
 

University of Bradford eThesis 
This thesis is hosted in Bradford Scholars – The University of Bradford Open Access 
repository. Visit the repository for full metadata or to contact the repository team 

  
© University of Bradford. This work is licenced for reuse under a Creative Commons 

Licence. 

 

https://bradscholars.brad.ac.uk/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/


AN ANALYSIS OF, DEFENCE POLICIES 

Nuclear and non-nuclear options reviewed 

TWO VOLUMES 

Volume I 

Oliver Peter RAMSBOTHAM MA 

-ZtýC 77 S 
Submitted for the degree 

of Doctor of Philosophy 

5"a in 
Postgraduate School of/ Peace Studies 

University of Bradford 
101011 

BD 034580628 
2 

ii 11111 11111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 



BEST COPY 

AVAILABLE 

Variable print quality 



TEXT CUT 
OFF IN 

ORIGINAL 



O. P. RAMS130THAM AN ANALYSIS OF DEFENCE POLICIES 

-Nuclear and Non-Nuclear Options Reviewed 

An Abstract 

This thesis is a study of what is said to be at issue in the nuclear 

weapons debate ' and constitutes the beginning of an attempt to 

understand its nature and significance . 

The technique adopted has been to offer an initial presentation 

of rival rationales 9 in order to introduce the main concepts 

and show something of the force of these developed, positions 
(Vol I pp 7-30) . The two rationales are then related 9 point 
by point , to give the analytical framework used in the subsequent 
interviews (pp 31-9) . Each pair of points is expanded and.. 

commented upon , and detailed references are given to the books 

and articles from which the analysis was drawn (pp 40-214) . 
The next section relates all of this briefly to the main party 

platforms in Britain , as of June 1987 (pp Zt 1- zt ) 

Volume II is made up of complete sets of responses to the frame- 

work of questions generated in the earlier chapters . The 

advantages of this method are 

i that in each case the rationale is laid out verbatim 9 so that 

premises are explicitly stated and the dependence of subsequent 

upon prior arguments is clearly seen . This in itself is very 

rarely done 9 which is why so many proposed policies are so often , 

and so widely 9 misunderstood . 

ii that , because all those consulted have responded to the same 

set of questions , their alternative sets of answers can be 

compared with one another point by point . This is the crucial 

and unique advantage of the approach adopted here . It ensures 

that what is at issue can be precisely pinpointed . The results 

as recorded here ' are in themselves striking and illuminating 

More important still 0 they open the door to detailed future 

investigation of a kind which can be done in no other way 
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Introduction 

Should we continue to develop and deploy nuclear weapons systems? 
This became one of the great public questions of our age very suddenly - 

on August 6,1945, when the first atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima. 
It has been an urgent, if not dominant, international issue ever since. Those 
who are now under 50 will have lived the whole of their politically conscious 
lives in terms of it, and will have become habituated to the apparently irreconc- 
ileable differences of opinion which it arouses. This book is the first part of 
an extended attempt to understand what is at issue in the debate, to explore 
the possibilities for agreement or compromise, and to come to terms with the 
implications of whatever remains unresolved. But, before we say any more 
about the book, we will see if there is anything uncontroversial that we can 
say about the nature and significance of the question with which it deals. 

The Subject 

Whether or not we favour a policy of continuing nuclear weapon deploy- 
ment, we are likely to agree that, in terms of capacity for destruction, the 
weapons already deployed pose a uniquely immediate and universal threat to 
our survival. This is what is said ultimately to underpin our security by those 
who believe in nuclear deterrence, and to undermine it by those who do not. 
If currently deployed arsenals were, used in their entirety, the destruction 
would effectively be instantaneous al-id complete. And the weapons that can 
do this are already there, based, targeted and manned. It is a shock to see and 
touch them. In this most straightforward sense, they exist as brute objects, 
irreducible facts. To that extent, the question of nuclear weapon deployment 
concerns the most tangibly real of the great global threats that hang over us. 
There is also widespread agreement that no economic, political or ideological 
principles can ever rationally or morally justify the deliberate carrying out of 
that threat in its entirety. In the end the debate derives its immediacy and 
universality from the fact that it concerns how we are to prevent the immediate 
and universal destruction of us all. The prevention of all-out nuclear war is 
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recognized to be an overarching global priority, which transcends sectional 
interest. So we may feel encouraged to hope that, because we now share the 
same major long-term objective (a state of affairs which has by no means 
always. been the case in international affairs in the past), it should, at least in 
principle, be possible for us to reach a measure of agreement about how we 
are to encompass it. After all, whether these weapons are used, or, indeed, 
whether they even continue to exist, depends upon decisions taken by those 
who create and control them. They are direct expressions of our will. So the 
question of nuclear weapon deployment is also, in a particularly literal sense, 
a question about human intention. The threat is a threat made by human 
beings against other human beings. We may ask how we have anything to 
fear from a threat, made against ourselves, which is acknowledged to be so 
horrifying that we all agree that it must never be carried out. Surely we can 
find a joint programme which we can be confident will prevent that from 
happening. This book is part of our search for such a programme. 

