them. It is ‘j,_
Lo e 7.0 . not so amohg you. =
) ' Whoever among you wants to be great must’ be
your servant; and whoever among you wants
to be first must be the “slave of all. For
even the Son of Man did not come to be served
- _but to serve and to glve hlS llfe as-a
‘_ransontfor many S

Mark 10' 42 45._«,‘d

. Usually the relatlon between power and freedom is seen at follows.
Power is constituted by elements such as: wealth, weapons, knowledge.
These are means to influence other people's behav iour and thinking.
Who possesses power can enforce obedience. Power in itself is

morally neutral. It can be used for good things and for bad thlngs.
If used for a good thing (e.g. freedom), it is good. If used for

a bad thing (e.q. 1avery), it is bad. g

aireedom

The sequence is: povier ‘*—ﬁ> Obedlence~nslave1y

In this understandlng of powexr, it is logical that power is used

for assembling more power. Power is a means which almost automati-
cally becomes a goal in itself. And it is 1og1cal that the NATO must
support or tolerate unfreedom (Greece, Portugal), so that its power
may not be weakened, while at the same time thl° powexr 1s legltlmatec

Time & b mmmman maava . I Y L V¥ PR R o 'Fr;:naﬁr‘.m
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:'t The biblical concept of power, however, reminds us that the
.sequence, described above, is not realistic, It is not so

that power {(consisting of arms, money, knowledge) constltutes
obedience. Obedience constitutes power. For power 1s a
relation between @woups of) people. If somebody's "power" is
not obeyed, he has no power. He can try to restore his power
by employing his soldiers (or his money, or his knowledge),
but if the other proves to be immune (non-obedient) for this

"power" (by not fearing death, or by not caring for money, or
by not being impressed by knowledge), it does not exist.

- The sequence is: obedience-) power. The kind of "power" which

consists of arms, money and knowledge is rejected by Jesus in
the very beginning of his journey, in the desert. He re]ects the
offer of all the kingdoms of the world with the words: "Go '

.away, Satan ! The Scripture says: Worship the Lord your God and

serve only Him " (Matthew 4: 10. Jesus quotes Deut. 6:13, a text

which is a reminder of Ex. 20, cf. the quotation above, par.3.).

- At a crucial moment on his. journey, on his way to Jerusalem, Jesus

explains what the power which is constituted by the obedience
o the One Lord is. It con51sts of servmg(é@#&#henqae@a&gﬁ?" C{ Nh

[o QZ-QYJ,— A > i #xp, The disciples, who still

.think in terms of tradltlonal power politics (cf Luke 9: 46;

o 22:24; Matth. 18:1, 20: 20,24; Mark. 9:34; 10:35-45) have

difficulty in understandlng this "Umwertung®”. They have

l"adoubts about their own.ability to follow this line. (cf John 14}
“ At the end of his- journey Jesus can say: I have been. given |

all power in heaven and on earth" (Matthew 28:18). This power

is constituted by his life of strict obedience to the will of

God only, a life of "powerlessness" which to outsiders seems

to have ended with a complete fallure {the victory of the religiou:

- and c¢ivil authorities).

',_What is the relation between power'and freedom_?'Jesus_does not

assemble "power" (in the traditional sense) in order to "liberate

" his fellowmen. The obedience which constitutes his power is

freedom. For obedience to the One Lord implies in prlnC1gle

© disobedience to all other "powers“_— and a "power Wthh is not
. Obeyed is not a power. :

So, the chrlstlan understandlng of the genealogy of power seems

"to be:
Obedlence to God (= serv1ce)-§-power (= freedOm)
:j-Is thlS dlfference between two concepts of power ba51cally a

difference between theology and sociology, between religion and
science, between faith and reality (or; between the "reality

of faith" and the "real reality} cf. par. 1 and 2) ? Not at all.
Both sociology and theology understand power to be the possibility
to change or control behaviour. The difference is between christia
faith and, say, fascism. In the christian faith, power is constitu
by justice (which is the content of obedience to Gods will), cf

- Jesaja 9:6. In fascism, "power" constitutes "justice" (whoever

has the "power" determines what is the "law").

" Unfortunately, the fascist view is widespread, both in theology
“(cf. Calvin) and in sociolegy(cf Marx)A

And most thlnkong about international affairs comes close to it,. b
fully identifying "power" with "national- interest". That.it might.
in the national interest to have less "power" is, in this thinking
illogical. One needs "power" for everything, for justice, for peac

even for getting rid of "power" {more arms are needed, to enhance
the chances for arms control...).?



6. . ... . You will note that it is hoped that

T T your delegation will (...) produce s

o ae - and introduce a paper of not more than . °
: ' 1500 words for discussion in session 9 .

on the theme of Christian conceptions

of tolerance and freedom (not only in

our common political and social life, but

also at the international level).

Peter Storrs, 1974.

- (i o 75 Miim;iu X

What does this freedom from all worldly powers 1mp1y foxr™ &>
1nternatlona1 relations ? _ LN

The question is lmportant because international relations
are part of the totallty of human behaviour to whlch chrlstlan
ethics applles. .
They are not "another reallty“ ‘But to answer the questlon ;
is very dlfflcult The Dutch theologian Ernst Stern, to whose
‘"dissertation-on. -power and obedience I am indebted for the fore-
going paragraph, is in Holland wellknown for his concerni for iy
international affairs. But the examples in his book are from--
the sphere of private or local affalrs. He admits that the
'CrlSlS of the traditional "powers" and authorltles“, whose
"power” and "authority” is being challenged. (= .is being replaced),
is most difficult to illustrate in international politiecs. So, -
the answers are necessarily rather personal. International -
politics is always to be submitted to the same test of Gods will
as any other kind of human behaviour. But the Bible gives no
guarantees of the correctness of human decisions - including =~ -
human interpretations of what in*a given situation is Gods Wlll -
and 1nternatlonal pOllthS tends to be very compl*cated. o

of course, that "power" is not what it is supposed to be can ["
. also be seen on the international scene. The lack of power -~
. of the supposedly immensely superlor armed forces of. the United. .
~States' in Indochina was evident. The lack of power of tlie Sov;et
Union is clearly demonstrated by the difficulties in which its =
regime runs, both in its domestic affairs and abroadf The absence
of power (= the possibility o©f changing behaviour, if wanted) is
most evident in superpower confrontations such as the arms race.
S0, reality seems oftuto confirm the christian insight that more
"power" (in the traditional sense) does not lead to more freedom.
But what are the pollcy consequences ? Let me try to formulate
three. : : L

- Personally, I am convinced that a securltysystem whlch is based
on the mutual preparedness +¢o total destruction cannot be .in
.accordance with the will of God. Therefore, it is a task for .-
christiang to help to find a way out of this system. Perhaps
the most ominous aspect of the deterrence system is that, by
nature, it does not give any way out. SALT, MBFR and CSCE, rema:
system—-immanent, whatever their results may be. So, more is
needed. One can only find a way out by means of steps which are
not in accordance with the unwritten laws of the logic of the
system. One of these laws is that measures of disarmament shoul«
not be unilateral. Christian freedom implies the freedom. to’
break such laws. The freedom of christian monotheism (cf Par.3.
implies that "one must obey God rather, than men" (Acts 5:29).
freedom also implies, for instance, that for Christians there -
are no "NATO-commitments”, unless there is reason to believe th



respectlng them is more in accordance with the will of God
L .. than not respecting them.

" = In the preseﬁt ecumenical discussion on the international ills
‘ - of racial and economic injustice, redistribution ¢of power is
i ‘ - considered the (V€ | But what kind of power ? The kind of
. .power which the poor (rightly) want is the same kind of powér '
" which the rich (wrongly) refuse to share. It is; arms, noney,
~ knowledge. It seems to me that it is indeed necessary to-
share this kind of "power” and that christian freedom means
that we. are indeed able to do so. If not, it is an indication
that we are not free. The rich young man of Matth. 19 was
unable to be obedient "because he was very rich”. But can
‘"power” lead to justice ? No. Sharing money; arms (in some
cases, destruction should be preferred), and knowledge should
- be considered a means to do away with .this kind of “power".
{Wealth which is equally. distributed  is no wealth). But
- if we assume that there is an abundance of "power" on the
one side, which corresponds to .a lack of power on the other
‘side, because the totality of "power in the ‘world is .
_-_unequally distributed, we are working with the wrong under-
- 'standing of power. At best, this can bring about that the

R . OpPpPressors become the oppressed The 1ack of - freedom Wlll be
o : the .same. :

¥
¥

oo ;14,;m?vVHat about the church ? In international_politics, the church
i CoLor -now often tries to function as a lobby for good things, such
: as human rights, development cooperation and arms control,
- But in doing so, it still plays the traditional power game
{be it for better goals than in the past when it 'used to play
this game on behalf of its own interests). That the church
" as a power block in society is crumbling is something which.
I personnally welcome. It frees the church of many interests
which in the past have hampered it in its mission to proclaim
- the gospel. Church history shows that churches should not fear
I - to be small. The voice of minor groups has often in the
' . - - long run proved more powerful than the "power"™ of established
-.. churches which in the long run proved to be like the emperor's
. clothes. With the church, its power is based on its weakness,
for -it has no other interest to protect than its only duty:
to be free to love. Its transformation from a power-block into -
a small minority means that we must shift our emphasis from pla:
ing the traditional power-game to political education of the ..
local parish. I must add that in this respect I am rather
5 . pessimistic. "If you continue in my word, then you are really
i _ - my disciples; and you shall know thé truth, and the truth
§ will set you free " (John 8: 31,32) -~ yes, but meanwhile

_ there "'is a crust of nearly 20 centurles of mlsunderstandlng
T © . - the message.

i e
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Finally, if, because in the last resort christians know only

one loyalty: the lgalty to the One Lord, christian freedom
implies in principle disobedience to all other "powers”,
christians must reckon with sanctions. The "powers" have dreadful
means available to restore their "powexr'.. I hesitate to discuss.




this, because "such things are so easily said in countrles llk&-
ours, where the sanctions are moqtly not of a physical nature.
But who does not fear death is free from the threat of execution
and murder. It has no power over him. Weapons can kill, hut

they have no power of theixr own. (ruling a realm of dead

is not ruling). Examples are Jesus of Nazareth, and the blood of
martyrs, from the early days of the church untll the days of
Bonhoeffer and of today.. ‘ -

The truth would certainly do well enough

if .she were once left to shift for herself.
She has not received, and never will receive,

. -much assistance from the power of great men,

who do not always recognize or welcome her.
She does not-need force to find entrance .

into men's minds, nor is shée taught by

the mouthpiece of laws. It is errors that.
prevail by means of borrowed and roreiyi erd
-If truth does not capture the understanding
for herself by her own light, she cannot do
- so by any extraneous strength.‘_L_”_ - -

_Lgfikgﬁﬁ';ggﬁijigT;;ﬁr i"; ~,;f c (John Locke, A letter "%
T e e e on Toleration, 1689) @ '~

. That church can have no right to be tolerated
by the magistrate which is so constituted’
that all who enter it ipso facto pass into
the alleglance and service of another prlnce..j

e e o

(John Locke,ib)

[Lastly, those who deny the ex;stence of the -
Delty are not to be tolerated at all.

el T (John Locke, 1b)

The relatlon between freedom and tolerance seems suffic1ently L
adequately described in Article 18 of the Universal Declaratlon”
of Human Rights (1948):

"Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, consciencde and :
religion; this right included freedom to change his religion or
belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others

and in public or private, to manifest his religion or bellef in.
teaching, practice, worship and observance”.

But this of course, does not settle the problem of intolerance. ©

. Where and when is intolerance needed;, and how much ? Within the -

context of this paper, I can only superficially touch on one aspect.e
of this problen.

——

It is interesting to see how often in our time democracy is claimed
by christian writers as a typically christian achievement. Not
only is this historically questionable, it also tends to neglect

- the question of theocraoyf The -point is that the christian faith
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'is monotheistic. Christians, as said earlier, have only one

loyalty: obedience to the will of God; otherwise they are no
christians. So, in the christian faith there is no room for

" tolerance of anything which is believed to be conflicting with

" Gods will. (And, considering the present international scene,

it is probable that christians should be highly intolerant).

The claim of christian faith is total. It claims to be relevant

for the totality of human existence. This means that the church
cannot leave international affairs to the state. Let me conclude .
"with two remarks on this, realizing how many guestions should be raisa

(as the quotations from Locke illustrate 1n Splte of thelr dlfferent
context). : Lo .

_"The ¢hurch can never impose its message on the state. Although
it would be naive to assume that parliamentary democrazy is the

final stage of political history, and although theocracy is the

- real focus of christian faith, theocracy always remains a prophetic

_concept, not a political reality. "My kingdom is not of this

~ world" (John.18:36). Indeed: when all people and peoples will be

»- living .in accordance with Gods will ~ ‘that means that God rules

- and that his kingship is manifest; the bible calls this: kingdom of G
-, this will not be thanks to police and army, but because in the

- new covenant "I will put my law inside them and write it on their
hearts" (Jeremiah 31:33). John 18:36 goes on: "If my kingdom were

of this world my assistants woll d be fighting to save me from arrest
by the Jews. No, my kingdom if°Erom here '". No system of government
can do without (the availability of) some form of coercion. This ..
means that whoever triés to make theocracy a political reality,
immediately is subject to the prophetic Jjudgment of theocracy.

The <¢hurch cannot impose its message on the state, but nelther can
it claim room ("tolerance") for its message.

Socalled freedom of religion, guaranteed by the state, 15 self—
contradictory. Or rather: freedom of religion, guaranteed by the
state, is contradlctory to christian freedom. It makes the church int
a sub-system within the state. The price is the l0ss of freedom, beca
the church gets a vested interest in recognizing the authority of

the "authorltles" whlch prOVlde it with shelter, protectlon and

- room.

This doesn't mean that christian freedom exists nowhere . where there
is freedom of religion. But in principle christian freedom can only
be guaranteed by obedience to Gods will. This is the message of the
church and this is it only legitimate kind of power.

The number of its membership, the level of its .income, and other
worldly indicators of power are irrellevant. The only thing that
counts is that it speaks the truth. The truth makes free.

My conclusion here is the same as at the end of par. 1 and par. 6.
For the church, its most important task a_head with regard to the
issues of defense and disarmament is the polltlcal education of
its own constituency. The Dutch theoclogian prof. Johannes de Graaf
‘has said: in order to see the political content of the Gospel we

should not put on political glasses. We should take off our pletlst-
individualistic glasses.

Cie
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A very well- organlzed actlon, supported by the Synod in my church,
to protest against the U.5. Christmas-bombings in Vietnam resulted
in 150.000 signatures. But a much less publicized action/to make
sure that the Dutch borders would be closed for a Danish movie
about "the love life of Jesus” - a movie which yet  had to be made.

"resulted in 250.000 signatures of worried’ christians.

The dlfference between christian faith and " realism" is not only
that "realism" claims politics as a rather autonomous area, where:
moral considerationshave only limited significance - a reduction
whlch christian faith can never tolerate. The difference is also-
that "realism" uses anthropology {the selfishness of human nature})’
as an excuse for sheer polltlcal utilitarianism.

The conceptual differences between "power" and “authorlty“'— both
words can be used to translate the greek "exousia" - are complicated
but seem to me rather irrelevant for the purpose of this paper.

The difference is greater in Dutch than in English. The reader
should alsc be aware that, forx instance, the differences in meaning

between the English words "power", "force", "violence", and _
"authority" are not at all paxr allel with the dlfferences between .
the German words'" Macht", "Kraft", "Gewalt" and "Autoritdt". .

I belong to a calvinist church and in my political convictions I alsc
feel indebted to the marxist analysis. But MCalvin's teaching on Civi
Government (Institution, Book IV, ch. XX) there is a fascist element.
"Power" automatically gives the right to obedience. Whoever comes

to power, in whatever way, can claim this right. Resistance to him
is res;stance to God. Yes, nobody should dare to do anythlng, unless
under orders. (Fortunately, there are other elements in Calvin's ;
teaching which have inspired those who struggled for liberation).:
Marx' analysis of morality as reflecting and supporting the interests
of the dominant class was (and is), generally spoken, correct (preser

.day soviet Ru351a included) . But fascism looms wheréever mo;al

orinciples are made subordinate to the struggle for "power” : and -
Marx made an adequate description (of the relation between "power" -
and morality in the bourgeois class) into a’ prescrlptlon {(for the - -
proletarian class). Reinhold Niebuhr was right in saying that. Marx
was a "realist" when dealing with the bourgeoisie. but an "1deallst“
when dealing with the proletarlat :

This identification of power“ with "natlonal 1nterest“ 1s understan-
dable, ‘because the general Yeasoning is: you need "power" to pursue -

© your "interest"; "power" _can be defined in terms of measurable -
quantities; and so more "power" is always in your "interest".-It

. always ready to be filled by each power elite accordlng to its own.

. ly litte understanding for "radicals" who txry to come po‘new power

cannot be denied, of course, that nations indeéd are pursuing ‘their
interest. According to "realism" they do so by nature. That seems

‘true enough, especially when their survival as a nation is at stake.

But what does it mean ? If "ndational interest™ is to be defined in

terms of whatever a particular nation happens to want in a given si-
tuation, the "realist" doctrine that nations necessarily pursue theil
own interest is true, simply because it is a tautology: nations want
what they want. The concept of "national interest" is an empty shell

{presumed) interests .

It also should be noted that "realists", wlth all the understand;ng
they show for polltlcs as the struggle for power and with a1l the%r,
sympathy for the tragic but inevitable consequences of the perennia.
conflicts of interests (due to human nature), tend to show surprisiy
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-Ccf. the present economic dependence on the U.S.: the Soviet authorities
.couldn't even afford to tell their people the truth about Watergate.

What-a powerful regime ! The lack of power of hated regimes always
becomes manifest at some time. Especially in Eastern Europe, where

‘Soviet influence is supposed to be biggest, hatred and contempt among

- ordinary people towards the Russians seem more widespread than anywhere

else, except perhaps in China.

Some CADD~participants will rememberrthe paper on "The Future of Burope"
which the Dutch delegation presented two years ago. In following ‘
discussions in Holland it has appeared that the "small steps", proposed

.in this paper, are considered dangerous, not because of their military .
-1mpa?t as ‘such. - theyhardly touch the balance of power - but because

of the direction in which they point. The risks of the present direction
are always mentioned in government statements about defense, but never 1

: to any change. Even the recent Defense Statement by the new Dutch

gove nment, /in which now the Labour Party and the more left-wing
"radical" party take part, fully remains within the traditional frame-

‘workl. On p. 1 it says that it sees a double task: security and dé&tente.