And yet the threat posed by nuclear weapon deployment is in another sense 
surprisingly remote. We have had no direct experience of a nuclear exchange 
to bring home the reality of the danger to us. Neither the bombs dropped on 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, nor the nuclear devices detonated in successive 
weapons tests since then, represent the likely outcome of a breakdown of 
deterrence. Generations of nuclear weapons have been developed, deployed, 
and then declared obsolete, without having been used. If the `brute objects' 
referred to just now have had an effect, then it has been as a result of our 
imagining what they might do. They themselves have in this sense become 
symbols rather than instruments. And the same applies to command and 
control structures, and to the various strategies for anticipating, containing, 
and fighting a nuclear war. None of them have been tested out in the circum- 
stances for which they were devised. We just do not know what the effect of 
a nuclear exchange would be. In this respect, and to an extent that must come 
as a surprise to those who enter the field for the first time, everything that is 
written on the subject is hypothetical and speculative. For forty years now the 
nuclear weapons debate has been conducted in an empirical vacuum. Whether 
or not this is itself a result of nuclear weapon deployment, it poses a serious 
problem for all those involved in the debate - for advocates of continuing 
reliance on nuclear deterrence, because deterrent policy depends upon the 
liveliness of our perception of the reality of the threat, and for critics of deter- 
rence, because it is a failure to appreciate the reality of the threat that is said 
to encourage the folly of deterrent policy. Each accuses the other of not coming 
to terms with the realities of the nuclear age. And this puts special pressure 
on our discussion of the problem. Nuclear deterrence is mutual perception. If 
we all perceive that there is deterrence, then there is. And, if we do not, then 
there is not. So the debate directly affects what it is about. What is said in it 
may become a self-fulfilling prophecy. In the absence of direct experience to 
create the reality of the situation for us (as, for example, the accident at Cher- 
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nobyl may, obliquely, be said to have done - whatever the conclusions drawn 
from it), it is the nuclear weapons debate itself which must perform this 
function. The judgements recorded in the second part of this book are an 
example of how this function is being performed. 

What we have just described is not the case with a number of the other 
threats that face us. Year by year we have evidence of some of the consequences 
of overpopulation, gross economic mismanagement, depletion of natural 
resources, soil erosion, environmental degradation - or whatever other social, 
political, or spiritual dangers may be said to be threatening us. So there is 
hope that we may be able to ), earn from our mistakes as we go along before it 
is too late, and, in the meantime, redress local breakdown with resources 
drawn from the unaffected areas. But we cannot expect to have such piecemeal 
experience of the consequences of a failure of nuclear deterrence, nor to be 
given the chance to recover from it. Both those who advocate and those who 
reject nuclear deterrent policies, agree that in this sense we would be wise to 
treat the threat posed by the deployment of nuclear weapons as all or nothing. 
It is, among other things, the fear that nuclear war might not be limited that 
is said by the former to enhance deterrence, and by the latter to invalidate it. 
This again invests the nuclear weapons debate with a frightening significance. 
Because we cannot afford to make major mistakes in the actual carrying out 
of policy, we must try to eliminate them in argument beforehand. We must 
identify unacceptable risks in advance, and, by anticipating danger, prevent 
it. There is general agreement that the right policies can give us hope of 
avoiding immediate disaster, and can offer us the time and opportunity to 
work towards the creation of a world order in which enough aspirations are 
satisfied, perceived injustices redressed, and disputes settled, within a frame- 
work of accepted procedure, to make recourse to war unnecessary, and, fin- 
ally, unthinkable. There is also general agreement that the wrong policies are 
likely to have the opposite effect. But, to a remarkable extent, there seems as 
yet to be no general agreement as to which are which. This book is the begin- 
ning of an attempt to assess how serious this is. 

Finally, there can be little doubt that the disagreement has widened and 
deepened during the last few years. Developments at global, regional, and 
national levels, which we will not try to analyse here, have led to a polarization 
of opinion, whose political significance is perhaps only now beginning to 
become evident. At global level, whatever interpretation is made of the events 
of Reykjavik, both the leaders of the two greatest nuclear weapon states have 
placed fundamental questions about the feasibility and desirability of eliminat- 
ing nuclear weapons, in large measure, or altogether, at the top of the inter- 
national agenda. At regional level, increasingly powerful criticisms of NATO 
and Warsaw Pact nuclear and non-nuclear strategy, long relatively dormant, 
have now been raised again, and have elicited more elaborate defences of 
current policy in response. At national level, the whole question of Britain's 
status as a nuclear weapon power, and role within a Western alliance com- 
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mitted to a nuclear deterrent strategy, has erupted into the centre of the 
political arena. British voters are being asked to choose between clear-cut 
alternatives, which represent elaborate, thoroughgoing, and apparently 
incompatible, interpretations of the situation that we are in. It is important to 
understand that the British debate is only a part of the international debate, 
and that an informed judgement cannot be made on British policy, which does 
not at the same time include an assessment of regional and global issues. This 
book is an attempt to set the British debate within such a regional and global 
context. It is an attempt to provide the reader with an outline of what the 
issues are, and what the proponents of alternative policies are saying about 
them. 

The Book 

But how are we to cope with the flood of material which threatens to engulf 
us when we try to fathom this question? We are overwhelmed by the spoken 
and written comments, discussions, debates, memoranda, speeches, policy 
statements, articles, books, which pour from transmitting stations and presses 
throughout the world every day - much of it highly technical, most of it in 
need of almost constant revision in the light of the onrush of events, and nearly 
all of it bewilderingly controversial. It is hard to find firm ground amid such 
a welter. 

This book is an attempt to provide such firm ground. The central idea is to 
offer readers a simple and comprehensive analysis of what is said to be at issue, 
and a representative selection of informed opinion about it. Part I sets out the 
analysis, and Part II the response. Because those consulted in Part II have 
been asked the same complete set of questions, the premises of their arguments 
are laid out and their answers can be compared point by point. And, because 
they have been free to criticize the framework of questions as they have gone 
along, we have not needed to worry about the fact that the analysis in Part I 
has no doubt been presented as too simple a juxtaposition of alternatives. The 
purpose of Part I is to clarify the issues for the reader. It can be left to Part II 
to show up how misleading that clarification may have been. 

So the reader should remember that it is Part II which is important here, 
and that Part I is just a lead-in to it. Experienced readers may, therefore, 
prefer to jump over Part I altogether, and turn straight to Part II. 
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TWO ARGUMENTS 
AND AN ANALYSIS 

In Part I the reader is offered two outline sets of argument, 
one against the continued deployment of nuclear weapons, 
and one in favour, followed by an analysis of the points 'at 
issue between them. It is this analysis which has been used 
as a framework for the responses, which are recorded in 
Part II. 
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Preliminary 

Definitions 

Although the classification of nuclear weapons systems is notoriously impre- 
cise, and, in terms of arms control, controversial, the main thing that the 
reader needs to remember in what follows is the rough distinction between 
three classes of offensive weapon. There are (i) the STRATEGIC nuclear for- 
ces, with which, in particular, each superpower directly threatens the other's 
homeland. There are (ii) the INTERMEDIATE (INF) or THEATRE nuclear 
forces, which, in Europe, can reach the countries within that theatre. And 
there are (iii) the BATTLEFIELD or TACTICAL nuclear forces, which are 
mainly deployed either side of the European frontier in or near what is thought 
to be a possible prospective battle-zone. Strategic nuclear forces. are usually 
further sub-divided into the `triad' of land-based Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missiles (ICBMs), sea-based Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles 
(SLBMs), and long-range bombers. Theatre nuclear forces are usually seen to 
include the so-called ̀ Longer-Range INF weapons' (LRINF), such as Soviet 
SS2o missiles, and NATO Pershing II and Cruise missiles. In addition, there 
are also defensive systems, which include Anti-Ballistic Missiles (ABMs), and 
the broader programmes of Strategic Defence Initiatives (SDIs) being devel- 
oped by the US and the USSR. 

Arms control and arms limitation negotiations can be similarly classified 
into (i) the Strategic Arms Limitation and Strategic Arms Reduction talks, 
(SALT, START); (ii) the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) talks; and (iii) 
the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks, which include con- 
ventional forces as well as tactical nuclear forces. In addition, there are nego- 
tiations about Strategic Defence. 

The reader might also like to remember the rough distinction between 
ballistic missiles, which leave and re-enter the earth's atmosphere, and cruise 
missiles, which do not. A 'MIRVed' missile is one which carries `Multiple 
Independently Targeted Reentry Vehicles' - in other words, multiple war- 
heads which can be independently guided towards different targets. A `first 
strike capability' is, as the term suggests, an ability to strike first; a `second 
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strike capability' is an ability to strike back having absorbed an enemy first 
strike. A `counter-force system' is a system aimed against enemy military, and 
especially nuclear, forces, rather than against industrial plant or centres of 
population. 

Finally, it is also worth noting the annoying ambiguity which surrounds the 
word `strategic'. Traditionally used to refer to strategy in general, it is now 
also applied to a particular class of nuclear weapon. 

The Theory of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence 

When, by the t 96os, the spontaneous and uncoordinated build-up of 
nuclear weapons systems on both sides of the Iron Curtain had reached the 
point where it was generally recognized that neither could expect to attack the 
other without receiving unacceptable damage in reply, strategists began to 
explore the implications of the situation. Some of them, concluding that they 
could make a virtue out of necessity, proclaimed that this was a fundamentally 
stable, and therefore desirable, state of affairs. The essential ingredient, they 
said, was that each side should have an invulnerable and potent strategic 
nuclear second strike force. In other words, no matter what the other might 
do, even if he unleashed his entire nuclear armoury in an unexpected first 
strike, a sufficient reserve force would still be left, capable of inflicting an 
intolerable level of destruction on him. In fact, to look at it from the point of 
view of defence, what was said to be critical was not so much that each side 
should have such an invulnerable second strike force (after all, you could only 
find out whether this was so if deterrence failed), but that each should think 
that he had - and, equally important, that each should think that the other 
thought that he had. If either were to think that the other thought that he had 
not, then it might be supposed that the other could be tempted to risk a first 
strike - and the essential stability of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence would have 
been lost. 

Such was the remarkably theoretical nature of much of the abundant litera- 
ture on the subject. Nuclear systems were seen primarily as instruments for 
the psychological manipulation of a potential enemy's intention and will, and 
only secondarily, and deeply ambiguously, as weapons of war. This was a 
bewildering reversal of traditional military thinking, in which defensive capa- 
bilities had always been seen primarily as means for damaging the enemy and 
throwing back his invading forces, and only secondarily, and as a strict result 
of this, as a possibly effective deterrent threat. The ultimate reason for deploy- 
ing nuclear weapons was now said to be to ensure that they would not be used 
- and therefore that other weapons would not be used either. 

An important corollary followed from all of this. If Mutual Nuclear Deter- 
rence of this kind is good, because it is stable, then whatever threatens to 
undermine that stability is bad. In particular, two potential developments 
must count as bad. The first would be for either side to think that the other 
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was acquiring a first strike potential capable of threatening the invulnerability 
of his second strike force. The second would be for either to think that the 
other was building a defensive system capable of threatening its effectiveness. 
Either or both of these would undermine the stability of deterrence. For some, 
this was the fundamental theoretical reason for going to such lengths to restrict 
the proliferation of first strike systems in the SALT negotiations, and to curtail 
the development and deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems in the ABM 
talks. 

Not all commentators, either at the time or since, have accepted this reason- 
ing. A number of those who support, as well as a number of those who oppose, 
current nuclear deterrent policies, reject it. But we have begun from this position, 
because it gives us a clear conceptual framework within terms of which con- 
trasting judgements can be better understood. We can now move on to con- 
sider the current debate about the rationality and morality of continued 
nuclear weapon deployment. Is it sensible to go on deploying nuclear weapons 
- are the risks of not doing so greater than the risks of carrying on? And is it 
morally right? 