Is it just a matter of semantics that apparently these are considered
two ‘different things ? It is taken for granted that security comes

: flrst, then comes détente. My personal feeling is that this order is

{-not conduc1ve to securlty, I don't, feel secure in- it.o

-

Laurens J. Hogebrlnk , T
Dept. on Church and 8001ety' 
- Netherlands Reformed Church o
Carnegielaan 9 ' ‘

THE HAGUE, Netherlands

 ABugust, 1974
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Un point de vue francais sur la réglementation du commerce in-

ternational des armes,

En condamnant, dans son homélie du 1lljanvier 1976,
les exportations d'armes francaises et leurs motivations écono-
miques, le cardinal Marty a attiré l1'attention sur ur phénomdne
majeur de notre temps et suscité quelques controverses, L'oppo-
sition s'est dép8chée de tirer‘parti de cette prise de position
pour embarasser le gouvernement, mais sans se Soucier des moy-
ens 4 mettre en oeuvre pour réduire le volume des ventes d*ar=-
mes, Les dirigeants politiques ont contesté le bien~fondé de 1?
intervention de l'archevé&que de Paris en arguant des exigences
d'une défense et d'une diplomatie indépendantea, mais sans con-
vaincre ceux qui voient dans le renchérissement du pétrole le
principal mrzitsxxximExsxzpnrizkwzxa facteur de 1a croissance des
exportations d'armeas,: Quant aux Francais, ils s'accommodent
pour la plupart du recours i l'exportation de matériel de guer-
re pour équilibrer la balance des paiements et on congoit qu'il:
ne se soient gudre émus de cette querelle. En définitive, la
pardle de Monseigneur Marty n'a eu qu'un faible écho et le dé-
bat qu'elle aurait dfi amorcer a tourné court}@fl est 4 craindre
gque 8i lea Eglises persistent & aborder ce sujet délicat sur
un ton "prophétique" en ompettant de donner un fondement soli-~
de & leurs jugements et d'indiquer la voie & suivre pour remé-
dier au mal diagnostiqué, elles ne contribuent a4 démobiliser 18

: eaprita et 4 perpétuer le’désordre établi’

S'agissant du commerce des armes, il importe de mar-
quer en premier lieu son lien avec la sécuritéd des Etats dans
un monde ou le glaive demeure toujours le garant de la justice
et de la paix et ol le désarmement unilatéral équivaudrait se-
lon le pape Paul VI & un "délit de manque de défense“%) Par
ailleurs, si la France occupe actuellement le 32me rang au pal-
marads des vendeurs d'armes, elle est nettement devancée par les
deux superpuissances -~ Etats-Unis et Union sovidtique - et, in-

dép@ndﬁmment de la Grande~Bretagne qui la talonne dans cetde

1) Dané son message pour la 9%me journde mondiale de la paix
(ler janvier 1976)
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compétition, elle subit la concurrence de nombreux Etats, petite
moyens, qui se sont révéléa au cours des derniéres années comme
des rivauxr redoutables dans la prospection des marchés, Dans un
avenir préwisible, la Chine, 1'Inde et le Japon sont appelés

34 jouer un r8le croissant dans l'approvisionnement en matériel
de guerre des pays asiatiquesX Enfin, on observe que de nohb-
reux pays du Tiers-Monde veulent se doter des armes les plus
sophistiquées au risque de compromettre leur développement éco-
Anomique et social et que certains se sont également engagés dan:s
la voie de la constitution d'industries locales pour réduire
leur dépendance vis-a-vis des fournisseurs traditionnels ou

pour participer & la division internationale du travail dans lé

domaine de la production d'armements., Si cette tendance se mon-
firmait la compétition des producteurs ne ferait que s'éxacer-
ber et le cop—tr8le des flux d'armements vers les zones de ten-
gsion se heurterait & des obsfacles quasiment insurmontables,
C'est en tengnt compte de ces données ainai que des motivations
des pays acheteurs et vendeurs. gqu'il convient d'examiner lesa
chancea dune reglementation internationale susceptible de rédui-
re les inconvénients d'une prolifération anarchigque des arme-

2)

ments de type classigue 3 travers le monde,

Le r8le, réel ou présumé, joué par les trafigquants
d'armes dgns l'exploitation des c¢rises internationales -et la W
prolongation dea conflits avant la premidére guerre mondiale i
avait conduit les puissances de 1'Entente & insérer dans le
Pacte de la S.D,.N, des dispositions destindes & contrfler 1!
activité des commercants privés et 3 organiser la publicité des
programmes militaires et des ventes d'armes. Cet objectif avait
é6té partiellement atteint & la veille de la seconde guerre mon-
diale puisque dans la plupart dex Etats industrialisés les pou- -
voirs publics contr8laient la fabrication et le commerce des
armes et qu'une certaine publicité était donnée aux transactiont
notamment dans l"Annuaire statistique du commerce des armes et
‘des munitinns® publié sous 1'égide de 1a S.D.N,, Certes, ces
Ej_igus n'envisagerons pas le cas des armes nucléaires qui ne
font pas l'objet d'un commerce, Leurs détenteurs ont d'ailleurs

pris des mesures pour emp#cher leur prolifération & la faveur
du développement des applications pacifiques de l'énergie ato-

mique,
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mesures n'ont pas emp8ché la course aux armements qui a prélu-
dé au déclenchement du second conflit mondial, mais il n'en res
te pas moins que l'emprise de 1*Etat sur les industries de guex
re 8 facilité 1l'effort dd réarmement des paya eurnpéens menacés
par le nazisme. En tout cas la hubstitiution progressive des
personnes publiques aux trafiquants privés pour la conclusion
des grands marchés d'armement annongait l1l'évolution qui s'est
dessinée entre-temps : les sociétés privées sont reldguées a 1!
arriére~plan alors que les "industriels-commercanta®™ étatiques
occupent le devant de la scéne,

C'est en vain que l'on chercherait dans 1la ChArte
dea Nations Unieg une allusion au commerce des armes, lLes deux
articles qui visent la rédglementation des armements et le désar.
mement (11 et 26) n'en font pas état et les commentateurs s8'ac-
cordent & reconnatire que sur ce& point la Charte est en retrait
par rapport au Pacte de la S.D.N.. Cette omission s'explique
par l'état d'esprit qui prévalait au terme du second conflit
mondial et par le discrédit dont souffrait & l1l'époque le paci-
fisme de style wilsonien. En ocutre, le problédme ne se posait
pas avec la m&me acuité puisque le commerce des armes était
-rédglementé dans le cadre des légistations nationales et gque le
maintien et le rétablissemant de la paix incombaient & titre
principal aux c¢inq membres permanents du Conseil de sécurité,
Enfin il était légitime de spéculer sur le sucéés d'un systime
de sécuritéd collective qui aurait permis de réduire au minimum
les dépenses militaires et d'éviter la compétition des ms rchand:s
d'armes, Toutefois, le "grand schisme" et 1la guerre froide ont
sapé les fondements de cette construction rationnelle et depuis
lors on assiste & une course aux armements dont le rythme ne s’
eat pas ralenti et qui affecte par contagion tous les Etats, y
compris ceux du Tiera-Ménde.

Durant les dix premidres années de l'aprés-guerre,
les deux Grands se Bsont consacrés en priorité au réarmemethe
leurs alliés eurospéens, tandis que les marchés du Tiers-Monde
étaient dominés par les Etats-Unis et la Grande-Bretagne gui s'
entendajent pour maintenir les armements 4 un niveau "raisonnab-

le® et ne vendre gque du matériel "rustique™, La vente d'armes
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soviétiques a 1'Egypte en septembre 1955 et l'entrée en scine de
la France marquent un tournant dans l'histoire du commerce des

armes. L'accession des Etats colonisés A l'indépendante accroft

3)

le nombre des demandeurs” "tandis que les pays producteurs ae liv

rent & une concurrence sdévére pour arracher des contrats, L'U.R,
S.S., étend son influence au Moyen-OUrient et pénidtre en Asie et
en Lmérique latine; 1l'Italie et la France rivalisent avec 1la
Grande~Bretagne et les Etats-Unis sur tous les continents; enfin
2 partir de 1965, de nouveaux fournisseurs se présentent sur le
marché : République fédérale d'Allemagne, Sudde, Canada, Suisse,
Belgique, Isra&l, Afrique du Sud, .... La conjonction de tous
ces facteurs s'est traduite par une formidable expansion du com-
merce des afmes et la cristallisation d'intéréts acquis qui ren-
dent trés difficile une inversion de la tendance.4)
En dépit de la réserve des services officiels sur les
modalités d'exécution des contrats et sur l1l'identité des pays
destinatairea, il esmt possible de se faire une opinion sur 1le
volume des transactions d'armements, de déterminer les princi-
paux courants d'échange et de percevoir les motivations des par-
ties contractantes. Des Instituts internationaux tels que le
S.I.P.R.I. {Stockholm International Peace Research Institute)
et 1'1.1.8.5, (International Institute for Strategic Studies) de
Londrea publient réguliérement des informations sur le commerce
des armes et, dans les Etats & régime pluraliste, 1'Administra-
tion divulgue le chiffre global des commandes et des livraisons.
En revanche, dans de nombreux Etats, une conception extensive
du secret s'oppose A& la publicité des transactiona et on en est
réduit & des conjectures fondées sur des estimations souvent
divergentes des “experts®, C'est pourquoi, des initiatives com-
me celles prises par Malte en 1965 et le Danmemark en 1968 en vue

35 De 1945 & 1965, le nombre des Etats indépendants est passé de

50 & 120. :
4) On a estimé le montant global des ventes d'armes dans le mon-
de en 1974 & 18 milliards de dollars, ce qui représente une aug-
wmentation de plus de 550% par rapport au chiffre de 1964, La
part des grands pays exportateurs s'établissait approximative-
ment comme suit : Etats-Unia (43%), U.R.S.S. (30%) France (9%)
Grande-Bretagne (8%), auires pays (10%)

a/e
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de l'énregistrement de "toutes les importations et exportations
d'armes, de munitions et de matériel de guerre" et de la diffu-
sion des informatioss ainsi recueillies par le Secrétariat géné
ral dea Nations Unies, méritent d'&tre encouragées, L'adoption
de ces mesures dissiperait les obscurités entretenues autour
des transactions d'armes, contribuerait & réduire les tensions
génératrices de courses régionales aux armements et favoriserait
la prise de conscience des risques inhérents & pne compétition
sans frein dans ce domaine, Toutefois, le débat qui s'est ins-
tauré aux Nétions Unies sur ce théme a fait apparaftre que les
Etatas ne sont pas disposés i accorder A la communsuté interna-
tionale umn droit de regard sur le commerce des armes, lLes ven-
deurs veulent conserver leur liberté d'action pour promouvoir
leurs intér8ts économiques et politiques et les acheteurs crai-
gnent qu'un systéme d'observation international ne scelle leur
dépendance vis-3-vis des pays producteurs d'armements, De nonm-
breux pays du Tiers-Monde ont fait observer & cette occasion
gque la publicité des ventes d'armes n'était acceptable que si
elle comportait des obligations égales pOur.toua et s'inscri-

vait dans 1la perspective d'une limitation générale des armements

En revanche, les risques de conflit résultant de 1°
accumulation d'armes dane des "zones de tension® ont inspiré
des tentatives de réglementation régionale du commerce des &re
me&, La mmmm zone géographique qui a surtout retenu ttaxijmmzxx
l'attention est le Moyen-Orient et,en 1950, les Etats-Unis, la
France et la Grande-Bretagne ont prociamé leur intention de con-
tenir la course aux armements entre les Etats arabes et Isra¥l
dans dea limites correspondant aux exigences de la sécurité in-
térieure et de 1la 1légitime défense des parties intéressées, Cet
accord tripartite, qui s'apparentait davantage 4 un partage des
marchés qu'd une limitation des ventes d'armes aux pays mde la
région, efit pu produire des effets modérateurs si l'irruption
de 1'Union Boviétique dans cette région n'avait mis en causge
les bases de 1l'équilibre recherché. Depuis lors, les armes n'og‘
ceasd d'affluer au Moyen-Orient et les engagements militaires
de se multiplier; gquant aux tentatives de reglementation des
envois d'armes dans la région, elles se sant heurtées jusqu'a

présent kxtiimbsiasim au préalable d'un réglement politique.
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Certes, il n'est pas interdit de penser que le réglement du conf.
1it israélo-arabe serait facilité par un accord entre les prin-
cipaux fournisseurs d'armements; encore faudrait-il qu'ils soien
tous parties A l'accord et qu'un mécanisme international garan-

tisse le respect des engagements pris,

Stagissant de l1'Amérique latine, qui bénéficie depuixm
1951 d'une aide militaire importante des Etats-Unis, on a assia-
té & des tentatives de limitation des livraisons de matériel mi-
litaire sous l*'Administration Kennedy, La sécurité des pays si-
tués au sud du Rio Grande étant conditionnée avant tout par des
facteurs économiques et sociaux, on avait estimé & Washington
que seules édtaient justifiées les acquisitions d'srmes nécessai-
res pour assurer l'ordre public et répfimer les mouvements sub-
versifs, L'achat d'dquipements modernes tels que des avions su-
personiques ne pouvait 8tre inspiré que par des considérations
de preatige parfaitemept illusoires et présentait aux yeux des
promoteurs de 1'%alliance pour le progr¥s® l'inconvénient de
détourner & des fins militaires des crédits susceptibles d'8tre
affectés 32 la satisfaction de besoins sociaux, Ce point de vue
ne fut pas accepté par certains pays latino-américains qui déci-
dérent de s*adresser &4 d'autrea fournisseurs et notamment aux
~Européens pour se doter des moyens militaires qu'ils jugeaieant
nécessaires & l'affirmation de leur souveraineté, Aussi, cette
zone géographique, jusqu'alors "chasse gardée américaine” est-
elle devenue le champ clos d'une compétition trds vive entre les

- industriels de l'armement,

Les recommandations de la conférence de Punta del
Easte d'avril 1967 relatives & une limitation des achats d'arme-
ments par les pays d'Amérique latine n'ont pds été suivies d'ef~
fet, mais les inconvénienta de la course régionale aux armements
ont conduit 8 paym - les 6 membres du groupe andin (Bolivie,
Chili, Colombie, Bquateur, Perou et Vemezuela) ainsi que 1'Ar-
gentine et Pmanama - & signer la déclaratiom d'Ayacucho (9 dé-
cembre 1974) aux termes de laquelle ils s'engagent & ne pas ae-
quérir‘d'armes sophistiquées 2 caractdre offensif. On ne sait
81 cette déclaration annonce une concertation des pays acheteurs

pour limiter le niveau des armements dans 1la région-ou si elle

Se borne & consigner des voeux pieux, Quoi qu'il en soit, une
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réglementation régionale du commerce des armes n'a de signifi-
cation que si tous les acheteurs potentiels s'y prétent, ce qui
suppose gqu'ils aient ajusté au préalable leurs prm politiques de
sécurité et de défense en fonction de critéres qui leur soient
proprea, Un systdéme imposé de l'extérjeur par les vendeurs 4t
armes serait ressenti comme discriminatoire et paternaliste et,
dans l'état actuel de 1l'organisation de la société internatio-
nale, il serait relativement aisé de le tourner en s‘'adressant

4 des fournisseurs qui auraient conservé leur liberté d'action.

L'embargo sur les armes & destination d'un pays dont
la politique est condamnée par les instances internationales ou
qui se trouve dans une "zone de tension", n'apparatt pas comme
un systéme plus efficace de réglementation. Ainei le confllit
indo-pakistantais de 1965 a éclaté en dépit de l'embargo décidé
par lea Etats~Unis et la Grande-Bretagne et les mesaures prises
pour le limiter n'en ont guére affecté le cours. Bien plus, les
belligérants ont interprété l'attitude des Anglo-Saxons comme
une trahison de leurs intéré&ts ce qui & conduit lé Pakistan a
s'adresser a4 la Chine et 1'Inde & développer 3a propre industrie
d'armements. Le cas de l1'Afrique du Sud illustre également les
carences d'une politiqué d'embargo qui est observée par certains
Etats, mais permet surtout & ceuxr qui ne se sentent pas liés
par les décisions du Conseil de Sécurité de s'ouvrir de nouveaux
marchés ou d'élargir leurs débouchés. Il n'existe pas d'exemple
d'embargo respecté par tous les Etats, de sorte que cette mesure
se traduit seulement par une redistribution des r8les, les four-
nisseurs traditionnels étant remplacés par des vendeurs moins

acrupuleuxr sans que le volume global des ventes d'armes diminue,

La mé&fe observation peut &tre faite A propos de 1!
embargo sur les armes frangaises 4 destination des pays du ¥
"champ de bataillé" au Moyen-Orient, Outre que la décision du
gouvernement francais n'a pas emp8ché le réarmement A outrance
deas parties au conflit par les Etats-Unis, 1'Union soviédtique
et la Urande-Bretagne, on a des raisons de douter que 1l'embargo
ait toujours €té appliqué pxx avec une rigueur extréme'par les
vautorités chargée de le faire respecter, En tout cas, il était

clair, aprés les révéldtions du Président Sadate, en aofit 1974,

sur la présence de "Mirage" libyens en Egypte pendant la guerre
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d'octobre 1973, que la clause de non-réexportation des avions
vendus & la Libye n'avait pas été respectée et que l'embargo
avait perdu toute signification, Aussi le gouvérnement en a=t=-
11 tiré les conséquences lors du Conseil des Minis tres du 28
aoflt 1974 et & décidé que la vente de matériels militaires aux
Etats du Moyen-Orient deraient désormai; autoriséa aprés un
exgmen cas par cas, Des contrats portant notamment sur la four-
niture d'avions de type "Mirage F-1" ont été conclus depuis
lora avec 1'Egypte et, en décembre 1975, le Président de la Ré-
publique a indiqué que la France apporterait son concours & la

constitution d'une industrie de défense arabe.

En juillet 1975, l'assoc iation internationale de
recherche sur la paix ("International Peace Research Associa-
tion" ou I,P.R.A,) & publié un manifeste en faveur du désarme-
ment qui préconise entre autres mesures l'adoption d'un code
de bonme conduite pour le transfert des matériels de guerre et

5)

riences du passé ont démontré la vanité de telles méthodes en

un contrlle international du commerce des armes. Or les expé-

l1'absencé d'une limitation générale des armements,

Aujourd'hui, les Etats disposent des moyens juridi-
gques qui leur permettraient de régler le flux international des
armements, mais étant & la fois juges et parties ils répugne-
ront le plus souvent & sacrifier des ventes gqui contribuent a
Téquilibre de leur balance des paiements et 4 l'extension de Im
leur influence chez les Etats "clients". En outre, la course
aux armementa entre les grandes puissances & favorisé l'accumu-
lation dea armements dans les secteurs géographiques couverts
par les alliances militaires. Du fait de leur renouvellement
constant, des stocks importants de matériel déclassé sont dispo-
nibles dans les pays de l'hémisphére-nord gqui préférent les
écouler dans le Tiers-Monde plut8t que de les "metbre 34 la fer-
raille™, Par sailleurs, la mise au point des armes modernes ent-
raihe des investissements cofiteux dont l1'amortissement requiert
une production en série et l'ouverture de marchés extérieurs
dds lora que la satisfaction des besoins de la défense nationa-
le n'offre pas des débouchés suffisants, BEnfin, le renchérisse-
ment du pétrole et le souci de réduire le déficit concomitant

de la balance des paiements ont conduit les grands exportateurs

5) "Beween peace and war : the quest for disarmament” -
tin of Peace proposals, Vol %’ ¥° 3/1975 mament Bulle
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2 prospecter la clientdle des nouveaux riches de l'or noir et A

satisfaire leurs demandes les plus extravagantes,

Il ne faut pas davantage compter sur la sagesse des
pays acheteurs pour ehrayer la prolifération des armes classi-
ques, Lorsque la questibn dfune publicité des transactions d'ar-
mememts & é6té évoquée aux Nations Unies ce sont les pays du
Tieras-Monde qui ont opposé la résistance la plus vive & 1l*adop-
tion d'une mesure pourtant modeste ol ils ne voyaient qu'un sub-
terfuge destiné a sceller leur dépendange via-a-vis des Urands,
Le fait gque 1la course aux armementas entrave leur développemeﬁx
économique et social ne les dissuade pas d'acqukrir‘les appa-
reila de destruction les plﬁs nodernes pour affirmer leur sou-
veréineté dans le domaine militaire et, loin de condamner la
compétition entre les pays producteurs, ils cousidérent‘qu'elle
1éur offre la possibilité de diversifiér leur approvisionnement
et - de réduire ainsi leur dépendance par rapport &4 un fournis-
seur unigue ou prépéndérant. M&me s'il entre une part d'illusiom
dans cette démarche, on ne saurait dénier aux Etats du Tiers-
Monde 1le droit de sé.doter des instruments de leur éééufité-dang
un monde ol la paix me se maintient.qu'armée et ce serait céder
‘auw paternalisme que de vouloir leur imposer nos moddles guelle
que soit la générosité de leur inspiration,

Tout conspire donc & la prolifération des armes clas-
siques & travers le monde, mais les chrétiens ne sauraient s'ac-
combder d'une situation ou le cdmmerce dés armes donné.troj SOm-
vent imx lieu 4 des pratiques cyniques, entrafne des dédpenses de
prestige ruineuses et consdédlide les iﬁpérialismea en entravant
le développement des pays pauvres, Dans la mesure ol les ventes
d'armes sur une grande échelle sont le sous—pfoduiti de la riva-
1ité techno-militaire des Grands, on ne voit pas comment celles-
1% pourraient 8tre limitées aussi longtemps que celle-ci se
poursuivra, L& réglementation du commerce des armes ne se Qongoi
donc. que dans 1l'hypothdse d'un arr&t de la course aux armements
gsinon d'un désarmement général et elle suppose par conasdquent.
une mutation radicale dans l;organisation de la sécurité des
Etats et du moﬁde. Au demeufant, c'est 18 conclusion & laguelle

aboutit le Saint-Sidge dans la déclaration sur le désarmement

i
général qu'liin a transmisg@aux Nations Unies en juin 1976,

Jean Xleln
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POLICY CONCIUSIONS

The détente between East and West, which has
continued during. the past few years, has had little
if any effect on the arms race. While it is true that
the rapprochement between the great powers, notably
the Joviet Union and the United States, has greatly
reduced the chances of a conflict being deliberate-—
ly provoked, the continuous stock-piling of nuclear
. and conventional weapons means that the conmsequences of
an nccidental conflict which cannot be checked at
an early stage can only be catastroPHic. A conflict
of this kind is not inconceivable, since there .are
meveral trouble spots in .the world where fighting
might bresk out in which, in certain circumstances,-
the major powere‘might become involved. |

However much the undersigned welcome the détente
and the greater sense of reaponsiblity shown by the
blg powers, they are deeply disturbed at the ever-
risinz armaments levei.‘and‘they consider it essential
that the détente should be accompanied by substantial
reductions in existing arms aystems, especially in the
nuelear sector., For any large scale use of nuclear
arme would have very gfave consequences for humanity
a8 a whole., Morsover, these are the very weapons in.
regpect of whioch the relative gtability which has been
achieved could be seriously upset by technologicel
breakthroughs, It is therefore in respect of nuclear
weapons that it is most essential that effective
megsures should be taken for arms control and arms
reduction. This should be feasible, since the present
atate of gquilibrium permits a considerable mutusl
reduction of nuclear stocks. Agreements to restrict
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new developments in weaponry are also very important.
For it iz often the fear that the other side will
achieve technological breakthrouchs which spurs on

a country's own gﬁforts in weapons technology.