*** 

In the two chapters which follow, we consider first the principal tenets of 
those who oppose the deployment of nuclear weapons and then the case for 
their continued deployment. 
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The Case Against Continued 
Nuclear Weapon Deployment 

The Argument About Morality 

To Use Nuclear Weapons Would be to Cause Unimaginable 
Suffering to Civilian Populations 

In order to understand what would be likely to happen if current nuclear 
war-fighting plans were put into operation, we can begin by trying to imagine 
the effect of the small atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima in August 1945 
Energy equivalent to 13,000 tons of TNT suddenly exploded in a fireball of 
intense radiation in the sky. Light permanently or temporarily blinded those 
who looked at it. Heat, generated almost instantaneously at ten million degrees 
centigrade from within the fireball, melted, scorched or burned whatever 
was exposed to it within a wide radius, searing flesh and igniting anything 
combustible, such as paper or clothing. The shock from the blast-wave demol- 
ished buildings with shattering force and generated a hurricane-strength wind, 
which uprooted trees and swept people off their feet, together with fragments 
of debris and suffocating dust. All of this happened within the first few seconds 
of the explosion. Then followed hours of physical agony, bereavement and 
shock, intensified by the fact that the medical and fire-fighting services had 
been overwhelmed in the disaster. It has been estimated that of the I78o nurses 
in the city, 1654 were either dead or too badly injured to work, while little 
could be done to control the great fire-storm, which engulfed the city-centre, 
sucking in forty-mile-an-hour winds and raging for several hours. Almost nine 
out of ten of the 30,000 people living in the central square-mile of the city 
were killed. But what is peculiar to a nuclear detonation is the continuing 
misery from fear of cancers and genetic deformation engendered by the various 
kinds of nuclear radiation, which at Hiroshima made up perhaps fifteen 
percent of the energy yield from the bomb. The whole matter is still not at all 
well understood, and there is considerable controversy about it. It is true that 
direct radiation from neutrons and gamma rays probably did not add to the 
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immediate toll of suffering among those who were in any case dead or dying, 
and that, being an air-burst attack, there seems to have been little early fallout 
(i. e., dust and dirt particles sucked into the irradiated fireball cloud and later 
falling back again to earth). But delayed effects from exposure to radiation 
and other long-term consequences may still be causing well over iooo deaths 
a year more than forty years after the original explosion. In any case, enough 
has been written here to indicate something of the scale of human suffering 
inflicted upon a largely civilian population when a single bomb of small to 
moderate yield is detonated over a densely inhabited area. 

There is little point in saying much more. If a yield of, say, two represents. 
an explosive power which is twice that of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, 
then a single Soviet SS-2o Mod II missile can deliver three warheads, each of 
which has a yield of twelve; a single British submarine equipped with Polaris 
missiles can deliver forty-eight warheads, each of yield fifteen; a single United 
States Ohio class submarine, equipped with the projected Trident D-5 miss- 
iles, will be able to deliver up to three hundred and sixty independently tar- 
geted warheads, each of which may have an average yield of twenty-five - in 
other words, each submarine will have a firepower several times greater than 
that of all munitions fired by all belligerents throughout the course of the 
Second World War. Even a limited nuclear battlefield duel in Europe would 
cause vastly more damage to civilian populations than the Hiroshima bomb. 
Moreover, for tactical reasons, a number of the explosions would be ground- 
burst, adding the horrors of early fallout, largely absent at Hiroshima, to all 
the other afflictions endured by the civilian population, with radioactive dust 
carried by the wind anything from about ten to about a hundred or more 
kilometers from the point of detonation. The recent accident at Chernobyl 
gives us some idea of how absurd it is to imagine that the effects of a nuclear 
exchange could be confined to the battlezone. 

As to what would happen if the conflict escalated towards a more general 
exchange, how can we even begin to imagine the implications for hundreds of 
thousands or millions of people, or hope to assess the consequences for our 
children and grandchildren, and for the world that they will be living in? 
The long-term effects of radiation on that scale are unknown, while recent 
projections of possible climatic and ecological disasters, such as those that 
might follow from the so-called ̀ nuclear winter', or from the destruction by 
nitrogen oxides of a critical percentage of the earth's vital protective ozone 
layer, are only guesses at what the results might be. It is not clear that we 
would recover. Those who cite implausible possibilities of nuclear strikes in 
which collateral damage is negligible are being unrealistic and irresponsible. 
It is plainly evident that any use of nuclear weapons would in itself be a 
crime against humanity, and would, in addition, carry the unavoidable risk of 
escalation towards universal catastrophe. 
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Such Use Cannot be Justified as Legitimate Defence 

We must now try to dispel a common misconception - that there can be 

such a thing as legitimate nuclear defence, and that it is an aggressor who will 
bear full moral responsibility for the consequences of his aggression, if we are 
forced to retaliate with a nuclear counter-strike. Nuclear weapons are simply 
not like traditional `conventional' weapons in being primarily aimed against an 
opponent's military strength. They are, effectively, counter-civilian weapons. 
What is called `nuclear defence' in all its guises - admonitory, preemptive, 
interdictive, punitive - is in effect an attack on enemy centres of population. 
It is often said that, although we are not morally justified in ourselves initiating 
a nuclear attack, we are morally justified in threatening to retaliate if someone 
initiates an attack against us. But would retaliation in fact be justified, if 
deterrence failed? Clearly, it would not. It would be as if, when someone 
threatens to torture our child, we threaten to torture his child. This is not 
what is meant by `self-defence'. And, if it turned out that both he and we 
actually carried out our threat, then nothing that he had done earlier would 
exonerate us from sharing in the full burden of guilt. A terrorist group does 
not escape moral condemnation for detonating a bomb in a crowded shopping 
precinct in a state capital by blaming the government of that state for having 
previously acted immorally elsewhere. Neither the principle of proportion, 
nor the principle of discrimination, will allow the preemptive or retaliatory 
use of nuclear weapons, no matter what the provocation and no matter how 
great the threat. In the same way, it was wrong to bomb Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, whatever the supposed alternatives might have been. Consequen- 
tialist computations of likely risk and relative cost are entirely irrelevant here. 
Human suffering is not to be quantified in this way. Nuclear weapons are not 
instruments of defence. 

To Deploy Nuclear Weapons is to Subscribe to a Declared Policy 
Which Commits us to Using Them Should Deterrence Fail 

We turn now to the way in which nuclear forces have been integrated into 
the military establishments of the major powers, and so into the fabric of 
international affairs, since 1945. Many people fail to grasp the fundamental 
significance of the fact that this involves a publicity declared intention to use 
these weapons should deterrence fail. It is essential for the effectiveness of our 
deterrent threat that the potential enemy should know that we have both the 
capability and the will to invoke the nuclear option if our threat is ignored. 
There must be seen to be no intentional gap between deployment and use - if 
our threat is ignored, we will use our weapons. In order that there should be 
no doubt about this in the enemy's mind, we commit ourselves to it by the 
way we dispose of our forces. They are deployed with the express intention 
that in certain circumstances they will be used. We hope that it will not come 
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to this. We hope that our threat will prevent it. But, if it does not, then we 
will use them. There can be no doubt about this, and it is an illusion to think 
otherwise, an illusion not shared by those whose whole training has been to 
design, manufacture, base, target, service, man, operate, and, if necessary, 
fire the weapons. For example, British Polaris ballistic missile submarines are 
permanently targeted on Soviet centres of population (the elaborate Chevaline 
warhead system has recently been fitted to the missiles with the specific aim 
of penetrating the defences around Moscow), and the crews are trained to fire 
the missiles when the order is given. 

To pretend that we can somehow separate deterrent threat from conditional 
intention to use, as some moralists have tried to do, is to be disingenuous. To 
deploy our weapons is to commit ourselves to their use in circumstances, 
which, by the nature of deterrence, it will not be in our power to control. 
In other words, the gap between deployment and use is circumstantial, not 
intentional. It is not a moral gap. There is no such thing as a fully deployed 
weapons system which is a bluff. 

Such a Policy is Therefore in Itself Immoral 

The conclusion is inescapable and must be squarely faced. It is wrong to 
use nuclear weapons. To deploy nuclear weapons involves a publicly declared 
conditional intention to use them. Therefore, since a conditional intention to 
do what is wrong is itself wrong, it is wrong to deploy nuclear weapons. That 
disposition, deliberately institutionalized to make it irrevocable, and openly 
proclaimed as such, is already thoroughly and deeply immoral. 

These Resources Should be Directed Instead Towards Constructive 
Social and Economic Goals 

In addition to everything that has been argued above, it is economically, 
socially, and psychologically damaging that such large human and material 
resources should be devoted to the destructive technologies of nuclear wea- 
ponry. If we ask what the connection is between this and the other great 
scandal of our day, the widening gulf between the affluent and impoverished 
regions of the world, it is easy to argue that the relationship is tenuous. It is 
true that the problem of nuclear weaponry is only part of the broader problem 
of armaments industries in general, and that there are broader causes still for 
global poverty and starvation. But the fact remains that, if the money and 
resources devoted to the build-up of nuclear armaments were directed instead 
towards strengthening the economies of under-developed countries, and 
alleviating the suffering caused by widespread malnutrition and disease, many 
of these scourges of mankind could be drastically reduced, and some of them 
eliminated altogether. 

But what is even more immediately outrageous here is that nuclear weapon 
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policies in the so-called `advanced' countries of the rich north are putting 
millions of innocent people in the poorer parts of the world at risk. It is 
monstrous that peoples living in countries which have no say in nuclear 
weapon policy and nothing to do with the squabbles which are said to justify 
it, should be directly or indirectly targeted as a result. By what right do a 
handful of nuclear strategists in the rich, white north impose this terrible 
threat against humanity? It is an arjpalling example of man's inhumanity to 
man. Recurrent protest in the United Nations expresses justified global resent- 
ment against such unprecedented disregard for other people's fundamental 
rights. 

The nuclear warhead and the begging bowl are the most potent symbols of 
our day. They represent the quintessence of human hatred and human need, 
and their coexistence in the world is what is most deeply wicked about it. 

Christian Teaching Is Incompatible With a Strategy of Nuclear 
Deterrence 

For all these reasons Christians must take the same view. No doubt the 
heart of the Christian message is purely spiritual, but the Gospels clearly teach 
important lessons about human conduct in this world, and the churches have 
from the beginning necessarily been concerned with the right ordering of life 
on earth. Moreover, it is evident that Christ laid great emphasis, not only 
upon right conduct, but above all upon right intention. So there can be no 
reconciliation or compromise between the teaching about Christian love 
enshrined in the Sermon on the Mount or in the Second Commandment, 
and the kinds of action and intention inevitably involved in nuclear weapon 
development and deployment. If in their official pronouncements particular 
Christian churches do not yet say this clearly, it is because the complexity of 
their relationship with the state forces them to cloud the issue in diplomatic 
ambiguity. But on Christian grounds there can be no justification whatsoever 
for the continued possession of nuclear weapons as a deterrent by any state, 
and the only Christian policy for the citizens of a state which does possess 
them to adopt is to work strenously towards their immediate elimination. 