There are three aspects to-nuclear'prcblema
which deserve special mention:
A.1.  An increase in the number of countries in
posaession of nuclear weapons would mean a serious
threat to international peace and gecurity. If one
state acquires nuclear weapons, other states feel

‘threatened and insecure; this may induce them in turn
- to provide themselves with nuclear arms. Netherlands

poliecy will therefore continue to aim at promoting

that the Non-Proliferation Treaty be accepted as uni-
versally as possible. The Conference held recently to
review this Treaty has opened up certain ways of
bringing non-proliferation policy up to date. Although
dismppointment is being felt, and justifisbly, at the
fatlure of the nuclear powers to fulfil their obliga-
$ions arising from the Treaty %0 impose restrictions on
themselves, this must not be allowed to obsoure the
fact. that it is of paramount importance fqr world se-
curity that there should be no increase in the number
of countries possessing nuclear arms. Once the present
paychdlogical boundaries have been overstepped, it will
be even more difficult, if not impossible, to control

1

~ the nuclear armament process.

Therefore ons of our main policy_objedtives
ig still to promote ratification of the Treaty by as

- many -
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many etates as possible, in particular those whose
technological capacities mark them out as potential
nuclear weapon states. The Netherlands will also.’
make an active contribution to working out the
details of the recommendations which were adopted
8t the Review Conference.

A+ 2. The success of the'non-proliferation policy
will also be coﬁsiderably promoted if nuclear~weapon -
free zones are set up in areas where nuclear weapons
have not yvet been introduced. This is why the Nether-
lands has taken a positive stand towards the creation
of nuclear-weapon free zones in the Middle East and
Southern Asie. In the latter region India's nuclear
test in spring 1974 is a complicating fachor.
Although the Indian government has stated that this
nuclear test was only being held for peaceful purposes,
thereis, technologically speeking, no distinction
between nuclear explosive devices for peaceful and for
armaments purpoSesQ If non-nuclear-weapon states carry
out nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, they
may ‘therefore be undermining the non-proliferation
policy. Por this reason the Netherlands has vigorously
contributed to it that the (General Assembly of the.
United Nations asked several competent bodies, such-
a8 the Geneva Disarmament Committee and the International
Atomic Energy Agency, to continue studying the problem
of peaceful nuclear explosions.

A.3. - The prevention of the proliferation of
nuclear arms should slso be ensured by means of
effective safeguards and regulations regarding the
supply of fissionable material and nuclear equipment{
The undersigned are therefore pleased that, after

- prolonged -~
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prolonged negdtiations, a2 number of supplier states
reached agreements last year on the subject, and
they hope that these arrangements will be made more
 widely effective by the means recommended by the
.Review Conference,

A4, It is also essential that measures should
be taken intermationally to prevent fissionable
material falling into the hands of private persons
and groups. Now that the use of nuclear energy may
be expected to expand and increase in importance,
owing to recent events in the energy field, it is
certainly most essential that effective and timely
measures should be taken t¢o ensure the physical
gecurity af nuclear meterials. The Netherlends will
- eontinue to draw attentlon to these problems in the
relevant bodies,

Thus the Non-Proliferation Treaty continues
to be one of the touchstones of Netherlands disarmament
policy. ThOugh it is understandable that a number of '
countries should feel that the treaty's provisions
are discriminatopy, international security would be
seriously jeopardised if the number of nuclear-
weapon states increased; therefore this discriminatory
element has to be accepted as the lesser evil,

On the other hand, it should be pointed
out that the discriminatory effect of the NPT will
be the more keenly felt, the longer the nuclear-
weapon states delay in fulfilling their treaty
obligations to reduce their nuclear arsenals. In this
respect 1t is regrettable that China and France do
not participate in the disarmament negotiations, but

- it -
|




it is no less regrettable that the results of

the strategic arms limitation talks between the

Joviet Union and the United States do not come up
to expectations.

Turbing the
qunlitative
4wmy raee

B.1. Tt is necessary to curb and put an end

to the qualitative arms race, notahly between fhe
two major nuclear powers, not only in order to
utrungthén the nonuproliferatidn policy, but .also

o preserve international security. As we have al-
ready ohserved, a technological hreakthrough could
upset the equilibrium that nas been achieved, where-
a5 the present state of equivalence seems to be the
beust guarantee at the moment against the outbreak

of & nuclear war. At the same time and subsequently,
tulks could be held about balanced reductions of the .
mximtiha nuelear weapons arsenals, so that the
ecquilibrium could function at a lower level.

In the opinion of the undersigned, a
complete ban on all nuclear tests would he an
important contribution towerds curbing the qualitative
arme race. Hitherto the obstacles to such a complete
nuelenf test ban have been the lack of agreement as:
to whether on-site inspection should be permitted,
ek the Fact that it does not look as if all nuclear-
weapon powers ~ at any rate initially - would accept
such A ban (notably China and France, which did not
participate in the 1263 partial nuclear test ban
treatly oither). However, as the Netherlands has

- pointed -



~pointed out several times during disarmament dis-
oussidns,lthese objections do not compare with the
danrers of continuing the qualitative arms race.
Thisiis all the more so now that the increasing
perfection of national detection capacities has
sharply reduced the chances of evasion of the ban
going unnoticed if on-site inspection were not
allowed. The Netherlands will therefore continue
to press for the conclusion as soon as possible

of an arrancement banning all nuclear tests.

B.2. Such a ban should preferably include
ngCIGar-tests which are allegedly for peaceful
‘purposes, as lonc as it has not been demonstrated
that such tests can have a useful economic function.
Past optimistic'expectafions on this subject have
not been fulfilled during recent years.

If so-called peaceful nuclear tests were
not inc]uded in & comprehensive test ban, verifi-
cation of such g ban would become much more difficult,
unless on-site inspection were permitted each time.
As no distinction is possible between explosive
devices for military and for peaceful purposes,
another'consequence would be that some knowledge
might be acquired which could be used for armaments
purposes., If it proves impossible to ineclude peace-
ful nuelear explosions in a comprchensive test ban,
there should be strict safesuards to prevent pro-

liferatlon creeplnﬂ 1n under the guise of peaceful
- nuclear -




Pushing back
the role of
mielear arms

nuclear explosions

Cots More pgencrally, the uvndersined helieve

that the role of nueclear arms should be pushed back
wherever possible, in order to avoid military conflict
developing irto a nuclear war. Pucshing back the role
of nuclear arms, ‘it should be observed, is nof only

a matter of reducing the numbers of nuclear weapons,

‘but equally, if not more, a matter of creating con-

ditions in the international community which will
reduce the likelihood of conflicts breaking out, par-
ticularly conflicts which may assume nuclear pro-
portions. Such conditions can be promoted by increasing
mutual trust, consolidating relations, and achieving
greater interdependence, resultins in concrete acree-
menta., For example, it can be sald that the agreement
hetween the Soviet Union and the United 3tates of 22
June 1973 confirmed and set a seal upon their re-
alisation that the massive use of nuclear arms in a

conflict between the two world powers could only lead

to mutual annihilation, and that consequently the

role of nuclear arms in their relations with each

other has been reduced. It is equally obvious, however,
that ouch an agreement does not remove the tensions
which could cause *hese arms to be actually uséd. Policy
ghould therefore aim at removing the causes of tenaions
and digputes and at takings confidence-building measures,
but egually at achieving agreements on arms control

and arma limitation, because this iz the way to remove

‘disparities in power which are felt to be threatening.

8. For these reasong the rreatest possible
importance should he attached to the success of the
Mutual Balanced Forces Reductions negotiations in
Vienna. If these nejotiations should result in general
conventional'parity being accepted by both sides,

-~ that -
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that alone would already reduce the risk of early
use of nuclear weapons.

b. At the same time the Netherlands believe

that tactical nuclear arms should be included as scon

as poseible in the negotiations, because a quantitative

_ reduction in nuclear arms can also be an important

contrlbutlon to create normal relations within

Eurcpe., Another reason why it is so important that _

the MBFR négotiations should be successful is that

in that case for the first time in history, groups

of countries which have leng regarded each other

~ as potential enemies Wlll have exchanged undertaklngs
as regards the size of their armed forces, albeit

only for a limited area. |

C.2. Besides these policies, all of which imply
already e reduction of the role of nuclear‘weapnns,‘
there should be the closest posaible vigilance to
-prevent any developments that could result in increa-

ging the sipnificance‘of'nucleaf weapons or accentuating

their role in ensurlng security. This means 1n concrete
terms. :

a. The formatlon of a West European nuclear force
must be regarded as a serlous disturbance of the
) political and military equlllbrlum which has been
achieved, There must be continual checks to make
sure that certain developments or measures cannot
1nten31fy 8 movement towards the formatlon of such -
e force. I . ] . -

b.. If replacement or modernisation of the existing
arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons is being con-
sidered,}the,greatést care must be taken to ensure
that this does not result in a greater nuclear .
potential,‘or in added significance of nuclear
weapons in meintaining security. In particular
the moderniasastion process must not result in the
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dividing line between nuclear and conventional
weapona becoming blurred.

Therefore ‘the miniaturisation, as it is called, of

- nuclear arms is rejected.

d,

The hichly structured dsterrent system should be
restrieted to the area to which it now applies. There
should therefore be no extension of the treaty area

of the North Atlantic Treaty Org sanisation nor. should -

any additional tasks be entrusted to 1t, if this should
evar be considered in ths future. Certaiﬁly it cannot

be denied that the strate~ic balance between the two
mejor nuclear powers also makes itself felt in other
areas where their interests conflict, but if the spheres
of action of.the two alliances were extended, this would
only make it the more difficult to find a solution for
the present problems in these areas.

Policy should continue to aim at détente between Dast
and West hy ‘means of arrangements and agreements whi.eh
may rasult in common interests beings consolidated,

trust beings restored and differences solved in a peace-
ful and harmonious way. At the moment the negotiations
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
are particularly important for the achievement of these
objectives. ' o

Notably, these talks should ensure that the re00fn1t10n
of the dlverslty of the po]ltlcal and soela-economlc
gystems in the European countries doez not mean that
they are doomed to be divided. For if this were so we
could never do morec than freeze the status quo, with-
out, by-doins so, removing the deeper reasons for
digtrust and lack of unders tanding., In this

~ Ccontext -
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context it is essential to make it clear that it
is not our intention to upset the present relations,
since this would seriously threaten our own security.

This is why the Government is especially
concerned that the rapprochemant between East and
Weagt should not only be apparent from improved re-
lations between governments, but also from more con-
tact between the peoples. She is convinced that existing
differences in the various systems do not rule out such

‘contact, but that a new security structure needs this

hetter understanding if it is to be viable and proof
afainst unexpected setbacke. For one must try to cul-
tivate such relationships that military confrontation
can be gradually reduced, and to achieve a security
structure which requires a minimum of armed force,
because it has other means of settling disputes and
conflicts of interests. This is only feasible in a
¢climate of mutual trust between movernments and peoplesn.

This approach, together with successful MBFR
talks for achieving general conventional parity, will
ley the foundations for a European security structure,
whose final shape cannot be predicted at the moment
but which could move towards a balanced level of
conventional armed forces based on mutual agreement;
while nuclear arms, if they cannot be completely
abolished, could serve as a guarantee that the other

' side would not use them mvertheless at some -time

or another. In this context it could also"bé con-
gidered whether asreements could be made about no-
first-use of nuclear arms and about the establish-
ment of certain areac within which these arms may
not be stored. It is:obvious, that{we' are only-just
setting out ‘on the. road which must lead finally to

o A
- the -
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Arms trade; law
- in armed con-
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the security structure described above. The present
atability, which should not be underestimated, re-
quires us to consider carefully each further step
to ascertain that it will not irresponsibly
jeopardise -this stability. Dismatisfaction with

the means by which this stability is maintained
compels us, however, to search energetically and
pergistently for ways and means of estabhlishing.
gecurity on a different basis. '

D. ODur understandable anxiety as to the mnature

of the present security structure in Furope must

not he mllowed to detract from our efforts to combat

the factors that threaten world security. Here too

it should he recognised that the concept of security

cannot be split up into sections, but that a distinet
improvement in world economic security, for instance,

which will be the subject of various discussions ‘
in the coming months, would fundementally promote |
politicél security by removings some major causes

of tension. More specifically from the point of wview

of disarmament, there are also a number of problem

areas here with which the undersigned are particularly
concerned. ' '

1. -Qur policy will continue to look for openinzs
for curbing the international arms trade. As Qﬁplaindd
in this memorendum, it is prectically impossible
ag.yet to obtain the cooperation of the major producer
and receiver countries for this purpose. Neveriheless,
the Netherlands should take every care within the
means at itg dlapossal to, prevent armaments industry , l
in the developed world from coming to depeni for .

its survival on its salcs potential in other countries,

- particulariy - : !
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panxicularly in he Third World countries, ag this
would make the armaments 1ndustry an autonomous facto égz%fi

in escalsting the international arms trade. XQ7
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2. The development of new weapons - including

new conventional weapons - should be contlnually

reviewed in the light of the present rules and e'Cmﬁ45b
criteria of the law applicable in armed conflicts, a&ﬂq E‘.hqx
Our policy will therefore continue to aim at the “fo
observence and where necessary the adjustment of (gffi;
these criteria, as is being done at present by the ¥Q:
Diplomatic Conference on Humanitarian Law Applicable

in Armed Conflicts which is being held in Geneva

under the auspices of the Swiss Government. So long
"as the evil of war cammot be hanished, efforts

ghould be made to keep the human suffering involved

to a minimum.
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How stable is "stable deterrence"?

J.H. Leurdijk prepared for the CCADD Conference
University of Amsterdam St. Maur, Sept. 5-9, 1975. ’1(9
Abstract

This paper is a summary of a longer article which has been published in Dutch.
It is argued that the introduction of nuclear weapons in the relations between
states has led to a reversal of the traditional weapon functions: while in the case
of conventional-;;épons the functions of offense and defense are emphasized, in
the case of nuclear weapons the emphasis is placed on their deterrent functions.

The relevant doctrine of mutual assured destruction is supposed to be a factor

" of peace preservation. However, the ethical (the comsciously crested vulnerability

of the civilian population} and political (the unavailability of nuclear weapons
for political purposes) problems end dilemma's this creates for policy-makers,
results in pressures to return to the traditional functions of offense and defense,
summarized in the concept of damsge limitation. One has to take into account the
possibility of having to wage & nuclear war and the price of preventing & nuclear

war through mutual agsured destruction is an ongoing nuclear arms race.

I. The introduction of nuclear weapons in the military stockpiles of nations has
markedly changed the relative importance of the traditional weapons-functions.
As regards conventional weapons the traditionsl functions ;fe offense and defense,
although conventiounal military power has always had a deterrent function. Deterrence,
however, is generally regarded as the specific function of nuclear weapons.
Already ipn an early stage of the arms race one had accepted the existence of
a "balance of terror" between the most important opponents, the Soviet Union and
the United States: both countries were deterred from attacking the other out of
fear for nuclear retaliation. There is now emerging & widespread mode of thinking
according to which this situation - for the benefit of world peace - might be
perpetuated by stabilizipng the relationship of mutual deterrence in having on both
sides a stable = invulnerable deterrent. This "stable deterrence"-relationship
should consist of two complementary components: (1) an "assured destruction
capability: an intentional war would be made unthinkable by the ability of safe
and secure retaliation, which would be the prerogative of 2 or—3 super powers,
(2) Measures of "arms control™: an unintentional war - which could result from
human or technical errors ~ could as much as possible be prevented by measures

of arms control.
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On the basis of this formule stable deterrence = assured destruction + arms
control one could strife for politicael détente (war prevention, erisis management
and disarmament). Although no one can deny a certain détente in the relations
among the super powers, which seem to become institutionalized through the
Furopean Security Conference, MBFR and S!‘XLT, the nuclear arms race continues
almost unhampered and disarmament is considered to be destabilizing as soon as
the costs of the employment of force no longer are prohibitive.

The propositiea~that a situation of stable deterrence hgg helped to prevent an
otherwise unavoidable war between the US and the SU is tenable - although un-

provable and unrefutable which is the reason for its popularity. That this

. concept of stable deterrence provides a useful and acceptable basis for political

détente is debatable, because peace is based upon weépons technology and not on
human efforts and is continuously threatened with worldwide destruction. But that
such a concept is compatible with a stable armaments level is not only historically
untrue, but also intellectuslly incredible: the concept of "stable deterrence" is

a contradictio in terminis, because it contains -~ as used nowadays - a number of

inherently unstable elements which meke the term contradict itself.