The Argument About Rationality 

We now turn from the argument about morality to the argument about 
rationality. In other words, leaving aside any further concern with our own 
culpability for the possible consequences of our actions, we turn our attention 
instead to the relative risks which we ourselves run by persisting in them. 
Does our possession of nuclear weapons make the world a safer or a more 
dangerous place? 
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There Can be no Coherent Strategy for the Use of Nuclear Weapons 

in War 

The theory of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence itself lays down as axiomatic that 
it can never be in the interest of either side to carry out its deterrent threat. 
At any level below that of full strategic retaliation, the carrying out of the threat 
would invite unacceptable counter-devastation in fulfilment of the enemy's 
counter-threat; while, after a full strategic enemy first strike, the original 
purpose for which a retaliatory second strike was threatened would have been 
entirely lost. In addition, if the enemy had held back his own second strike 
forces, our retaliation would only bring down even worse retribution on our 
heads. The accident at Chernobyl, not equivalent even to the detonation of a 
single small warhead, has in any case demonstrated conclusively how 

Iunpre- dictable the consequences of a nuclear strike would be. In war-fighting con- 
ditions, both sides would be relying on entirely untested capabilities at a time 
when command and control systems were themselves under fierce attack. All 
talk of firing a ̀ warning shot', or of attacking an `isolated military target', or, 
more generally, of `fighting a limited nuclear war', is beside the point. It is 
not a question of whether or not we can imagine a nuclear war being terminated 
after the first few exchanges. The fact is that, as everyone agrees, we simply 
do not know what would happen, and, in those circumstances, no responsible 
civilian or military commander could possibly contemplate taking such a risk. 
Concepts as axiomatic to traditional military thinking as ̀ defence', ̀ victory', 

`weapon', or `war', seem empty of meaning in this context. If it came to it, a 
general nuclear exchange could not be said to constitute a `defence' of 
devastated areas, or a `victory' for either side, nor could the instruments of 
devastation be called `weapons' in any recognizable sense. `Instantaneous 
mutual destruction' is not `war'. In short, there can be no sane military- 
strategic justification for the mutual use of nuclear weapons. In this context, 
`nuclear weapons strategy' is a contradiction in terms. Nuclear warheads are 
not weapons of war. 

Therefore There Can Be No Coherent and Credible Strategy for 
Mutual Nuclear Deterrence Based Upon the Threat of Such Use 

In classical, non-nuclear, deterrence theory, an enemy is deterred from 

acting in a certain way if he is convinced in advance that we have both the 
capacity to inflict unacceptable damage upon him, and the intention of doing 

so should he 
, pevertheless proceed. He must believe that in the event we will 

carry out our threat - that it will be in our interest to do so. The threat must 
be credible. It must be grounded in credible plans for military action should 
deterrence fail. But we have seen that this is precisely what the theory of 
Mutual Nuclear Deterrence rules out. It says that it can never be in the interest 

of either side to carry out its threat. And both sides know this. So the theory 
fatally undermines itself. For Mutual Nuclear Deterrence theory to work, 
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each side must be rational enough to recognize that the other might be 
irrational enough nevertheless to carry out his threat, even though it can clearly 
never be in his interest to do so. And this must hold true indefinitely, no 
matter who the future nuclear weapon powers are, or how desperate and 
confused a sudden and unexpected political crisis may be, or hQw limited the 
military options one side is tempted to take up in those circumstances. Mutual 
Nuclear Deterrence must deter, not only from nuclear war, but from all war 
between nuclear capable states, because, as has always been recognized, if it 
ever failed to,. 'do this, we would, to put it mildly, be in a far more dangerous 
position than we would have been in had we not been relying on nuclear 
deterrence at all. Once again, it is the theory of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence 
itself which dictates as much. That is exactly the threat that is said to underpin 
Mutual Nuclear Deterrence in the first place. It is all or nothing. So we are 
asked to believe that at no point in the future will a nuclear weapon state 
calculate that it can risk small-scale military action in a desperate situation, 
because the other will be inhibited from a full nuclear response for fear of retaliation. 
(The main reason why this has not happened already is because, for entirely differ- 
ent reasons, no two nuclear weapon states have so far found that their vital interests 
conflict. The political situation has not been as desperate as that. There is no reason 
to suppose that this will continue indefinitely to be the case. ) A good example of all 
this is provided by the main official justification for Britain's retention of indepen- 
dent nuclear forces. The argument is that these forces are necessary for fully effec- 
tive deterrence in Europe, because otherwise the Soviet Union might calculate that 
the United States would be inhibited from the nuclear defence of Europe for fear of 
reprisal. 

So Mutual Nuclear Deterrence theory undermines its own credibility. That 
is why those who have asked strategists and military commanders to explain 
the purpose of their elaborate battle preparations have found that their answers 
are inconsistent and incoherent. Current strategies of Mutual Nuclear Deter- 
rence, ultimately based on the premise that it cannot be rational for either side 
to expect victory in the context of a nuclear war, are incompatible with current 
strategies for fighting and winning a nuclear war should deterrence fail. Each 
depends upon the other, yet at the same time subverts it. This introduces a 
dangerous and ineradicable instability into the heart of defensive systems said 
to be constructed around the principle of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence. Loss 
of credibility of this kind is a spectre that has haunted nuclear strategists from 
the beginning. It is a spectre that they can never exorcise. 