II. Strategic options can be seen ~as resulting from three choices concerning
(1) the posture of nuclear weapons (counterforce vs. countervalue)

(2) the time of reaction (automatic vs. delayed), end

(3) the scope of reaction (massive vs. limited), which results in a series of
23 = 8 options. These can be brought together in two main categories of strategic
doctrines: "assured destruction" and "da&age limitation". In the first category
nuclear weapons are aimed mainly at cities and used for purposes of deterrence and
retaliation; in the second category nuclear weapons are aimed at the opponent's

nuclear arms and used for fighting purposes. Presentday strategic doctrines stress

the deterrent and retaliatory functions of nuclear weapons to the detriment of
offensive and defensive uses. The relationship of mutual deterrence - since SALT I
legitimized as the governing strategic doctrine in the relation between the US

and the SU - contains certain elements which &b initio destebilize the relation-
ship, thereby creating strong pressures to change to strategic options of demage
limitation, this leads to pressures to arms production which makes the concept of

"stable deterrence"” as regards this aspect of the arms race a contradictic in

terminis.,




Strategic options which we summerized in terms of "assured destruction™ and

"damage limitation" have an offensive and a defensive component:

strategic doctrines of | {a) assured destruction t{b) damage limitation

consist of

B el &

x & defensive component

to protect one's own strategic one's own cities

weapons
and

ponent aimed at the ecities of the the strategic weapons

opponent of the opponent

which results in the

operational capabili- "second strike™

(retaliatory attack)

"firgt strike"
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(disarming attack)

Undoubtedly, the arms race has many causes of which the conscious effort to
reach or maintain strategic superiority is not the least important, because
superiority increaseslthe number of options past those implying deterrencé and
retaliation, The armament stimuleting factors which are inherent to strategic
options of assured destruction are two-fold:

(1) those factors which are part of the strategic doctrine and which are our
main preoccupation; and '
{2) factors which concern the translation of strategic doctrines in concrete
weapon systems; these are: '
x the concept of assured destruction is not directly translatable into nuclear
weapon systems: there is a considerable difference between vwhat is necessary for
‘minimum and maximum deterrence, and for direct and extended deterrence. Within
these margins an enormous expansion of nuclear armaments is possible, which -~ indeed -
has occurred since 1962 in the US and the SU; ‘
xx the retaliation is measured in terms of what the opponent considers as
"unacceptable damage" (M, Namara: 1/5 - 1/4 of the population + 1/3 -‘1/2 of t-c
industrial capacity) and is an extremely flexible concept;
xxx the retaliatory power that is safe and secure in the sense that it is invul.or-
able, is$ not a ronstant entity but results from the effectiveness of offensive and
defensive weaponsystems, which change constantly and rapidly with changing technology;
xxxx finally, there are numerous asymmetries in the strategic positions of the SU

end the US and the effort to attain parity on all levels is & strong upwerd pressurc
on the arms race. _ ' . .

SEEEs e o ma semadt sk ST vkl MR i s = =t P e et




wr o«

=la
IIT. But however important these factors, our main preoccupation is with the
armament stimulating factors implicit in the doctrine of "assured destruction":
x the doctrine of nuclear deterrence by threatening retaliation starte from the
agsumption that the opponent only cen be deterred from a - although never clearly
stated - range of political and military activities by threatening complete
destruction as punishment. Such & doctrine implies the identification of the
opponent with the devil, because only the prospect of total destruction deters
him from carrying out his sggressive smbitions. But mutual nuclear deterrence
means that this’tapability of total devastation is also availayle to thg opponent
and once cannot trust him of being - in all situations - equaiiy reasonable and
insightfull so thet one may be confronted with the fact of nuclear warfare;
xx the doctrine qf nuclear deterrence through assured destruction also implies

the readiness to renounce at a certain level of costs the use of nuclesr weapons
as 8n instrument of political pressure, that is: at the level where the damage
(costs) may become unacceptable. But at which point is that level reached? There
is a large degree of uncertainty as to which actions the threatened use of
nuclear weapons is credible, vide the present discussion about the contents and
value of "the Américan nuclear guarantee" to Europe and its operationaligation in
the doctrine of flexible response, Consistent perseverance in a policy of t
political immobilism as imposed by the threat of nuclear extinction does not | '
accord with the active and often competative involvement of the great powers in

the affairs of this world. That is why they keep trying to escape from a political
immobilism implicit in & situation of mutual deterrence by orgeaniring their nuclear
potential so as to serve political purposes;

xxx the mutual acceptance of the concept of nuclear retaliation ~ as is said to

the main fruit of Salt I - also imﬁlies the acceptancbgér rétalidtion in the second
instance and placing the question of one's own survival in the hands of the |
opponent in the first instance. Pure deterrence means that one offers the opponents

the most vulnerable parts of one's political system - the cities and industrial
concentrations as a pledge for one's own good conduct, while the survival of the
political system is the principal mandate of each government., The moral and ethical
problems this raises would in themselves be sufficient to create strong pressures |
to get out of this dilemma, but it is also evident that to equate the eremy with ’
the devil and at the same time to acquiesce in the absolute vulnersbility of one's
population conflict emotionally and psychologically. The assumption of rational

behavior of the opponent does not fit with his equation with the devil in a

situation ip which national survival is at stake; '

xxxx the doctrine of an invulnerabdle, but only for purposes of retaliation useable
nuclear force implies that one reacts to actions of the opponent and retaliates 1
for the initiative he takes, Even if one assumes that the. opponent will not be

so foolish ag to use all his missiles in the first attack and thereby disarm
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himself unilaterally, in general one does not tend to wage war on the conditions
and in the circumstances the opponent determines, Besides, the circumstances in
which nuclear weapons may be used 1) not spring into existence, but are part of
crisis situations in which the use of nuclear weapons becomes a factor., If one
expects nuclear war on the initiative of the opponent, there are strong pressures
to pre-empt on the assumption that who takes the initiative has the benefit of
surprise; :T' ]
xxxxx and finally, no one can guarantee that deterrence will not fail - for what-
ever reason - and in such a situation it is unacceptable to have only the capacity

to ‘retaliate, L

The history of the nuclear arms race illustrates that one has constantly
endeavoured to get out of the dilemma's of assured destruction by looking for
an escape route to damage limiting measures, which make a nuclear conflict again
imeginable, If hman failure to control nuclear technology puts us in a situation
of possible mutual retaliation which is ethically, morally and politically un-
acceptable, one will persist in trying to get control of nuclea; teckrplogy. The
problems is, however, whether we will try this through nuclear disarmament or
through & continuing arms race, ; - .

Summarizing what has been said thusfar, from the doctrine of "assured destruction"
almost inevitably pressures result to put nuclear weapons at the service of .pur-
roses of damage limitation, with which would accord an offensive posture of nuclear
weapons aimed at the missiles of the opponent and measures of city defense, If
deterrence fails - for whichever of the five abovementioned reasons - it would be
illogical to retaliate, because this would mean self—destructibn. By trying to.wipe
out as much as possible of the opponent's weapons, one has not only tPe chance to
"win" a nuclear war but it also is the only means to prevent one's own destruction
(the 'second strike' - scenario assumes a counter force first strike of the
opponent), If both parties aim at this, the recipe for nuclear arms race is given
and there will be no pause in the arms race.

Theoretically such a pause is possible in & situation im which both parties are
content with & counter city retaliastory force, Cities and industrial concentrations
are immobile and extremely vulnerable objects for an attack in retaliation and they
offer a limited and constant (that is: not rapidly multipliable) mmber of targets,
vhich may be destroyed with a limited number of missilés. But missiles themselves
constitute & rapidly increasable number of targets and if the accuracy of fire-ratio
is not one to one - which it is positively not - there is Ho pause in the arms spiral.
That is why it is not relevant to emphasize arms control as a complement to assured
destruction, but why it is necessary to emphasize disarmament as an alternative
to assured destruction,
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In about two weeks, following the 1375 CCADD conference, representatives
of 19 states will reconvene in Viénna to pursie discdssion of Mutﬁal and
Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) in Central Europe. This will be the seventh
session in two years of negotiations by eleven direct participants and eight
special participantsl/ in these talks. k

It was my hoﬁ?*to report to CCADD on the status of these négofiations
and, more importantly, to benefit from the conference discussions of MBFR, 
CSCE, and western hilitary defense. Unfortunately, the Washington schedule -
of preparations for the upcoming ernna talks hag ma&é-this impossible.

The result is a personal disappointment, and | vefy much regret missiqg
the opportunity to join ybur most worthwhile deliberaticns.

I have taken the liberty of asking Professor Parrent to make available
this’brief paper on progress in MBFR. Coverage of the negotiations in the
open literature has been scant and these nofes are offered to provide a
background to stimulate questiéns for discussion.~ The facts presented
are as | know them. The opinions are largely my own and do_not necessarily

reflect the position of the U.S. Government.
The MBFR negotiations concern force deployments in an agreed and
limited areagf which fs circumscribed by the Federal Republic of Germany,
the Benelux nations, the German Democratic Republic, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.
As the negotiations have progressed we have come to realize that questions

of enduring limits on forces in this Specified geographic area are as

important as questions of mutual reductions of specific forces -- although

(3

1/ Direct participants are the U.S., UK, Canada, the FRG, Belgium, Netherlands,
Luxembourg, USSR, GDR, Poland and Czechoslovakia. Special participants
are Denmark, Norway, ltaly, Greece, Turkey, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria.

- 2/ HKnown as the NGA =~ the NATO Guidelines Area.




the character of balanced reductions Is of“vité] fnterest. The outcome
.of "mutual' and- "balanced" forée re&ﬁiffbﬁs means quité different things
to the diffe(ent HEFR particiapnts., For the U.S., the USSR, the UKland

lCanada the prospect of ﬂBFR is the effect in terms of limits on certain forces
these nations would be permitted to deploy in Central Europe.” There would

be no comparable reductions or limits of the armed forces of these four

Ty

nations3/ as a whole ™=- there would be no effect on the totality of their
forces.

. On the other hand, for the FRG, the Benelux‘natibns, the GDR, Poland,
and Czechoslovakia, MBFR could come to mean limits on the totality of
.their military manpower or armed forces. Thus, while fof some nations the
talks could result only in restrictions of deployments -- for others the
outcome could mean restrictions or limits closer agin to d%sarmament.

These different implications as well as a.varigty of other different
persp;ctives of the political and military aspects of MBFR a}e an indication
of how different motivations and inferests engage tgose involved in the
MBFR talks. Indeed common ground is not easy to find. However, coordinat}on
of a common position within NATO at-Bruéselg has been remarkably good.

And beyond the NATO forum although there has been no conclusive agreement
between East and West, ié,would probably be unfair to charactérize the
Vienna negotiations as ''deadiocked." The parties have been involved in an
exploratory effdrt -- essentially-a learning process. Both sides have laid

out serious proposals and have engaged in probing discussions with a view

toward gaining substantial understanding of one ancuther's positions.

3/ France is not involved in the MBFR negotiations but there are implications

~ for the Frenth forces stationed in Germany. Abouttwo divisions of French
forces are counted in the NATO computation of Allied forces in the area of
reductions. There has, however, been no proposal on the part of any MBFR
participant to reduce french forces.




These discuésions héve been generally free of polemics and have focused

the major issues between NATO and the’Pact. There are essentially three:

-- Firsf, the West believes MB#R must -be negotiated in two phases. Phase |
would invo]vgmgnly U.S. and USSR reductions. Phase !l would address
reductions in€luding forces of all other direct particfﬁaﬁts, and
progress would depend on an assessment of the implementatidn and
résu]ts of Phase 1 reductions. For their part, the East -- interested
in imposing limits on the Bundeswehr -- seeks to negotiate at the oufset
what it is that all parties would reduce -- althouéh actual implementation
of negotiated reductions would be in three phases under the Warsaw
Pact plan.

-- Second, the West is seeking equity of §utcome through reductions resulting
in a common ceiling on ground manpower on both sides. The East, on the
other hand, Wanfs eqha! numbér and equal perégntage reductions designed
to maintain the local 'correlation of forces' which favors the Narséw Pact.

-- Third, the West wants to focus reductions on ground forces, while the
East is seeking comprehensive reductions of, and limits on all-types of
forces, units, and armaments, including nuclear weapons..

These differences reflect historical efforts by East and West (stemming
from the 1940's and early 1950's) to neutralize what are perceived to be

the most potent forces and weapons of the other side. The Soviet Union

sought early to halt German rearmament, to keep the FRG out of NATO, and

fo legitimize the maintenance of large Russian land forces in Central Europe.

The East has also sought to expel U.S. air and nuclear weapons bases from

the continent. At the same time the United States has worked for more
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than twenty years on means to neutralize the potential impact of dominant
Soviet land power deployed within'SO mites of the West Eurnpean heartiand.
In recent years we have diligently worked within NATD to put to use the

where-with-all pdggéssed by the Alliance to strengthen its conventional.

force capability. And in the 1970's, as the Allies considered the pros and

-cons of MBFﬁ, the NATO approach to the negotiation was designed to target

three disparities which we consider critfca!:

-~ -First, the Warsaw Pact maintains a simple ground force manpower advantage
of 925,000 to 777,000 in the area of immediafe confrontation.

-=- Second, this.prepOnderencg of deployed grouna manpower can be readily
reinforced from the Soviet Union only three or four hundred mites from the

borders of NATG -- while any U.S. reinforcement of the Alliance would have

to reach Europe. from 3,000 miles away -- across the Atlantic Ocean.

. == Third, the character of the Eastern deployments poised in the area is

offensive in nature =- this is manifested by the fact that the Warsaw

Pact maintains two and a half times as many tanks iﬁ Central Europe as

do the obviously defensively‘oriented NATO forces.

.Consenﬁus has been reached by all the participating states that MBFR
address only the forces in a Iiﬁited area which has been defined by mutual
agreement. Any MB?B agreement about forces in this area which failed to
adequately treat the disparities outlined above could créate serfous.risks
for stability by suégesting an illusion of reduced tension while in fact )

contributing to an improved Soviet military and political posture which

could in fact be destabilizing.’
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The West seeks improved stability at lTower levels of forces through

meaningful reductions -in a way which take into account the significant
disparities favoring the East. The Soviets, on the other hand, argue tht

the existing force 4«elationship (including these disparities)'has maintained

A

7stabi1ity.

Ihe_Worldeisarmament Conference of 1932 is said to have failed because
of -the Impasse with resﬁect to the ratio of armameﬁfs;‘ The Germans wanted
equity and tﬁe French wanted to maintain security through'maintgnance of
the status quo. For one of the major parties in Europe tb give up a demand
for equality would have resulted in codification of dispérities it perceived
to be unacceptable. For the other major party to give up demaﬁ&; for
Ysecurity' by foregoing the existing-“correTation of f6rces” would have
meant relinquishing a position of superiority which it considéréd impossible
to do.

MBFR may eventually be faced with a similar dilemma. However, the current
Western reduction proposal offers a prospecf for solution to the classi;
impasse. | |
-- The approach which provides for the withdrawarrof forces of the_U.S.
and the USSR from a narrowly defined-érea does not impose.a requirement 
for the Soviet Union to reduce or limit the overall level of its forces
in any way -- fhus affording an ample guarantee that'no legal MBFR
constraint will prevent the Sovigts from maintaining any correlation
of forces it chooses on the continent. ' ’
The concépt of a common manpower ceiling on forces in Central Europe
assures NATO that it need not legitimize a position of inferiority in

the area of immediate confrontation.
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The Soviet Union could easily withdraw 75,000; 100,000 men; or more
from the NATO Guidelines Area without weakening its security situation or

even having any significant impact on the political role played by its

forces in Easternfurope. This w0uld still Ieave about twice as many Sov1et5

in Central Europe as Amer:cans.

.What then does the NATO Alliance have to galn from MBFR? With the right
kind of agreement we have the prospect of constralnnng Sovuet offen5|ve
deployments on the borders of NATO. The result we are: seekzng is increased
stability at lower levels of forces (a level of Soviet dgployments comparable , .f?
to the situation prior to the invasion of Czechoslovakia is not;an unreasonable

stafting point). From a Christian perspective this should contribute toward

preventing misunderstandings in an area that has had a poor record for peace

over the last 100 years.

of course we are not seeking peace at any price. NATO's capability to

build and maintain a stalwart defense must not be degraded -- without adequate ?

.

defense theright_to achieve the Christian éthic becomes Higbly theoretical.
For this reason NATQ should be wary of accepting enduring limits on its
forces without a percebtible change ‘in the current situafion, In discussing !
detente recently, President Ford has suggested that "it means mutual respect

and reciprocity, not unilateral concessions or one-sided agreements."

‘We cannot accept a one-sided agreement which did not take account of the

objective military disparities that now exist -- or even worse, tended to

_codify tBOSE'diSParities.

NATO Is seeking improved stablllty at each step in MBFR, and the Allied

rtproposal contains three elements designed to contribute to such stab;llty




-- 1, Phased negotiationsof “reductions

-~ - 2. Negotiated measﬁres for verifying withdrawals and réductiong.
-- 3. Negotiated stabi]izing measures.

The recent Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE} has
resulted in declarations of intent for moderate and restrained behavior -

on the part of the Helsinki signatories.ﬁ/ The '"'security" component of the

. CSCE declaration provides for certain voluntary measures designed to

build confidence among the CSCE parties that their military activities are
actua}lé cthistent'WEth;ghe principles to which they subscribed. These measures
include pre-announcement of certain military maneuvers, and the exchange of
observers at exercises,

In MBFR we aré seeking more binding measures with a view toward strengthening
the prospects for bullding confidence that stability can be enhanced on the
NATO--Warsaw Pact border. NATO is seeking to negotiate (1) measures for
adequately verifying compliance with an MBFR agreement and (2) measures

similar to the CSCE voluntary confidence building measures. ‘The CSCE

precedent suggests that the MBFR participants should be able to agree to

associated measures in MBFR.

What are the prospects for an MBFR agreement? The Soviets are certainly
aware that very substantial withdrawals of their forces from Central Europe
would not deprive the USSR of its capability to field massive active forces
plus large reserves of trained manpower, were that required in the defense of

the Soviet Union. Risks to Soviet security are difficult to identify.

4/ AVl the MBFR participants subscribed to the Helsinki declaration and
almost all the direct MBFR participants made some reference in their

national speeches at €SCE to an interest in giving attention to MBFR

negotiations. '
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fhe real objective military risks. must be-borne bY_NATO, The Alliance wmust

consider the implications of collective manpower cetlings on the continental

West European powers. Agreement to a common ceiling on NATO ‘and the Pact

ground manpower in.the area has been judged after careful.delibe}ation-by

the Allies to make the risks acceptable. The Allled judgment howeﬁer is
. - ) .

that the risk of armament limitations in an area where the Pact has a tank

. superiority of about 16,000 to 6,000 over NATO would be a different matter.

NAfO is ;eéking'meaningful withdrawals of. Soviet armored forces in the.
first instance, and is willing to withdraw an equal percentage of U.S. forces
from the area. ?Urther manpower redudfioqs by the Pact and NATO wuld have
to lead to manpower equallty in the form of a common cenling in the limited.

area of reductions. ln view of the exlsting dtsparltles, and the narrowly

" defined area of reductions this is a reasonable and logical proposition.

You might wish to weigh the prospeéts for progress in the negotiations

in terms of these questions:

-- What are the Soviet goals in MBFR? What are the risks?

-- What can NATO gain from MBFR? What are the risks?
-- With or without an MBFR agreement, how can NATO maintain a credible

defense and deterrent on the continent?

S s
e min, ¥

g : a
W .

s g e RS




| LA

Paz Christi International DP/1976/8
PLLIDOYER POUR DES.LRMEMENT (::i)

o Le Vatican répond auyx liotions Unies o ,
La réaction d la Résolution 3484 D-XXX;le.Soint-5idge a présenté 1le
document suivant d la_Commission spéeciale pour 1'é€tude du rdle de 1'ONU
d¢ens Yo ‘queation du désarmement. (Osservatore Romano, juin 1976)

T, Il COURSE AUX ARMEMENTS

Llle_est_d_condamner sans_réserves.
Méne lorsqu'elle est inspirde par un souci de 1légitime défense,

. elle est, en feit, de par la nature des armes modernes et du fait
de la situation planédtaire (poralysie des puissances nucléaires:
tout conflit majeun étant exclu dans leurs relations mutuelles,
les conflits limités gse multiplient 3 le périphérie de la zone de
stabilité nucldaire):

1. Un danger, soit d'emploi,. total ou pertiel, soit de menace - la
" dissuasion, poussée jusqu'au chentage, €tant prise pour norme de
relation & 1'égord des autres nations (1.)

2, Une injustice. Elle constitue en effet:

a, une violation du droit par le primat de lea forces 1'accunula-
tion des armes devient le prétexte de la course & la puissance
(cf., Infra) (2); |

b, un vol. Les budgets fabuleux affectés & la fabrication et

- gu stockage des armes constituent un vériteble détournement

de fonds de le part des "gérants" des grandes nations ou des

. blocs favorisds (3). s
La contradiction évidente entre le gaspillage de la surproduction
des enging militaires et la somme des besoins vitaux non gatisg-
faits (pays en voie de développement; marzinsux et pauvres des
gociétés riches) congtitue déja une agression & 1'ézard de ceux
qui en sont victimes. Agression allant jusqu'au crime: méme
lorsqu'ils ne sont pas employés, par leur seul cofit les armements
tuent les pauvres, en les faisant mourir de faim (4).

On comprend la condamnation du Cbncile, reprise par le Synode

- 19742 "ILa course aux armements est une plaie extrémenent grave
de 2'humenité et 1lése des pauvres d'une menidre intoldrable”
(Gaudium et Spes, 81, 5). "Elle est un scandale” (Populorum Pro=
gression, 53).

3. Une erreur. L'un des principaux arguments ordinairement invoqué
en faveur de la course aux armements est celui de la crise €co-
nomique et du chlmage qui résulteraient de la fermeture des
usines et arsenaux militaires, Cela serait vrai s'il stagissaif¥
d'une mutation brusque. Mais, dans le cas contraire, les socié-
tég industrielles ont prospéré malgré de consitantes reconversions.
La reconversgsion des ugines de fabrication et des marchés mili-

" tYaires en usines et en produits civils ge réléve tout aussi pos-
gible, 81 on prend la peine de la planifier dans le temps., Elle
est d'autent plus réalisable qu'elle procurerait des emplois en
permettant d'entreprendre les grande travaux qui s'avdrent né-
cegsaires pour la sauvegarde de ltenvironnement, etc.....

4, Une faute (cf.Infra). Le refus de cette reconversion "s'oppose
radicalement & l'esprit humain et encore plus & l'esprit chrétien®
car “il n'est pas admissible qu'on ne puisse trouver du travail
gour deg centaines de milliers de travailleurs qu'en les employant

congtruire des instruments de mort" (Paul VI, allocution au
Corps Diplomatigue, 10 fdvrier 1972; cf. Infras.
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5., Une folie: ce systéme de relations internationales fiondé sgr.la
peur, 16 danger, liinjustice, constitue une sorte d'hystérie
collective; une folie que 1'histoire jugera. - |
Elle est un non~gens puisqulelle est un moyen qui n'atteint pas
sa fin, la course aux armements n'assure pas la sécurité,

~ Al niveau des armements nucléaires, elle ne confére pas un sur-
crott de slireté puisqu'il y & déja surabondance d'insiruments
(overkilling); elle crée des risques supplémentaires, en intwro-
Juisent des instabilités susceptibles de rompre "1'égquilibre de
le terreur’ (5).

~ Quant aux armements de type classique, leur prolifdération, no-
temment dans les pays du tiers-monde (commerce des armes) crée
deg déséquilibres régionaux et, & ce titre, peut &tre génératri-
ce de conflits ou alimenter les confliis en cours. -

Fn toute hypothdse, qu'il s'agisse deg armes nucléaires ou des
armes de type classique, des grendes ou des petites Puissances,
la course aux armements est devenue un processus cumulatif, qui
a =a dynamique propre, indépendamment des sentiments dlapgressi-
vité, et qui échappe au conitrSle des Etats. C'est une machine
devenue folle (6).

On dit souvent du désarmement que c'est une "czuse usée", "fati-
suée’ (du fait de ses nombreux déchecs: on en parle, dit-on, de-
puls trop longtemps ¢t on n'en voit pas les résultbats).

Mais ne. serait-ce pas plutdt la cause de 1l'zrmement qui serait
ugée? N'est-ce pas le postulat de la course aux armes qui donne
chaque jour davantage la preuve de cza vétusté, de son caractére
ang-chronique? Si 1'on prend pour norme de succés ou d!'efficacité
deg axmements Ja paix qui en résulte, ne doit-on pas plutdt par-
ler d'échec?
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Aussi le Concile est-1il catégorique. Il condamne radicalement 1!em-
ploi des armes de destruciion massive. C'est méme la seule "excommu-
nication™ que l'on y trouve.

"Faisant gsiennes leg condamnations de la guerre totale déjA pronon-
cées par les derniers Papes, ce Saint Synode déclare: Tout scte de
guerre qui tend indistinctement & la destruction de villes entidres..
avec leurs habitants est un crime contre Dieu et contre 1l'homme lui-
méme, qui doit &tre condamné fermement et sans hésitation®.

Quent & la dissuasion, "si elle a pu servir, d'une menidre paradoxale,
& détourner des adversaires éventuels® (G.S, 81, 1), on peut tout

au plus y voir "un dé€lail qui nous est concédé d'en haut® (G.S. 81, 4);
bref, un répit qu'il nous faut "mettre & profit" (id.) et trds vite,
Car, ici le temps ne. travaille nas pour nous., "Par l'accumulation des
armes... bien loin d'éliminer les causes de guerre, on risque au con-~
traire de les eaggraver peu A peu... ALl lieu d'apaiser véritablement
les conflits entre nations, on en répand piutdt la contagion 2 dlau-
tres parties du monde” (G.S, 81, 2),
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On ne peut donc voir dans cette comp€tition armée qutune formule de
trengition entre "l'antique servitude de la guerre” (G.S. 81, 4) et
un nouveau systéme, une solution neuve, de nouvelleg "méthodes quil
nous-.permettront de rézler nos différents d'une manidre plus digne
de lthomme® (ibid.). | :

" Sinon cette course folle entretient une fausse paix, une fausse sdcuri-
t€., Elle devient une fin au lieu d'étre un moyen, comme elle en avait
17illusion. Blle institue le d€gordre &tabli. Elle consgtitue une per-
version de la paix. (7). -

A temps et & contre~temps, les chrétiens, & la suite du Vicaire du
Christ, ont & dénoncer cette préparation scientifique de 1lthumanité
& sa propre mort. Ils doivent slerter l'opinion, €galement asur les
p€riles grandissants qui résultent des excds nucléaires (explosions)
einsi que du transport, des stockeges et de la dissémination des
armes etomiques. "L'humanité, d€jd en grand péril, risque dl'en venir
malgré... une science admirable, & cette heure funeste oll elle ne
ourrs plus)connaitre d'autre paix que la palx redoutable de la mort™
G,3, 82, 4). '

On comprend dés lors la sévérité du diagnostic. Lux jeux de 1'Eglise

le situation actuelle de prétendue sécurité est & condamner:

1. hLu nom de . lez paix, qu'elle n'assure pas. En particulier, en rai-
gon des armes atomiques: "Que soient bannies ces srmes déshono-
rantes™ et "que soit. poscrit... cet art terrible qui consiste &
febriquer:la bombe, & la multiplier et & la conserver, pour la ter-
reur des peuples... Prions pour que cet engin meurtrier ne tue pas
la palx en la cherchant', (Paul VI Message pour le 208me anniver-
ggire d'Hiroshima, 8 aodt 1965, D.C. 1965, col., 1452) (8),

2, Au nom de la morale naturelle et de 1'idéal &vangélique: la course
aux armements (aux srmes L.B.C., mais asussi aux armes convention-
nelles modernes, en raison de leur capacité de destiruction scien~
tifique); est contraire & l'homme et contraire & Dieu. Cette cour-
se folle est donc & poszrire au nivean de 1'éthique. Et cela,
pour deux raisong principales:

- lorsqu'il n'y a plus. proportion entre le dommege caugé..et les

valeurs qu'on cherche a sauvegarder, “mieux vaut subir 1'injus-

tice que de se défendrev (Pie XII).

Du moing que de se défendre par ce moyen. Car le droit et le de-
voir demeurent d'une résistance active, quoique sans violence,

& ltinjuste oppression et cela, au nom des droits de 1l'homme et

de sa dignité (9).

I1 ne s'agit donc plus seulement de guerre froide, mais d'une action
offengive, d'une agression et d'une oppression inadmissibles: "la
puissance des armes ne légitime pas tout usage de cette force 3 des
fins politiques ou militaires™. (G.S. 79, 4).

- klle congtitue une provocation qui explique - psychologiquement,
économiquement, socialement et politiquement - 1l'apparition et 1ls

multiplication d'une autre compétition: la course aux petits arme-
ments, Le terrorisme, en effet, se présente souvent comme 1'ultime
moyen de défense contre cet abus de pouvoir des grandes nations et
courae une contestation violente de la gituation d'injustice créde

ou entretenue par l'temploi ou ld menace des Etate les mieux.armés.
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- Cette utilisation des armes domirantes par. les nations industria-
ligdes a &galement pour effet diengager les pays en voie de dévelop-
pement dans une course similaire aux ammements. Une part grandis-
gsante des budgets militaires de neirtains peys défavorisés retarde
encore davantage leur croissance €conomique. la montée de régimes
politiques autoritaires dans le tiers-monde eést & la fois la cause
et lteffet de l'accroissement des achats (et donc des ventes) d'ar-
mes par les puissances industrielles, . . :

Sl :
- Cette utilisation des ressources financidres & des fins militaires
entraine, en contre-partie, un ralentissement ou une diminution de
ltaide. Elle rend plusg difficile le transtert, maintes fois souhaité
‘et demandé par Paul VI dens son Messages de Bombay (4.12,64 - D.C.
1965, col. 15) par Populorum Progressio (N.53) ainsi due par Gaudium
et speg (81, 2-3): désarmer pour développer. :

. Il h7enfserait pas de méme si l2s nations gui disposent des plus

1,

grands noyens dans le domaine de l'armement aecceptaient enfin de
ralentir, puis de stoppar, cette course aux armes comme moyen d'hé-
gémonie et non pas seulement de protection des biens et des vies de
leurs ressortigsanis. o

LTadjuration de Paul VI aux reprégentants des peuples du monde en-
tier, dens son discours & 1'CFU, le 4 octobre 1965, reste plus actu-
elles et plus valable que jemais: "ILaissez tomber les armes de vos
maing®, - ‘ ' -

4Lingi, le devoir est aussi clair que le diagnostic:

- I1 faut stopper la course aux armements.
- I1 faut réaliser la réduction des armements,

LA REDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS

Il ne suffirait pas d'eén rester zu niveau actuel des stocks et des
forces armées. Il faut en outre entamer un désarmement progressif,
et contrflé & toutes ses étapes, nour garantir la sécurité.

W S ey poll} L Pl S sy ey S T ———— . T f— i —— T " — . —

Elle.amorce un processus inverse de la course aux armementa: elle .
eat & la fois le signe et l'agent d'une diminution de le peur et d'un
retour & la confiance.

Elle donne une plug grande crédibilité & l'interdiction de la force
dang les relations internationales, Elle permet de mieux assurer

le respect du droit international et de fonder la paix sur-la justice,
aussi bien entre les nations qu'd 1'intérieur de chacune d'elles. -

Elle permet d'assurer la sécurité 2 meilleur compte et dtaffecter &
des fing pacifiques les nouvelleg sommes ainsi €conomisées.

" Comment d&sarmer?

S B T Sa S e S P Lt kT

"Les documents du Magistdre indiqusent un certain nombre de critdres

pour que le dé€sarmement goit & la fois juste et efficace.
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PLEA FOR DISARMAMENT,

o

The Vatican makes an urgent appeal and asks for new initiatives.

On June the 3rd last the Osservatore Romanc published the text of the reaction
of the Holy See on Resolution 3484 B ¢f the United Nations. In this resolution
all the member States have been requested to make suggestiong in order o
strengthen the role of +the UN in the question of disarmament. This reaction
was received with expressions of deep satigfaction, both by the Secretary-
General Kurt Waldheim and by ' a great number of Nations.

In this reaction the Vatican condemned the armbiments race in unprecedented
strong language. Terms like folly, a mistake, a form of theft, an injustice
and collective hysteria, abe characteristic of the way in which the situation
we have drifted into, is spoken of. The ever increasing armament is
characterized as a machine gone mad, a process which has its own dynamics

and whisch escapes the control of the States. It is stated that this mad

race must be outlawed.

Impresgive and penetrating document.

It seems to me that, for various reasons, this publication »f the Holy See

is of geat values. This document gives an impressive survey of what has, so
far, been formulated on this gquestion, both before and after !'Pacem in Terris!
(1963) and 'Saudium ot Spes (1964: Vatican Council)}, in offieial Church
documents and in pronouncements of the Popes. It also gives a fascinzting
analysis of the armements race, of the term !'security'! and of the possibilities
.of freeing ourselves from what is called 'this mad race'.

In referring to earlier and recurrent ajpeals from Rome to bring about
disarmament, a sort of mosaic of quotations is put before us for further
roflections Questions and suggestions are added to this, which seem to me

of such inportance as 0 enable and oblige us to use them as material foxr
gtudies, discussion. and consgideration. for the coming years.

No Utopism.

In spite of the very sharp tone in which the aramaments race is condemned

the analysis giver in this document shows a sober sense of realityes This prevents
the strength of the argunent from being weakened to what might be considered

e vague idealisme It is quite evident that one rcalizes very well that
disarmament is only possible as a gradual process leading to a simaltaneous,
mutual, supervised reduction of armaments. This cannot be realized from ons

day to the next, negotiations are necessary for this and an agreement must

be reached, with genuine, effective guarantees. With a roference to 'Gaudium

et Spes' (79,4) the right of legitimate defonce and the duty to ensure the
gafety of the people is oxplicitly mentioned.

But there is a question attached to this, whether, in fearing that disarmament
would lead to insecurity, it is not rather the progrossive armaments race

which meansz grogiox 1nsecur£31. Thls qucstlon confronts us with.a very important
aspect: what are the >ty and how must!sccurity by means of
defence! be balanced agalnst the capa01ty and destrictive power of the means
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that can be usecd for it? The important point is the weigthing of risks, the
possibility of breaking through the spiral effect of armamlMent by taking small
steps with 1limited risks attached to theme It scems to me that all initiatives
and suggestions going in this directiony, and thus %ettlng in motion the détente,

© will have to be sorlously con31dored.
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What is !'sccurity®?

The Vatican is quite clcar on !'sccurity's. Among other arguments the armaments
race 1s rejected for +the very feason, that the nature of modern weapons
ensures no security. It is stated that every dey gives further proof that
sceurity depending on armament is 'ankiquated and anachronistic'. In

 reality a false peace and = false security is maintaincd by thise This

falge secur1t1 has become an end in itsclf and perpetuates the exlstlng
dig-ordere. '

The armaments race has gonc on with undiminishing force and matters have got
completely out of contrel. It secms to me that this finding should be

taken as the gentral fact in the tackling of the sccurity probleme Therefore
this realigation, that therc is in fact a false sccurity, will have to
penctrate into a much wider circle. And hewc lies a task for the Church!

to make people conscious of the reality we have drifted intos The Dutch
Bishops have made an appeal to this coffect in their statement of January

13, 1976« It will be very important, in the 1light of the rccently received
publication from Rome, further to examine and discuss this statoment.

Balance of power and deterrence by means ¢f nuclear weapons.

The Vatican document states that the balance of power, by virtueof the nature
of modern. weapons, leads -to 'paralysis' of the Nuclear Powsrs, while limited
conflicts (partly because of this) proliferate and arc intensified. And
naturally there is the other additional, great, and alrecady existing, danger
of a speedy increase of the number of nuclear powers , making the situation

‘even more dangerouss
. Apart. from the folly of the surplus-armament (overkill) the Vatican points

out the dangers of the armaments race because of its becoming the causec

of instability and thus upsetting the 'balance of terror!. It is stated that
if this deterrence has indeced had a preventive effect, this can al most

bo conaidered as a 'delay granted us from on high! (Gaudlum ct Spes 81l,4).

But then we, quickly, shall have to use to -advantage this chunce of puttlnb
our affairs in order, for timec is not on our sidoe.

I should 1like to statc here that so far a general consclousness of thls factor
of time has not been nuch in evidence. One rather gets the impression that
people have grown accustomed to the situation and lag behind the facts,
instead of developing really now initiatives,

Bthical asvects of nuclear woaponss

Reforring to the messago of Pope Paul VI on the oceasion of the 20th

- anniversary of Hiroshima (1965), it is said that the manufoctuiding and
stockpiling of nuclear weapons should be outlawed. Also in another part

of this document the Vatican not only speaks about the fthroat of nuclear
weapons — which for thot matter is characterized with the term of blackmill -
but also about the growing dangers of transporting and stockpiling - these
Woapons.
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Remarkable in this context is a quotation of Pope Pius XII: 'whon the damage
causcd in disproportionate to the values we arc gecking to safeguard it is
“better to suffer injustice than to defend oursélves'. And added . to thls-
Urather than  to defend oursclves by such means'e
And as an alternative the Vatican dtnunont points to the ny00581sty of paying
nore attention to the possibility of an active, though non-vivlént resistanco.
With regard to nuclear weapons I should 1like to say that, in my opinion, the
whole set of problems round the balance of power and tho deterrchnce-strategy
with tho help of what has becn said in this now document, will have to be
reconsidercd in the light of the ethical aspocts, both as regards the use
of these weapons ond the threat with them, as well as thc attonding dangers
of stockpdling and transporting them.
" For the vory reason of our christien attitude towards life, we nust put thosc
‘quostlons and have -the courage clearly and concretoly to forfiulate our
standpoint. The Christians must not keop silent whon this most . fundamental
matter of life and death, of our very existenco, of thce possiblo destruction
of other nations and of our responsibility for the generations comlng after
us, 1#: :3,13 stake .

Taking initiatives and opcning up new perspoCiives.

* I. should like to call this document a sign of hopa. It offors a moral support
to all those who in sone way or other are dedidated to peace and: securltye
‘W are not impotent; but can oxert our influerce to the goode. In spite of
‘many dlsapp01ntmonts and failures to bring about disarmament, we feel strong
to procced on this road: 'not’'working for disarmament is a 'worn-out or
tired' cause, but armamcnt is.!
We must renounce antiquated concepiions, face reallty, and. 1earn to think in
a new way about the- question of - gecurity.
That means the willingness to cooperate in building new world structures,
which will make possible a real transformation and in which natlonal seourity
will be subordinated to international sccuritye.

The Vatican also recommends, already to take action even though the ‘international
-dinstitutions needod for this are still in a preparatory stagee. We nmust bresk
out of the vicious circle, fecding the automation of the armaments race. Wo

must get rid of standards and conceptions that werc applicd in the past,

but no longer hold good now. Rightly the question is posed hore if not
especially the Chyreh should go further in its recommendations and, consegquently,
will have -to fulfil the function of a pioneer, I am also thinking here of

the initiative taken bij Pax Christi and the Intorchurch Peace Council, to
organizce, in tho Netherlands, a National Peace Commission, which will make
projects possiblo that contribute to the information and consolontlzatlon

of g wider publlc, on this quegtion of security.

Political will and public opinions

In this document it is stated that the possibility for starting a poace=
strategy depends on the political wille And this political will will %o a
grecat oxtent be determined by the public opinione Christians must zlert the
public opinion Bofore it is too late. Unly through the pressurce and the -
common scense of the public opinion can a turn for the better be expectced.
The politicians, who are dircetly addressed in this document, will be

able and will have to iake constantly ronowed initiatives in this question,
to open up the road to a common reduction of armamentse If the political
will exists tho conversion fo war-industrics for civilian purposes is also
possible. The ¥atican combats: the opinion that such a conversion would
lead fto unemployment. But, like the whole disarmanment process, this proccess
Yoo will have Po be gradual. l
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The role of science.

An urgent appeal is mado to science. The great necessity here for coming

to a totally new way of thinking and acting, has rescemtly been shown by a
report from SIPRI, the international institution for poace research in
Stockholm: in total about 40% of the best engonecrs and scientists is
involved in armamente The Vatican's comment on this is that the time

has come to dencunce mankind's 'scientific preparation of its own demise!ls
Against this may be sct the role of peace-scicnce.

Arms projuction and tragce.