As a Result of This Inherent Lack of Credibility, Strategists are 
Driven to Embrace Increasingly Unstable Expedients at Other Levels 

in a Vain Attempt to Compensate For it 

But the most serious dangers that we face spring directly and inevitably 
from the efforts of nuclear strategists to compensate for the lack of credibility 
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of the system. Those who have committed us to indefinite reliance upon the 
myth of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence for a secure and stable defence, have, as 
a result, to go to any lengths to restore apparent credibility to the deterrent 
threat. How are they to do this? We have already seen that one reaction is to 
encourage proliferation - in this case independent European nuclear forces. 
They are also forced to adopt one or other version of `Flexible Response' 
strategy. . Flexible Response covers conventional as well as nuclear options. So far 
as concerns the latter, it aims to enhance the credibility of deterrence by 
deliberately lowering the nuclear threshold and making it seem more likely 
that nuclear weapons will be used. It aims to convince the enemy that we 
have the capacity to use nuclear weapons in a whole range of limited 
military actions, and that if need be we fully intend to do so. In order to 
remove every shadow of doubt, we commit ourselves to this. We deliberately 
plan for nuclear war-fighting and base the whole of our military strategy 
upon it. We blur the distinction between conventional and nuclear weapons. 
We deploy dual-capable missiles, aircraft and artillery, which can fire conven- 
tional and nuclear munitions, with the result that an enemy will not know 
if he faces the possibility of conventional or nuclear attack. We develop 
nuclear rockets, bombs, shells, mines, torpedoes, depth charges, of every 
level of yield, some constructed to maximize heat and blast effects, some, 
like the neutron bomb, to maximize nuclear radiation. We deliberately 
scatter large numbers of these in the potential battle-zone among our 
conventional forces, in some cases no more than twenty miles from the 
frontier, so that it is inevitable that they must be used before they are 
overrun. We evolve multiple missile warheads of increasing sophistication 
and accuracy, some soon said to be capable of falling on average within 
tso feet of a chosen target at a range of 8ooo miles. This allows us to 
elaborate targeting options for a wide variety of limited selective strikes. 
We try to orchestrate all of this within a battle plan made up of a more 
and more complicated overlapping of computerized command and control 
systems, in which the flood of material to be processed, fear of preemption, 
and increasing pressure of time, threaten to squeeze human decision-making 
our of the process altogether. As reaction times narrow (to within a few 
seconds of launch, if we are to intercept enemy ballistic missiles during 
their boost phase, as envisaged in plans for Strategic Defence), so we 
approach the logical terminus for a policy whose aim is to maximize 
credibility - Launch on Warning. The response will be virtually automatic. 
The result of all this is that nuclear war-fighting strategies, which are 
usually presented as underpinning `deterrence' when political conditions are 
in any case fairly stable, are almost certain to precipitate nuclear war in 
conditions of acute political crisis. In the confused swirl of events, all that 
is needed to bring this about is for one side to think that the other is 
contemplating a strike of some kind. Neither can possibly allow the other 
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to go first. No matter what the declared policy may be, battle plans on both 
sides are inevitably committed to striking first in these circumstances. Apart 
from anything else, technology dictates as much. Accurate counter-force 
systems targeted on enemy missile silos, must be fired before those missiles 
are launched. There would be no point in hitting an empty, silo. Political 
leaders will lose control to military nuclear strategists at this early stage. 
Flexible Response policies have made sure that there will be a collapse into 
war. 

So thf: only way in which we can restore credibility to our deterrent threat 
is by making nuclear war progressively more likely. Lulled into a false sense 
of security by the fact that, for political reasons which have little to do with 
nuclear weaponry, we have so far escaped catastrophe, we foolishly continue 
to pursue policies which make that catastrophe more and more probable. 
The situation can be summed up like this: DETERRENCE DEMANDS 
CREDIBILITY, BUT CREDIBILITY UNDERMINES DETER- 
RENCE. The system is dangerously self-defeating. 

Unfortunately, it is also self-reinforcing and self-accelerating. It is import- 
ant to understand that it is because it is fundamentally unstable that it has 
continually to expand. For example, in the search for security and credi- 
bility, each side inevitably contrasts its own peaceful intentions with the 
other's sinister capabilities. That is why the idea of `nuclear parity' is such 
a dangerous chimaera. In order to guarantee a `defensive second strike 
capability', each side needs a preponderance of force which is indistinguish- 
able from preparations for a counter-force preemptive strike. The United 
States sees Soviet land-based Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles in this way. 
What to the Americans is `restoring the balance', and to the Russians is 
`catching up', is inevitably seen by the other as a drive for superiority. 
There is no such thing as a purely `defensive' nuclear system - even civil 
defence measures appear aggressive to the other side, while a `defensive 
shield', such as the US Strategic Defence Initiative aims to create, is 
profoundly threatening to the Soviet Union. If two gladiators are armed 
with swords, the idea of one of them acquiring a shield does not seem at 
all `defensive' to the other. Against this background, worst-case analysis, 
combined with unavoidable force-structure and geographical asymmetries, 
generate further phases of the arms race. That is why arms control nego- 
tiations substantially fail. Each side tries to `negotiate from strength'. But 
the `bargaining chip', intended to force the other to yield ground in 
exchange, only serves to stimulate further rivalry. The Strategic Defence 
Initiative, presented in some quarters as a means of bringing the Soviet 
Union to the negotiating table, in fact forces the Soviets to reciprocate, 
both by increasing offensive capabilities in order to penetrate the shield, 
and by constructing their own comparable systems. In the process it 
threatens to unravel the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty, and carries with it 
very dangerous implications for anti-satellite operations, and, eventually, 
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for the creation of offensive battle-stations and the deployment of nuclear 
weapons in space. 

`Mutual Nuclear Deterrence' is the wrong term for all of this. It is simply 
Nuclear Confrontation. And the most palpable expression of the logic of 
Nuclear Confrontation is the Nuclear Arms Race. 

There is an In-built Momentum to the Nuclear Arms Race Which 
Ensures the Continuing Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Systems 

Unless Checked by a Conscious Change of Policy 

. 
The argument so far has shown why reliance on the myth of `Mutual Nuclear 

Deterrence' leads to increasingly dangerous attempts to compensate for its 
inadequacy. In addition, it is important to see how, in the process, it creates 
the structural and conceptual inertia which perpetuates it. It propagates its 
own accelerating technologies, spawns its own vested interests committed 
to their exploitation, and generates its own conceptual justification for their 
development into fully deployed weapons-systems. The system is self-pro- 
pelled, self-protective, and self-aggrandizing, which makes it very difficult to 
slow down, let alone halt or turn back. 

Prudent contingency planning demands continual investment in all 
aspects of new technology in order to keep options open, perhaps decades 
ahead, so that every possible enemy programme can be matched and un- 
certain future security needs prepared for. This opens the door to every 
kind of research project, however dangerous its implications may be. In 
this way, the highly destabilising technologies of multiple re-entry vehicles, 
counter-force first strike guidance systems, enhanced radiation warheads, 
anti-satellite and anti-submarine capabilities, and the host of enterprises 
loosely covered by the blanket term `Strategic Defence', have been and 
are being indiscriminately spawned. The funding is often allotted with 
undemocratic secrecy, both for `security' reasons, and on the grounds 
that, since these are only `research' programmes, they can be debated 
publicly later, if and when it looks likely that the systems may become 
operational. 

But, by the time the matter comes to public attention, resources have 
already been earmarked and some already spent, deeply committed vested 
interests have been aroused and ministerial reputations are at stake. There is, 
for example, the institutionalized dynamic of research establishments, the 
intense rivalry between design and manufacturing consortia; the competing 
claims and traditions of the various armed services, all hedged around by the 
inertia of a growing bureaucracy. 

The result of all this is that so-called `public debate' is little more than 
post hoc rationalization and window-dressing, a public relations exercise, 
in which the enemy is projected as powerful and malevolent, and the 
defence measures as therefore essential to national security. Those who 
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argue againt them are branded as ignorant and eccentric extremists at best, 
and at worst dangerous and subversive fifth columnists. Arguments are 
picked up and dropped as and when the occasion suits. For example, the 
moment it became clear that a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty could no 
longer be blocked on the grounds of the impossibility of verification, 
opposition switched to the argument that it would be dangerous if old stock 
was not modernized or tested for safety. In this way every attempt to 
achieve substantial cuts, or to secure a Declaration of No First Use, a 
Eurbpean Nuclear Weapon Free Zone, a Nuclear Weapons Freeze, and so 
on, is defeated. Instead, almost any and every weapons system made feasible 
by the blind development of technology is found a justification, even if it 
means reversing what had previously been argued. Lethal counter-force 
first strike systems, like Trident or Pershing II, which would have been 
seen as highly destabilising a few years ago, are now said to `enhance 
deterrence', while, in the inverted mirror-language of Nuclear Deterrence 
Strategy, the equally dangerous MX missile is called `Peacekeeper'. Research 
is approved, which makes it increasingly easy and cost-effective for smaller 
powers, and even sub-national groups, to acquire nuclear weapons, while 
an attempt is made to maintain that the arguments which justify the 
retention of nuclear weapons by existing nuclear weapon powers, do not at 
the same time apply to their acquisition by others. Most remarkable of all, 
in order to provide a rationale for the burgeoning technologies associated 
with Strategic Defence, apologists attempt at the same time to claim that 
these will enhance deterrence by protecting second strike systems, and 
dismantle deterrence by rendering them obsolete. They say that both of 
these outcomes would be good: the former, because nuclear deterrence is 
moral and safe (Henry Kissinger); the latter, because nuclear deterrence is 
immoral and dangerous (Ronald Reagan). As a final act of outrageous 
sophistry, those responsible for the most significant acceleration in nuclear 
weapons programmes in recent years pose as nuclear disarmers and speak 
of their desire to rid the world of nuclear weapons. 

But there can be no halt to the nuclear arms race, let alone progress 
towards nuclear disarmament, so long as defence establishments continue 
to subscribe to the myth of nuclear deterrence, and build and refine nuclear 
stockpiles as if they were traditional war-fighting armouries. The so-called 
alternative between `unilaterialism' and `multilateralism' is a false one. It is 
propagated by those who call themselves `multilateral disarmers', in an 
attempt to discredit their critics as weak-minded pacifists. In fact, they are 
not disarmers at all, but nuclear confrontationists, and it is they, not their 
critics, who are responsible for running down Western defences. They 
deliberately exaggerate Soviet non-nuclear power in order to justify an 
indefinite reliance on nuclear weapons, and Soviet nuclear power in order 
to justify a continuous build up of them. The former leads to a quite 
unnecessary neglect of Western non-nuclear defences, and the latter helps 



18 

to perpetuate the cold war antagonism on which the whole system feeds. 
The only true alternative is between substantial, and, if necessary, uncon- 
ditional, cuts offered by both sides as part of a broader shift of strategy 
towards properly effective non-nuclear defence (which the present absurd 
superfluity of nuclear arsenals makes safe even by the criteria of Mutual 
Nuclear Deterrence), and a continuing escalation and proliferation of nuclear 
weaponry, which fatally endangers us all. 
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2 

The Case in Favour of Continued 
Nuclear Weapon Deployment 

The Argument About Rationality 

The Question of Nuclear Weapon Deployment Must be Debated With 
Reference to the World as It