In this document of the Vatican a connection is made between industrial and
economic techniques on the one hand, and 'political technigues! on the other
hand. The transfer of armaments-industries to other products is dependent

on the 'disarmament strategy: .

Somctipes 1t secems as 1f nowadays. we arce only reninded of the systen of
armaments proguction and -tradc when a scandal accompanying these transactions
is made  public. But wo should go much more deeply into this production
process as a whole, with all §ts attonding legal implicationss

Just because of the present technological development in the field of arms,
woapons are designed ycars ahead. This means that their purchases are also
prepared a long time iIn Tadvancc. This makes us inclinoed, in this purchase
and in the substitution of the existing armament, rather to follow the
application of technical capacities than to determine oursclves.
Consegquently thoe Vatican stotes that armament caanot be convisaged seporately
but forms part of a larger whole, which requires tochniques, disciplines and
people., Naturally peace~scicnece can fulfil a very imporiant role here. Means
will have to be supplicd for this and experts to be invited.

Initiatives and alternativese.

The document strongly urges the taking of new initiatives. Suggestions

are made to this effcct, egpocially as regards the role of the United Nations
An important role is also allotted to theologians: profound refleetion, -
concaerning such concepts as soclf-defence and national apvereignty.

Mertion has:.zalready becon made above of the non-violent forms of defencee

At the end of the Vatican text the necessity of alternatives, of substitute
for the present armamcent and waging of war, is mentioned. I think this
appeal of the Vatican will encaurage those who are working in this difficult
field. It secms to me that & condition for ensuring the success of thesc
efforts must be, that in a wider circle the conviction will grow that theso
non-violent alternatives are no form of pure idealism or world-alicnation,
bw: are showing a realistic insight into the situation of our world.

Facing reality.

I should like to conclude these reflentidra ; with the hepo that this

appeal of tho Vatican will rousc us. We have, partly through the gradual
progress of our armament racc, grown accustomed to the seceming matter—ofs
factness of the cnormous quantity of weapons and the immense amounts of money
spent on thems Annually about 300 milliard (o billion) dollars are spont

for this purpose, that means over 2 milliard (or biiliom) guilders a day, "

or 80 million guilders an houre. The spending of this money is called a form
of theft by the Vatican: we have beon appointed as managers of what has boen
entrusted tc us and we arc abusing this power.

-5



- It

~5m

In order to grasp the meaning of this document, one has to realizé -that it is

directly addressed to the Organigation of the United Nations in New York and
through them to the rulers-of the nations and to the whole community of-
nations. It is a passionate appealto-those who control the futere of
mankind concerning the ‘dilemma of war or peace, of survival or demisc,
to build up a strategy of disarmament, because without such a strategy
peace has become o ubopisme And it is an appeal thet brooks no delay.

is a question of WOF. o o : .

It is no appeal to some nation or other, to some goevernment or othere It is
< b

an appeal to all nations at the same timec, to_all rulers of the nations and
to the organization of the Unitcd Nations.
It would appear thet the Vaticen has wanted to-say that this. jofnt strategy

for disarmament is the first and foremost mission of the UN, if it wants
actually to realizeo its ainm - -peaco, in the. world. Every obher occupation of

~thecommunity of nations is extremely important, but it remains peacc-work,

Naturally it is not possible in this brief-spacc. o discuss the many aspects
attached to this most important question. I have therefore confinéd,myself
tc some thoughts accurring to me on .recading this document. I would like to
rocommend tc every one the recading of the full text, and to bring it up

for digcussion everywherc. )

" Bernard Cardinal Alfrink.
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Le désarmement doit &tre congu de telle sorte que la sécurité qui
‘en’ résulte soit au moins égale & celle qu'assure la situation actu-
elle,

- Le. désarmement. doit &tre progressif, le-_passage d'un €tati & un autre
&tant subordonné d la constatetion de l'accomplissement des obligatiion
contractées (10). , . . _ |

“ T1 doit 8tre contrbdlé: grice & des systimes de vérification inter-
nationale aptes A garantir le respect des engagementis pris.,

Pour''devenir une réalité, 11 ne doit pas sé faire_d‘une manidre uni-
lotérale, mais A. le m8me cedence, en vertu d'accords, et &tre assorti
de garcnties véritables et efficaces” (G.S. 82, 1),

A) L'histoire de ces adjectifs et de gquelques autres (désarmement
mutuel, simultané,. institutionrdlement garanti). est 1lide 2 un con-
“texte précis carnctérisé per la concCeption de la souversineté des
Etats, Elle est inspirée par un climat de méfiance réciproque qui
justifiait, par le fait méme, lao possession d'armes et une prudence
certalne. ' '

Cette vigilance se comprend encore de nos jours. "Tont que l'homme
restern 1'8tre faible, changeant et méme méchant gu'il se montre
souvent, .leg armmes défensives seront, hélos, nécessaires™ (Discours
Paul VI & 1'ONU, 4 octobre 1965). .

n"Ouelle inconscience subsiste pdrfois au coeur méme de certaines mani-
fegtations qui sge veulent pacifistes! Et que de mensonges ou de manoeu:
vreg dominctrices se cachent derrigre certcines prétentions de poix"
Ce rappel de Paul VI au rézlisme (Allocution aux cnciens combatiants
des pays d'Europe,2® nov.1971, D.C.1972, pages 64-65) rejoint 1taf-
firmation de Vatican II. "Aussi longtemps que le risque de guerre

. subsistera, qu'il n'y aura pas d'autorité internationale compétente.
et disposant de forces suffisentes, on ne saursit dénier aux gouver-
nements... le droit de l€gitine défense. Les chefs d'Etat.... ont

done le devoir dfassurer la sauvegarde des peuples dont ils ont la
cherges..” (G.S., 79, 4)..

Mais si la suppression entraine l'insdcurité, 14 possession exagérdée
des armes en entraine une autre, oussi grave. Il ne s'agit donc pas
de suppression, mais de réduction,

B. Faut~-il pour autant s'en tenir littéralement cux critéres traditicn
nels du désarmement, quel que soit par ailleurs leur bien fondé?
L'échec du désarmement ne provient-il pas d'une rdpdtition pure et
gimple des critéres juridiques et politiques d'hier? D'une gorte
d'entité juridique immuable, que les Pulssonces concerndes gardentt

en rdéserve, pour ajourner cette question délicate?

L'Eglise,pour sa parit, peut-elle en regter & ce point de ses recom-
mendations et de son enseignement? o

Nty a-t-1il pag dleutres solutions 3 trouver, pour gortir de ce cercle
~vicieux, et &chapper & 1ltenvolitement de lo méfiance?
Dans ce quert de siécle qui a suivi- 1a dernilre guerre mondiale, un
certain nombre de réconciliations n'ont-elles pas mis en cause le
postulat suivant lequel la sécurité reproserait seulement sur la force
- militaire? Historiens et politiques n'ont-ils pos €t€ surpris de voir
que les motifs de ces chocs historiques catastrophigues se réduimaient
2 peu de chose, et comment il o fallu peu de chose ggalement pour
chenger 1'hostilité en colloboration? Si la guerre est la conjonction
de deux peurs, la paix ne résulte-t-elle pas de deux confiances ré-
tablies ou & rétablir aussi vite que possible, avant et afin dtamorcer
le processus de l'escolade militaire? -

- & -
N=757
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LTheure que nous vivons ntest-elle pas 1theure favorable 3 ce genré
de perspective? : -

Les peuples qui se livrent & la course folle des armements, quanti-
tatifs et qualitetifs, ne vont-ils pas, comme les coureurs du stode,
gtarrdter par épuisement? :

Le moment n'est-il pas venu,dutilisér les contraires, et de transfor-
mer 1t'excés de guerre ou de menaces.en conqudte et en maintien de 1a
paix? - . _

Le désarmement nlest pas une réalité distincte, un "en soi" sépard.
I1 fait partie d'un ensemble., Sans doute, doit~il &tre envisangd en
lui-méne et avec sesg méthodes propres, dons un souci de clartg
gcientifique, juridique, politique et spirituelle,

I1 appelle et requiert des techniques, des disciplines, des hommes ap~-
propriés. Mais il doit, 2 tout moment, &tre envisagé ei réalisé en
intime liaison ovec les deux zutres grandes réalitgs dtaujourdthui:

le développement et l'organisation de la Société Thternationale.
Désarmer, développer, instituticmaliser: un seul et méme probléme,
une seule et mfmegsolution, “

gy el R eyl e e 4 e e s Ty v e N —

i

Désarmer c'est donc s'arréter et réduire. Mais c¢'est aussi et surtout
transférer. On ne détruit gque ce que l'on remplace. Il s'agit de
transposer, du moing pour la plus large garﬁ la séeurité nationale et
ses instruments militaires, jusqu'ici 1iés & la volonté 'de chagque
gouvernement, en sécurité internationale’ (11).

Ceci, par le recours confiant au droit, comme cela se fait pour les
affaireg qui concernent la vie intérieure de chaque Etat civilisé.

A. Une structure mondiale: 1'ONU et le dé&sarmement (12).

I"¥ncyclique Pacem 1n Terris insiste fortement sur 1'impérieuse
nécessité d'une"autorité publique de compétence universelle" ( 13).
Ia constitution Gaudium et Spcs reprend mot pour mot la méme idée:
Une autorité publigue universelle reconnue par tous, qui jouisse
d'une pulssance efficace susceptible d'assurer 2 tous la sécurité,
le respect de la justice et la garantie des droits (81, 1).

A cette institution indispensable, le Concile assigne une fonction,
soutenue par une opinion publiquc- €clairée; "Préparér.,.. ce moment
ol de 1l'assentiment g€nfral des nations, toute guerre pourra Btre
absolument interdite." (id.).

Le Syhade d'octobre 1971 se fait plus préeis.Il nomme 1'organisation
exiswate, en disant ce gu'on attend d'elle: "Que les Nations Unies
~ qui, en raison de leur fin proprzs doivent promouvoir la participa-
tion de toutes les Nations - et les Organisations Internationales,
soient appuyfes comme l'amorce d'un systdme susceptible de freiner
la course aux armements, de faire abandonner le commerce des armes,
de raliser le désarmement et de rfsoudre le conflit par des moyens
pacifiques d'action 1légale, d'arbitrage et de police internationale,
Il cst absolument nécessaire que les différends entre nations ne
soient pas résolus par la guerre, mais que soient trouvés d'autres

moyens conformes & la nature humaine; ...",

N-732 -7 -
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aul VI est tout cussi explicite: "Nous avons fol en 1'0NU; HNous
avons confiance dans s¢s possibilités d'étendre le domaine de la
paix et le rdgne du droit dans notre monde tourmenté, Nous sommes
préts 2 1lui donner notre entier &ppui nmoral. Lo cause de la paix

et du droit est sacrée. Les obstacles qu'elle rencontre ne doivent
pas décourager ceux qui s'y dévouent; qu'ils provienncent de cir-
congstances adverses ou de la malice des hommes, ils peuvent et doi-
vent &tre surmontés". (Allocution & M.Kurt Waldheim, .5 février 1972;
D.C. 1972, p.208).

Et bien d'autres textes pourraient 8tre invoqués dans le mfme sens,

B. Conventions et Accords bi-ou nultilatéraux (13).

Mais il ne. faut pas attendre que cetite "autorité publique de
compétence universelle" soit instaurée, pour agir dans le domaine
du droit. Les trois derniers Papes ont beaucoup berit et parlé A
ce sujet. A : ' :

LeIBO_guin 1964, une Lettre du Secrftaire d'Etat le Cerdinal Cicog-
nani, & M, Houari Souiah, d€légué algérien de la Conférence pour la
Dénucléorisation de la Méditerranée D.C. 1964, col, 960-970) men-
tionne: "Le Saint-Sidge o encouragé (notomment) les dnitiatives de
d€sarmement, surtout celles visant & prévenir le péril atomique, et
souheite que l'humanité parviemne 3 (s'en) prfmunir par un accord,
sinecdre et génfral, qui seul peut rendre ses efforts efficaces.,”
sis Il souhaite que cet appel soit entendu par tous les responsa-
bles du destin des Nations..." (D.C. 1964, col.970).

Trois ans plus tard, le 27 aolit 1967, il précisc comment il a approu-
vé le traité de Genéve sur la non-proliférotion nuclécire "en dehors
de tout sous-entendu politique" parce gque "il mtrque un premier Pas...
et instaure un &pisode de concorde et de collaboration internationa-
- les sans lesguelles il est impossible d'espérer la sécurité et la

“paix du monde." (D.C. 1967, col. 1647).

Le 24 juin 1968, le Saint-Pdre revient sur cette idée. Il se réjouit
de "l'approbation par les Nations Unics d'un texte d'accord inter-~
national mettant fin & la prolifération atomique et d lo ecourse oux
“armements nucléaires”, Résultat encore imperfait, mais "premier pas"
sur uneé voie qui devrait mener "jusqu'au banissement total des arnmes
nucléaires et au désormenent général et conplet". -
gAlloCution cu Soeré Collége. 24 juin 1968; D.C. 1968, col. 1270).

Signature du Trait€é de non-prolifération des armes nucléaires par
le Scint-Sidge, le 25 février 1971).

C. Enfin, ces accords et conventions devraient cboutir 3 la création

d'institutions nouvelles spfcifigucoment consacrées au déscrmement.
Elles constitueraient autant de pilerres d'attente pour 1'instance mon-
diale d'arbitrage et de police internationale impatiemment cttendue
(organisations régionales). ' :

. v s e G e e s g U Py B S e A e S

Lois et conventions resteront lettre morte si elles ne sont pas animée
du dedens, par une volonté politique assortie d'une stratégie paci-
fique.

A) I1 s'agit d'utiliser non des ormes militaires, m8me justififes

- padr la défense du Droit et de la Civilisation, mais des armes
politiques.. pour promouvoir l'union des peuples", (Paul VI, dis-
cours au Colldge de 1'OTAN, 30 janvier 1971; D.C. 1971, p.204).

V=733 -8 -
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Un an aprds, le Saint~P3re reprend 12 mfme idBe, devant le nme
auditoire: "N'esbt-ce pos le voeu gfnbral de l'humcnité et son
profond intfr8t que les rapports militoires se transforment de
plus en plus en repports civils?" (Au Colldge de 1'OTAN, 3 février
1972; D.C. 1972, p. 261).

~ Cetbe t8che revient, &videmment, en priorité aux gouvernements.
Jean XXIII les "odjure de n'épargner aucun effort "en ce seng"

(Pacen in Terris, n.ll1?7). Le Concile fait sien son oppel.

"Les Evques du nonde entier, rassemblés et ne faisant qu'un adjurent
les Chefs d'Btat et les autorités militaires de peser 2 tout in-
stont une responsabilité aussi immense." (G.S., 80, 5)

~ Mais, 13 encore, "les Chefs d'Etat... sont tous dépendants des
opinions et des sentiments de la nultitude,., d'od 1'extrdme néces-
sit€ d'un renouveau dans la formotion des mentalités et d'un chan-
gement de ton dans l'opinion publique" (G.S., 82, 3). La technicité
des probllmes de la s€curité natiomale et de l'exercice de 1'autorité
par suite de la "gocialisation" de l'existence (cf, Semaine Sociale
de France, Grenoble 1959) crée le risque que le pouvoir isole du
peuple, Les Gouvernenments se trouveraient facilement enfermés:dans
leurs déterminismes propres et entrainés, presque nalgré eux, d ne
plus vouloir, ni pouvoir réaliser des désarmement si la pression de
leurs peuples respectifs ne les obligeait 2 remettre en question
les postulcts héréditaires de la d&fense armée ou sur arnée,

~ Seuls la pression et le bon sens de 1'opinion publique peuvent
enp8cher que se créent deux histoires pornlldles et souvent contra-
dictoires: celle des civilisations et celle decs technigues militai-
res ou civiles d&shunanisantes.

Le r8le des formotions politiques (partis au pouvoir ou dans 1'oppo-
sition, presse d'opinion, ete. ...) devrait &tre d€cisif pour orien-
ter la politi-vc &trangdre de leurs gouvernements dans un sens paci-
fique. ' ,

- Dans cet "asscentinent général des nations grfice cuquel toute guerre
pourra @tre absolument interdite" (G.S8. 82, 1), une place toute spé-
cizle revient aux savants, Paul VI. leur lance un cppel pressant (15):
Quc l'hunanité se ressaisisse, qu'elle sache trouver en elle-méme,
dons ces chefs, dons ses maftres, la force et la sagesse de rejeter
loin d'elle l'usage maléfique de la science destructive... Qu'elle
aille plutdt demender & la science le secret de se faire du bien

" elle~n8ne" (Discours 2 1'Acadfnie Pontificale des Sciences, 27 avril
1963, D.C. 1968, col. 868).

Le désarmement notanment, n'est pas seulement affaire de bonne volontf.

Il ne s'inprovise pas. Il cofitera cher. Comme lorsqu'il s'agit de
détruire un vieil inmeuble pour le remplacer por un neuf.

Lo reconversion des industries et du commerce des arnes, en parti-
culier, reldve des techniciens. Elle exige "des 8tudes approfondies
et courageuscs" (G.S. 82, 3), o :

-~ Techniques industrielles et E&conomiques, mais aussi techniques
politiques.

"Que les Assemblées les plus houtes et les plus qualififes &tudicnt

2 fond le probleme d'un €quilibre international,.,. 2 base de confian-
ce réciproque.,.., de loyauté dans la diplomatic, et de £id#lité dans
1l'observation des troités".., Pacen in Terris, n. 118). ' '
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B) Il s'agit donc pour les responsables du Bien public, 2 tous les

niveau, d'8loborer une stratbgic de Désarmement et de la Paix,
scientifiquenent fondée, sur des analyses objectives et compl@tes,
et seule copoble d'assurer sc crfdibilité. ‘

A ltheure actuclle, pour rendre crédible toute parole ou message sur
le déscrnenent et l'occorder cux "signes des tenps", il faut, senble-
t-il: . ‘ '

~ d'une part, reconnaitre la difficulté grondissante de certoines
formules ou progrcunes, tels que le "d€sormement pour le développe-
nent ": - . '

- ¢n roison de Ll'intonsificotion  de 1'cide militaire que lodsse
prévoir la nontfe de systdncs politiques autoritoires dens le -
tiers-nonde;

- ¢n roison de 1l'vugnenbation de 1'8quipenent des polices et des
cppareils de s€curité internce Jjustifiés per lo lutte contre le
terrorisne, susceptible cujourd'hui de s'institutionnaliger en
guerre civile larvée, etc...

-

- d'autre part, cvoncer quelques suggestions gqui vont dans le sens
de l'ocspirotion contenporacine d une politique de déscrmenent, por
excrple:

- le renforcenent du r8le de police internctioncle de 1'ONU:

- l'institutionnalisction, & 1'échelle internctionnle, des mesures
de police contre le terrorisnme, en dininuant ou en év1tant11a créa-
tion de dualités de forces armées, durant cette dfcennie;

~ 1'cceds des pays sous—dbveloppls cux négocictions sur le désarne-
nent, comne “"portencires! des conjonctures €ventuclles de &€sesca-
lade;

- on suggldre nussi, pour dfcourager lo tondonce 3 1o course aux ar-
nenents: l'interdiction d'accds cu "droit de tirnge" des nations
sous~développées qui cugmentent leurs budgets nilitoires; & 1'in-
verse, L'occds prioritaire cux finoncenments internationcux des pays
gui réduisent leurs dfpenses npilitaires 2 des fins socioles; le
détournenent, en vue d'une utilisction pocifique, du revenu des
brevets d'armenents pour constituer des fonds de développenents, etc,

C) Une"strotégie du dbésarmencnt” ne peut pas se limiter & des critd-
res d'effiecncité ou dec rendement. Elle doit s'appuyer sur une

vigion ethigque, culturelle et gpirituelle. Elle cppelle, dons les

arfifes qui viennent, la r€flexion approfondie des philosophes et

des théologicns, cn particulicr sur la notion de "légitine défense",

sur le¢ concept de "notion", de souveraineté notionale, trop souvent

conguc en terues d'autorchie absoluc, ete....

Ellc aura besoin aussi de "prophetes" -~ & condition qu'ils soient
authentiques - de grandes voix, de "hérauts" et de rassenbleurs,
de "mystiques", au ./. précis du not, pour entrafner et nobiliser
les €nergies et leur potentiel d‘unité, de diologue et de coopération.
Bref, le d&sarnenent o pour fondenment et pour noteur lo "confiance
nutuelle", On ne peut remplocer le recours & 1la guerre que por une
"dynonique de la paix, -

./. sens large et au sens
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Te désormenent des armes exige, conme condition preniére, non 1la
suppression, nais lo. subllmﬂtlon des instincts guerrlers de 1'honme
(chesseur, pillord, dominateur), en engagements au scervice "de 1o
constructlon 01v1le de lo paix" (G. S. 82, 2)

I1 faut trouver des’ substltuts d 1o guerre; en donnant des guerres
2 gogner, Le d€scrmenment n'est pog séparcble des autres objectifs
d'unité, de justice, de concorde et de développement de toute la
Wfopille hunaine”.

*

Lo victoire du désarmenment n'est pLs autre que lo victoire de la
cix. Son unique chaonce, c'est de s'incorporer cu. grand Desseln,
2 1o "nouvelle hlst01rc" de 1'humanité (Paul VI, dlscours A 1 ONU,

4 octobre 1965)




NOTES -

N.B., Les citations "D.C." du texte sont empruntées-3 la revue
TA DOCUMENTATION CATHOLIQUE CB,}rue Bayard, Paris)...

1)

2)

4)

5)

6)

7)

GAUDIUM ET SPES (A.A.S. vol,58, 1966, p,1103): ..."si 1'on
utilisait compldtement les moyens d&jd stockés dans les
arsenaux des grandes puissances, il n'en résulterait rien
moins cue 1l'exbtermination presque totale et absolument
réciproque de chacun des adversaires par l'autre, sans parler
des effets funestes découlant de 1l'usage _de ces armes”.

Allocution au Comité Paix de la CPJP, 22.3.75 (A.A.S,, 67,
19?5? p. 201):4¢se "la production et le commerce des armements
continuent & croftre, & alimenter les conflits et & multiplier
les risques de guerre..."

Lettre & U Thant, 1966 (A.A.S., 58, 1966, p. 136): "Mais on ne
peut le nier; chaque jour qui passe falt apparaftre plus claire-
ment qu'aucune pailx stable ne pourra s'établir entre les hommes
tant qu'il ne sera pas procéd€ 2 une réduction effective géné-
rale et contrflée des srmements., Chaque jour gqui passe rend
Egalement plus douloureux et plus dramatique le contraste entre
1"énormité des sommes englouties dans la fabrication des armes
et l'immense et croissante détressc matérielle de plus de la
moitié de 1l'humanité, qui attend encore de voir satisfaites ses
nécessités les plus élémentaires craele S

Radiomessage de Noel, 22,12.64 (A.A.S., 57, 1965, p. 180): nous
osons souhaiter que les gouvernants sachent suivre avec prudence
ct magnanimité la voie du désarmement et veulent bien envisager
génércusement pour l'avenir 1'application, au moins partielle e
et graduelle, des budgets militaires 3 des fing humainitaires,
et_cela, non sculement & l'avantage de leurs propres Etats,
mais aussi au profit des pays en voie de développement et cqui
sont dans le besoin. La faim, la misdre, la maladiec et 1'igno-
rance appellent sans CcesSse AU SCCOUTS.ese'e T
- Appel pour le d&sarmement: Lettre 3 U Thant (A.A.S., 58,

1966, p. 135): "En €levant la voix on faveur de la grande cou~
Be du éésarnﬁnant. Nous avons conscience de suivre fiddlement
la voic traclec par nos prédécesscurs..aee. .

Atlocution au Corps Diplomatique, 11.1.75 (L.A.3., 67, 1975,

Pe 96-99): "Ceotte "terrour" dont on essaie laboriocuscment

d'assurcr une sorte "d'ecquilibre" a méme ét¢ et est couramment

.considérée comme la principale sinon peut-8tre 1'uniqué garan-

tie contre des aventures qui paraftraient clles-mdmes trop

-périlleuses & ceux qui sc sentiraient, par hypothdsc, suffisa-

ment forts pour cspérer pouvoir les surmonter en survivant &
lcurs adversaires.”

Message de No€l, 1969, (A.A.S. 61, 1969, p. 55): "Le pouvoir

de destruction de 1'homme moderne ost incalculable ¢t la fatale
probabilité gque ce pouvoir soit appliqué 3 dévaster la cité
humaine dafpend de causes tragiquement libres, que ni la science
nil la technigue ne peuvent par clles-mémes-dominer. Il arrive
alors qu'@d l'espérance succgde 1'angoisse". .

Allocution au _cours de la Messe du 5 oct. 1966 (A,A.8. 58, 1966
P, 900): (Or:) "On voit se répandre de plus en plus la.conviec-
tion intime que la paix vraie et duranble nc peut 8tre fondée
sur la pulssance d'armes exterminatrices ni sur la tension
statique d'ideologies contraircs....". \
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AJA.8. 67, 1975, p. 67C: "Si la conscience de la fraternité
universelle arrive & pénétrer vraiment le coeur des hommes
auront—-ils encorc besoin de s'armer au point de deovenir
assassins aveugles. et fanatiques de leurs propres frdres,
innocents er .soi, et de perpltrer, en hommages & la paix,

- des massacres d'une violence incroyable, comme & Hiroshima

9N

10}

le 6 aolt 1945727" |

Message de la "Journée de la Paix" 1976: .... "ou bien le
d€sarmement est le fait de tous, ou bicn c'est un d8lit de
manquc de défense: dans l'ensemble de la communcauté humaine
historigue ¢t conerdte, le glaive n'a-t=il pas sa raison
d'étre, pour la justice, pour la paix?".

Allocution-3 1l'Association curopfenne des cardiologues pédia-

tres, 22.5.67, (A.A.8., 59, 1976, p. 619). "... une possibilité
ou amorce de solution ,.. consisterait dans la réduction pro=

gressive, simultande et généraliséc des armements militaires.

En mettant fin & cette coursc &puisante, devenuc 3 1l'heurc

. présente, comme noug 1l'avons dit ailleurs, un "scandale into-

11)

12)

13)
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lérable" sa s . . - -

- Message pour la-Journée de la Paix 1976 (4.A.3. 67, 1975,
P. 669, N, 1): ...."1lc ‘désarmement militaire devrait 8tre
commun ct général pour ne pas constibuer une errcur impardon-
nable, conséguence d'un optimisme impossible-ct d'une nalvet§
aveugle, tentotion pour la violence d'autrui. Ou bien le dbs-~
armenent cst le fait de fTous ou bien c'est un délit dec manque
de dffensec.”

Allocution au Président Fort, %.6.76 (1'Oss-ervatore Romano,

éd, Ital,, 5 juin 1975, p.1): "Wous ne fermons pas les yeux

sur la rfalité des rapports de force gui s'établissent cntre

les nations et leurs bloecs et qui posent-continuellement des
problénes d'€ouilibre et de désbquilibre, Mais nous devons 8&lever
notre voix pour rappeler aux peuples que ce n'est pas sur la
force que peut 8tre fondé - un ordre international pacifique et
humain, mals sur un critére de Jjustice, sur le pespect et la
compréhension des droits ot des besoinsg des autresS....”.

Message pour lc XXVé@me anniversaire de 1'ORU (4.A.S. 62, 1970,
DP. 685): "Puisse vobtre inlassable obstination, mise au service
de toutes les initiatives de désarmement réeciproque et contrd-
18, assurcr en notre dre industriclle la réalisation de 1'annon-
ce de l'ancien prophdte des temps agraires ct employer -les res—
sources rendues ainsi disponibles ou progrds scicntifigucly &

la mise on oeuvre des lmmenscs ressources des terres et des
ocans, et & lo subsistance de tous les membres de la famille
humaine en perpétuel cceroissement: que jamais le travail des
vivants ne soit utilisé contre la vie, mals au contraire tour-
né 3 1l'alimenter et & lc rondre vraiment humaine!" _ . _

Appel pour le dfsarmement: Lettre & U thont, 1966 (A.A.S., 58,
1966, p. 135): "Au moment ol lc "Comité des Dix-huit pour le
Désarmement"” va reprendre scs travaux.d Gendve, Nous voulons
vous adresser un pressant appel inspiré por le désir de voir
les activités de ce Comité aboutir g un résultat positif et
coneret, et marquer ainsi une nouvelle &tappe vers la réalisa-
tion du dfsarmcment, si unanimement attendu et souhaité,

Nous nous sentong cncouragd dons ccettc démarche par la récente
grise de position de plus de 2,000 cv8ques catholiques rfunis
1 Rome en Concile occuménicuc, Nous nous y scentons encourcg
é%alement par l'écho qu'a trouvé, auprds de la Commission du
désarmenent notre appel de Dombay, et par l'acceuil favorable
réservé, dans 1'opinion mondiale, & notre discours aux Nations
Unies,™ 3
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~ Mcssage 2 1o Conférence d'Helsinki, 30.7.75 (A.A.S. 67, .

1975, pp. 478-479): "Instruits par la tregique expérience
de dcux gucrrcs &pouvantables gqui allumbes en Europe on
1l'espacc de trente années, consundrent comme dons un brasier
tant de millions de victimes, dévasbant des rfgions &tcenducs
ct florissantes ot cntrairant dans la lutte fraticide beau-
cour d'autres peuples non curopdens, ccs représentants veulent
&toblir unc cntente qui reposc sur des principes clairs ob
fernes de droit internationsl et mettrc 1'Europe et le mnonde
3 1l'abri de la ncnacc de nouvelles expéricnces de destruction
et de mort infininent plus Terrifiantes. En néme tenmps, ils
veulent tracer les lignes d'un début do coopération, cn conso-
lidant 1o paix qui concourra @ multiplior avec plus d'intensi-
t& les &changes des valeurs gui forment la force spirituelle
de 1'FEuropec.
La Papautg, tout en &tont investie d'une migssion religleuse
cuverte sur l'universel, & toutefois son sidge cn Zuropc...
la. reconncissance de 1l'interd€pendance de la securité entre
les Etats, confibe aux cngegenents solennels du renomcement 3
1'enploi et 3 la menecc de la force# de ltacgomplissement en
bonne feoi des obligations internationales.”

- Au-Colldge dc Défense de L'OTAN (A.A.S., 63, 1971, p. 143):
e +e+"Votre Institution sc définit comme un Colldge de défen-
sc. Puigse son cxistance nfue ne servir qu'd la d&fensc de

la Paix,., Que la formation qu'elle donnc préparc & utiliser
non dcs arnes nilitaires - méne justifibes par la défense

du droit et de la civilisation - nmois des armes politigqués,
¢t ecla, ncn pour fomenter la division cntre les peuples,
nais pour pronouvolr leur union..." B}

14) fngelus, Dimanche 27 Lofit 1967: Inscgnanenti di Paoli VI,
vol. Vy 1967, pp. 891-892: "En cette minute spirituelle, nous
voqucrons le fait gositii de 1o présentation du texte du
traité de nonprolifération nueléoire. Cc fait nous scemble
positif porce qu'il démontre guc les responsables ont con-
scicnce du danger redoutable Fct parce qu'il margue un pro-
nier pas - non poas dbeisif, certes, nois initial, pour-con-
jurer cc danger, qui pdse sur 1l'hunanité toute cntidre.™

- Message de 1o "Journde de la Paix 1976": "Nous wvoyons avec
gatisfaction ot avee cspéronce progresser 1'idée de la paix.
Elle grandit con importancc et cn dimension dans lo conscicnce
de 1'humonité; avee clle se dbveloppent les structurcs nbeoes-—
saires & 1'orgoniscotion de la paix; les c€lébrations qui en-
gagent et les  célébrotions plus nendémigues en sa faveur se
nultiplicnt;.... la paix gogne du terrain., La conférence de
Helsinki, en juillet ~ aolt 1975, cst un &vénement qui donne
des cspolrs dons cc sens,”

15) Allocution & 1'lAcadenic Pontificale des scienceg,27.4.68
(4.8, 60, 1968, p. 275): "Que toutec mesure soi% prisc, tout
engagenent assumé dans lc but de prévenir et de conjurer 1a
fabrication. et l'ecmploi des arnes nucléoires, des attaques
bactériologiques.e. ™.

#,du réglement pacifique des diffcrends,

¥ yet incalculable des armes nucleaires, et
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Council of Christian Approach es to Defence and Disarmament
" Leiden, Netherlands,  3.-7.2.1976

Dié Rolle der taktischen nukleafen Waffen:
Entwicklung und politische Verantworuunc

lTlCh Scheuner

I. Die strategische-Bedeutung taktischer hukléarer Waffen
. 1. DPie Bemiihungen zur Entwicklung nuklearer Waffen~mitrgeringéier
Qﬁk&°wirkung haben in der nuklearen Riistung von Anfang eingesetzt. Schon *
W$LW£1953 wurde die Absicht der amerikanischen Regierung ausgesprochen, . -
' solche waffen zu ﬁerwendén. Der_NATO—Rat nahm 1957 ihre Aﬂﬁendung in
' Aussicht. Eine neue politiscﬁe Bedeutﬁﬁg erhielten diese Waffeﬂ‘indés
erst mit dem um 1960 sich vollziehenden Ubergang der amerikanischen
Verteidigungskon7eotion von der Theorie'der "massive rataliation"” zu
der Lehre von der "flexible response” Def Gedanke, dafl einem Angriff
der anderen Seite nicht alsbald mit dem Einsatz aller Mittel, sondern
stufenweise entgegengetreten werden sollte, getzteﬁ@oraag, daB die
Abwehr zundchst mit konventionellen Waffen unternommen wiirde, und sich
dann in einer nachsten Stufe zu der nganzieﬁung taktischer nuklearer
Waffen steigern kdnne, dabei aber immer noch begrenzt bleiben wiirde.
Diz taktischen nuklaren Waffen erhielten damit eine neue Funktion. Sie
scllten anes1ch£S ég}‘égﬁ%ffghg?gaﬁg;iegbnhe1t der konventionellen
Macht der kommunistischen Staaten in Europa der westlichen Verteidigun
ein Mittel der Abwehr geben, das einen Angriff zum Halt bringen k&dnnte
R Pt o
und damit eine MOglichkeit der Beilegung des Konfliktes. erdffnete. Ihr
Charakter in der westlichen Verteidigung ist also wesentlich defensiv,
Sie stellen eine Stufe in-einEm System der Eskalation dar, mit dem
einem massiven Angfiff begegnet werden kann. Ihre Bedeutuﬁg liegt 
darin, die Eskalation vorzunehmen, aber auf einer geringeren Stufe zu
halten. A '

Dlese Bedﬂutung hat 51ch bis- zox Gegeﬁ"art erhalten und eher in.
neuerer Zeit versLarkt Die Erklarung des amerlkanlschen Sekretars flix

Verteidigung Schlesinger vom 10. Januar 1974 {iber eine Dbktrin der .



beschiankten nuklearen Cptionen (doctrine of limited nuclear _
options} hat diese Funktion der taktischen nuklearen Waffen in be-
sonderer Weise nefgﬁgggéibpltet Nach dieser Auffassung soll die mili-
tdrische CGegenwehl in allen Stufen dem Prinzip einer begrenzten An-
‘wendundg. eﬁfégreghen. So sollen auch die interkontinentalen Naffenf |
nicht entsprechend einer dlteren Lehre gegen die gegnerische Be-
vélkerung in stddtischen Zentren, sondern vorerst gegen milité&rische
Ziele gerichtet sein, und kénnen daher selbst auf dieser Stufe noch.

wBtna z‘,g - . . .. \
zu begrenztem EZinsatz gelangen.In dlﬂsen Gedankengang fligt sich die i |

42 r(;tm, Hezyon . = - . .
o bschreckung durch die Verwendung taktischer nuklearer Waffen in .

-
£ -

einenm regionalen Xonflikt ohne weiteres ein. Zusammenfassend ist dii;
. . ) @&:ﬁ At St
strategische Relle der taktischen nuklearen Waffen daher ein Bestand-

teil .einer f1 xlblmn Abwehr massiver Vorstdpe von der anderen Seite.

Im euhopalscuen Feld bfg%é§§§°dla MltL%l/der taktischen nuﬁlearpn
Vérte digung in den etwa 7000 atomaren Sprgqgiopfﬁn die Dle; in
zentraleuropa unter amerikanischer Kontrolle gelagert sind und die
durch Flugzeuge oder Raketen (Missiles) zum niﬁgﬁﬁi gebracht werden
konnen. Diese %aLfen stehen unter amerikanischer Kontrolle. Weitere
solcher Wagfyn befinden sich in Quﬁeuropd und in der Verfligung der
6. FPlotte im Mittelmeer. Zusatzlich verfigt GroBfbritarnien iiber solche
Waffen,die durch Flugzeuge eingesetzt werden wirden. Frankreich hat
in neuerer Zeit solche Waffien in Gestalt der "Pluton" entwickelt. Sie
werden durch Artillerie zum Eins atz gebracht:Fran KVElCﬂ na; soeben
drei Artillierieregimenter aus der Bundesrepublik zurlickgezogen, um sic
kiilnftig auf franzdsischem Boden mit diesen Waffen auszustatten (Le
Monde 28.7.1976). ' |
2. Das strategisché Gewicht der taktischen nuklearen Waffen duBert
sich in ihrem Wert fiir Verteidiqung und Abschreckung {det errence) .

In der,Verteidigung sollen sie gegenliber einem. vor allem in dex Panzer
waffe iberlegenem Feind das Vordringen aufhalten und die zahlenmiBige
Ungleichheit kompensieren; Ob diese_Aufgabe geldst werden kann,bleibt
zwelifelhaft. Auch die sowjetischen Truppen sind ﬂlt taxt igchen nuklﬂa-

ren Waffen ausg@rLstet, die ihre Offensive stiitzen sollen. Die




Sowjetunion hélt in den letzten Jahren an ihrer Doktrin, dal jeder
Krieg zwischen nuklear bewaffneten Svstemeq notwendlg ein nuklearer
Kampf sein wilirde, nlchtuﬁgﬁewgtregg fest.Aber die.nuklearen tak thchen
Waffen gehdren bei ihr zur Ausstattung der offensiv vorgehenden
Krafte. Ob der_Ubergang zu diesen Waffen also im Kampf_den westlichen
Krdften wesentli¢he Vorteile bringen kdnnte, bleibt offen. Dieser
Einsatz dient aber zugleich als ein Mittel der Abschreckung. Solange
diese Waffen in amerikanischer Hand und damit in Verbindung mit dem
Potential einer Supermacht bleiben, beaeubeu ihrxe Verwendung eine
CAIEEA PV om0 ot :
ernste Warnung, daf inr der Gebrauch cer strateg1schen nuklearen Macht
folgen kann. Daher erscheint es vom europa;schen Sbandpunkb aus
wichtig, daB auch bei einer Verringerung oder Konzentration dieser
Waffen eine Anzahl von 1hnen unter amerlkanlscher Kont*olle in
Eurcopa verbleibt:. Ohnedem wﬁfcé die amerikznische Docxung néher an‘der

7 avedutwblibe 1)
Einsatz der groflen atomaren Waffen heranriicken.

Hierin liegt die
Bedeutung einss Systems vorwdris gerichteter Verteidigung {(Forward
Based System FBS) in amerikanischer Hand. '

| i
3. Es kann nicht ersetzt werden durch die Verwalsqu auvf den fort-
scnreltend gé%ﬁﬁﬂgg%ggalscher taktlscner nuklearer Wwaffen in def
Hand Frankreichs und Grofbritanniens. Die Wafﬁen unglands sind in
das amerikanische Systen eingebunden{ AngegTéhtg_der gridflieren Verwund-
barkeit europiischer Liander wiirde die Vefwendﬁng europdischer Waffen
andere Probleme bringen. Wirden sie sie nur zum 5S¢ utzhﬁés
eigenen Territoriums einsetzen oder auch in der Abwehr gegen einen
Vo;stoﬁ aulerhalb? Der Umstand, das Frankrelch nicht =zur NATO ge-
hort, wlirde zudem eine vorherige Verstindigung zwischen ihm und demr
Lande, in dem ein Einsatz mdglicherweise erfolgen wnrdv, de: Bundas-

- republik, erschweren.

"II. Das politische Gewicht der taktischen nuklearen Waffen und

ihre-Stellung in der Rilstungskontrolle
ceblocer |

4., Fir die gegenwdrtige guropiische Ve*tbldlguﬂg kommi den taktischen

nukliearen Waffen mithin eine wes %!Ellchp Polle Zu. Sie sind ein Instr!

ment, das die konventionelle Uberlegenheit der &stlichen .Staaten

1) W.Heisenberg,The-Alliehce and Europe'
Part.I Adelphi,Papers Nr.96 (1b 73)

b




/&[f‘u\gw

auszugleichen sucht und bilden ein notwe 1diges Element in d@r Kon—
zeption einer s*"Fenqevae Eskalation. Die Richtlinien der Minister-
konferenz in Brissel vom 22. /23.5.1975 dricken dies wie folgt aus:
"Der Zwézaeder taktisch-nukxlearen Schiagkraft besteht in der Verstdr-
kung der abschreckenden und defensiven Wirkung deiygﬁngStreitkréfte
gegen einen konventionellen GroBangriff. .... Ihr.ziéi~§gsteht darin;
den Agressor davon zu iberzeugen, das jede Art des Angriffs Zu-sehr
schweren Verlusten fiir seine eigenen Strel tPrafte fihren konnte und
o ) ooy ave.nc :
nachdriicklich die Ge Lahrmn zu betonen, die in der Weiterflhrung des'.
Xonfliktes liegen, indem ihm das Risiko klargemacht_wird, daB eine

e

‘derartige Situation auBer Kontrolle geridt und bis zum allgemeinen
g g .

h

nuklearen Kriag eskalieren kann." [

In dhnlicher Weise Zufert sich das WeiSbuch zur Verteidigung der

'Bundesregierung von 1876 {Eurooa—Archiv 18976 S. D 95). '
: UL D " :

Aus dieser Funkt¢on der taktischen nukTea en Waffen folgt, dafB ihre
Aufgabe nicht allein eine militidrische, sondern eine politische ist.
Thr Vorhandensein ist ein wesentliches Momént‘in der Uberlegung eines
Angreifers. Hier liegt ein Grund, weshalb die Stationierung solcher -
Waffen -in amerikanischer Hand fir die Wirkung dexr Abschreckung von

hohem Gewicht ist. . ‘ .

5. Es kann darauf hingewiognn werden, daB -der Einsatz der nuklearen
Waffen vor allem deshalb ndtig wird,weil die w@Stlleen Lander in aeL
Py et e /7,-\%5:4 Hond
konventionellen Verteidigung eine Unterlegenheit aufieisen. Eine Ver—
stdrkung der westlichen konventionéllen Verteﬂdngng auf das erforder-
liche MaB erscheint aber kaum moqllch Ange51cnps der inneren Lage der]
Regierungen dlcspr Lander und inhrexr wachsenden Neigung sczialen Zieler
ey fa . CoC
den Vorrang vor der Verteidigung zu geben, ist eine Erhdhung der
Krdfte der westlichen Lander nicht zu erwarten. Es bleibt daher fiir
EurOpa —.und hier liegt im tieferen Slﬂne ein moraiisches Problem freil
C&nﬂ/’!fv.;a Cﬁ"-‘\ ?‘f‘w‘\( ..—44;.,.@4. G’a'?e’\fﬂ /‘Jd" 'f‘
w1lliceL Abhgnqlgkelt und pOlltlSuheL Unbewegli/chkeit vor - nur der
Weg offen, bei den gegenwirtigen Planungen der Verteidigung zu blei-

ben.

Gegenwirtig stehen im Westen 12 gepanzerte Divisionen 31 solcher

Divisionen im Osten geceniiber, die rasch auf etwa 70 - 80 Divisionen

e




verstdrkt werden kdnnen. Bei Hinzuziehung anderer nicht gepanzerter

rrd
(armoured) Divisionen ist das Vérhdltnis 27 zu 68. An Panzern stehen’

. 7000 Einheiten des Westens 19 000 Panzer deés Ostens gegeniiber. Bei

den Flugzeugen besteht ebenfalls eine erhebliche Uberlegennheit des

2)

Ostens.

6. Die groBe pcdlitische Bedeutung der taﬁtlSCHeD nuklearen Waffen

cecferdnd, ?
tritt auch in der Stellung hervor, die ihnen im Rahmen der Gesprachﬂ

feores
dber Runstu“gskontrolle zukommt. Die sowjetische Bemthung, das ameri-
Terits H B one
kanische System der Vorwarts—Verteldlgung dessen Relcnwelue tellWElSQ
bis in die Sowjetunion goht in alerDlskusaloghuobr die st;ateglscnen
A e pret i

Waffen einzubeziehen, ist in SALT I. {(Abkommen vom 26.5.1975) nicht
erfolgreich gewssen. Die Unterhaltung von Wladiwostok vom Herbst 1974
tber SALT II hat diese Fragen noch offengelassen. Es kdnnte flir die '

wend . tl bty b"‘tﬂ‘ Freln'fn
Verelnlgten Staaten AnYaB bestehen, im Zuge einer umfassenden Ab- e,

pifeo

~machung auch diese Waffen e1nzube21ehen. Eine SOLChe bllaterale BAndun

die zur Verringerung oder Entfmrnung dieser Waffen aus Europa fihren '
xénnte, wirde freilich das Ver ‘ﬁégsﬁader europidischen Verbiindeten er-
z‘hé/a tel ’a-{’ Al arrmn™ o
schiittern kénnen. Es besteht grosere Wahrscheinlichkeit, da8 Verhand-
lungen Uber diese Waffen im Rahmen der gegenseitigen Rushungsbescnran-
kung {(Mutual Force Reductlon ‘MFR) , die in Wien cﬂrunrt werden, auf-
treten wird. Am Ende des Jahres 1975 haben die westlichen Michte Vor-
schlédge gemacht, die eine Verringerung dieser taktischen nuklearen
Waffen in Europa mit einer Vermlnderung der Zahl der Panzer der

A Cpesrt
Sowjetunion im zentralen Gebiet verblnden wolltﬂﬁ Die Sowjetunion hat

"~ diesen Plan Zuruckgew1esen, weil sie an einer numerisch gleichen

/‘1*\44 'f
Reduktion vorerst festha;E Eine Verminderung der Zahl dieser WafLen

von Seiten des Westens widre mdglich, zumal wenn sie durch neuere Typen

ersetzt wirden. Doch erscheint eine Verringerung nur dann zweckmdfBig,
Lt P poi e : o
wenn flr sie Gegenleistungen erreicht ‘werden kdnnen. In jedem Fall
f—fﬂfﬂ\
wirft: jede Verédncerung Probleme des eurcpa;s#hen Vertrauens in den :

Lucli'ce,
Schutz der Veréini igten 5+aaten auf. Die Fruge weist auf ein£ neue Kon-

-zeption aer-Vertelalgung-Europas hin, dle der heutigen Lage ent-

sprechen miiffite.

2) ILSS, Military Ba1ance 1975/76
s. 9)ff
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Cfenn
IITI. Das Aufitreten zielgelenkter Waf fenavsteme

7. Hat die Situation durch die neueste Bntwickluﬁg zielgeienktEr
Waffen eine ﬁnderung erfahren? Die Fragé kKann noch'nicht'mit Sicher-
heit beantwortet werden. Erst am Ende des Vietnam-Krieges sind ziel—”:
gelenkte Waffen (Precision-Guided Weapons PGW) eingefﬁhrt wordan‘ Die
USA haﬂeﬁgg;t vom Flugzeug gelenkten Bombeén- ernebilche Erfolge erzielt
Die Stréitkrdfte Norvdvietnams verwendeten sowjetische Anti- Flagzeug*
Waffen. Der umfassende Einsatz Doxchﬂr Waffen. fand indes erst im. )
Nahost-Krieg des Jahres 1973 statt.Sowohl die Agprpr konnten 1Hren
Vormarsch iliber den Suez Kanal durch den Einsatz gelenkter Raxeten A
gegen Flugzeuge wie gegen Panzer abaeckep, wie gpdter die Israeiis'hit

3)

grofer WlLKung amerikanische Anti- apk -Waffen einsetzten. ‘Aus disserx

) ‘ A Veare ) e fe b
allem gegen Panzer hergeleitet werden. Die Miangel dieser neuen Waffan

Erxahrung kann heute mg;gyor icht eine Stédrkun der Verteidigung vor
- teilweise ADFnglQKEIt von Sicht, Md3glichkeit der Abwehr vom Ob-
jekt her = werden aﬂsgﬂgllchen durch die MOglichkeit weiter Anw rendung
dieser Waffen, die von einzelnen Sfoldaten oder vdananrzeugen aus an-
gewendet werden kdnnen, soweit sie nicht zum Abschu von Flugzeugen

‘aus bestimmt- sind.

Es besteht seither die MBglichkeit, dag8 die taktischen Bewegungen:
-cer Stréeitkrafte erheblichen Verdnderungen untérworfen sein werden,
daB aber ﬁg;'?éilzlne gewisse Verstirkung der konventionellen Ver-—
teidigung ergibt, die es mdglich machen wird, die Verwendung nuklea-
ref Waffen hinausgischieben. Cb die takfiSChen nukléaren Wafifen durch
solche zielgelenkten Mittel ganz zu ersetzen sind, mu@ aber offen-
bleiben. Im Ganzen wird man aber die neus Entw1cxlung als eine. Ver-

nderung des Gewichts der Panzer und als einen Vorspru g der’ varn

teidigung ansehen kdnnen.

.

' IV. Moralische Aspekte der Verwendung taktischer nuklearer Waffen .

8. Die ausgedehnte Debatte Uber die Verwendung nuklearer Waffen,die

innerhalb der Kirchen gefihrt worden ist, hat dies Problem stets

3) vgl.James Digby,Precision~Guided
- Weapons, Adelphi Papers Nr.118 (1975)



2als Ganzes betrachtet. Die nuklearen Waffen werden in ihr inégééamt
'behandelt, ohne daB die Form ihres begrenzten Einsatzes hierbei niher
erbrtert worden wére. Im Vordergrund der Uberlé%&%cen ] ght der
groBe Atdmkrieg, dessen vernichtende Wirkungen als wirﬁziﬁggtArgument
dienen.. In der deutschen foentlichkeit.liegt‘der.Hégepunﬁi der
Debatte um die Verwendung nuklearer Mittel schon ldnger zurick, am
Ende der 50er Jahre, und die damals eingenommenen Pé%itionen haben
sich seither kaum verandert. Es traten sich, wenn man von den kgﬁggﬁ i
"quenten Pazifisten absieht, zwei Richtéﬁ%en gagoﬂﬁber. Die eine'sah
in dem Aufkommen dieser Waffen eine grupdlggénda Anderung des Krleges
gquben, der in seiner zerstorendeq Wirkung nun nwch méﬁ¢ éérégﬂ%l'
,fértigt werden kdnne.Daher sel auch die &ltere Leare der protestan-
tischen Doktrin vomn g@rechten Krieg niéht mehr anwendbar. Eine Yi£;.

wendung nuklearer Waffen miisse nicht nur hinsichtlich des ersten Ein-—

eyt
satzes, sondern Uberhaupt abggigﬁgffﬁzrder und auch ihre nerstellung

) £ "'{ﬁmﬂs-t S
als Mittel der Abschreckung sei moralisch zu Usrurteilen. Deﬁéﬁ%%n—

liber sprach eine andere AuFfaggggéﬂgg%jgzglsten das Recht zur Ver-—.
teidigung seiner Familie, seiner Heimat und seines Volkes nicht ab.
Von diesem Standpunkt aus erkann?g Sie auch die MOglichkeit an, nuklea
re Waffen als Mittel der Abschreckung zur Erhaltung oe§ Friedens zu
besitzen, lehnte aber auch in der Verteidiguné ihren Einsatz nicht ab.
. ,
Diese beiden AuLfdggungen stehen auch heute noch ¢rundsidtzlich

einander gegeniliber. Eine spitere Aﬁgéj%hg der Evangelischen Kirche in

Avtesernale-
einer Dnnkscﬁ§1ft )

stellt sie gegeniiber,ohne Betonung des grolen
Risikos, das in der Politik der Abschreckung fiir eine Gefahr des
nuklearen Krieges liege zu einer einheitlichen Anschauung zu gelangEn,
- Man hat in der Bundesrepublik daher hier von einer gegen seiflgen Ex—-
gdnzung dieser Meinungen gesprochen, die hinzunehmen sei, soalange -
dieser Gegensatz nicht Uberwunden werden konne. Die Situwation hat sich
seither nicht viel verdndert. Die am Ausgang der 60er Jahre aufkommen-
de Frleaensforscnung hat sich gegen jede Art von Abscnreckqu als
"Dvohoolltlk“ gewandt und hat die Not wendlgkelt einer aktiven
Friedenspolitik unterstrichen. In den letzten . Jahren haben sich auch

gewisse Wandlungen ergeben.

4) Vgl. Der Friedensdienst der Christen 1970
5. 15ff




Manche Gegner des Krieges treten heute fiir eine Durchsetzung
der Selbstbestimmung mit Gewalt ein, und nehmen damit einé Haltung
ein, die den Begriff des gerechten Krieges fiir eine gerechte Sache

5)

wieder einfiihrt. Andarerseits haben Christen, die den Verteidigungs-
krieg anerkennen, sich gegen jede {ibung des Widerstandes mit Gewalt
gegen ein ungerachtes Regime gewéndt.‘Daher hat sich in den letzten
Jahren’éie'Diskussion sti&rker diesem Problem der Gewaltanwendung zur
Befreiung zugewandt. -

9. Eine Stellungnahme zu der Rolle de:rtaktischen‘nuklearen Waffeﬁyf
-wird sich im Rahmen dieser grundsétzlichen'Auffaésungen bewegen. Wer-
die Verwendung nuklearer Wafien ﬁbérhaupt ablehnt, wird auch die Be-~
strebungen,'dieSe Waffen in einer begrehzten Form zu verwenden,.,nicht
annehmen. Wer dagegen das Recht der Verteidigﬁng anerkannt, und die
Verwendung nuklearer Waffen in diesem Zusammenhang nicht ausschlieBt,
wird bei seiner Stellungnahme die beschdere Funktion der taktischen
nuklearen Waffen, egner Abschreckung mit begrehzten Mitteln = zu disser
in Ricksicht ziehenlEr wird nicht {bersehen, daB das beschriankte '
Risiko den Einsatz nuklearer Waffen erleichtern kénnie. Er wird_andé—
rerséits den Gedanken anerkennen, inreiner Lage{ die nukleare Mittel
notwendig macht, nach einer Kontrolle der Situation zu streben. Dabel
bieibt freilich ein Bedenken darin, da3 in dieéer Konzeption die '
westliche Seite als erste einen Einsatz nuklearer Waffen vornehmen
wirde. Die weiteren Uoerlegungen werden sich daher auch dahin rich-
"ten, wie dieser'Zwang zu nuklearer Xriegsfthrung iberwunden oder

verringert werden kinnte.

Der bisherige Verlauf der Wiener Gespréache gibt nicht viel Hoff-
nung, daf man in den Verhandlungen iber gegenselitige Abristung zu
einer Lage gelangen kann, in der die Uberlegenheit .der Sstlichen
Staaten in kconventiconeller Hinsicht abgebaut werden kann. Ein anderer
‘Weg, eine Erhdhung der kornventionellen Anstrengungen der westeuro-

piischen Linder, ist nicht gangbar aus Griinden der inneren Politik.

5) Zur Wiederkehr des "gerschten Krieges” in den neueren
Stellungnahmen der Vereinten Nationen und eines Teills
der internaticnalen Offentlichkeit siehe Stephen E.Schwsbel’
in J.M.Moore, Law and Civil War in the Modern World Baltimora
1674 5. 450 : : -

h—9f
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Die Entfernung der taktischen nuklearen Waffen aus Europa ist an-
gesichts ihrer Entwicklung in England und Frankreich nicht mehr
moglich. Sie nur aus einem bestimmten Raum Europas zurlckzuziehen,
wiirge das Gewicht der Abschreckung schwichen und durch die eintreten-—-
de Diskriminierung Spannungen unter den beteiligten Staaten hervor—-- _.
rufen kdnnen.Ein Verzicht auf diese Waffen wiirde es notwendig machen,
einem Angriff alsbald mit stdrkeren Mitteln und einer h¥heren Stufe

der Eskalation entgegenzutreten.:

10. Je mehr die Gefahr einer militdrischen Verwicklung in Europa zurlic
tritt, destomehr verringert sich auch die nukleare Problematik in

diesem Raum. Dafiir gewinnt sie an Gewicht in anderen Teilen der Welt.

'Seit der Ziindung der ersten indischen Bombe am 18.5.1974 sind die

Befidrchtungen gestiegen, daB auch andere Schwellenmdchte nach nuklea-
rer Bewaffnung streben, und daB dadurch das Ziel des Sperrveftrages
(Non Proliferation Freaty NPT) vereitelt wiirde. Die am meisten in
Frage stehenden Staaten, etwa Israal und Sidafrika, haben dies Abkomme
von 1968 nicht gezeichnet, auch andere Staaten sind ungebunden. Be—.
denken haben sich in letzter Zeit dagegen gerichtet, da8 in zunehmen-—
dem MaRe Staaten auBerhalb des Kreises der hochindustriealisierter
Staaten mit nunklearen Anlagen, aiése.erwerben; Es kann darauf hinge-
wiesen werden, daf dort, wo bei einem solchen Abkommen die Sicherungs-
bestimmungen def FAEQ zur-AnWeﬁdung geiangen, die‘ébeffﬁhfﬁng anga-
reicherten Urans zur Herstellung von Waffen ausgeschlossen sein dlrf-
te (solche Sicherungen bestanden nicht in Indien). Eine weitere Siche-
rung'wﬁrae nach einem'VorSChlage'des.Staatssekretérs Kissinger darin
liegen, daf kinftig Anstalten zur Anreicherung von Uran nicht mehr

in nationaler Verfiigung, sondern als regionale Unternehmen unter ent-
sprechender Kontrolle errichtet wiirden. Die Besorgnis vor der Aus-
breitung nuklearer Waffen hat insbesondere auch auf dem afrikanischen
Koninent Ausdruck gefunden; die O.A.U. hat sich bemiiht, ebenso wie |
die All African Conferhece‘of'Churches, die eurbgéischen'Staaten von
einer Uberlassung nuklearer Anlagen an Siidafrika abzuhalten! Den Be-
strebungen zur Stdrkung des Nichtverbreitungsvertrages wi}d in Zu-
kunft besonderes Gewicht zukommen. Das wird freil;gh auch- von Seiten
der nuklearen Michte gréfere Bereitschaft fordefﬁl ihrerseits stdrker

als bisher zur Einschridnkung der Gefahren beizutragen.
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In dieser Verlagerung der Probleme zeigt sich, daB in Europa
die Situation, wenn auch auf einem zu hohen Niveau der Ristung,
stabil geblieben ist. Die Spannungen der Weltlage zeigen sich hun

a des'européischeﬁ Raumes und es wird ebenfalls eine Aufgabé
der politischen Zusammenarbeit in Europa sein, sich diesen Vdrgéngen”
o . ' . .-

‘en stirker zuzuwenden.



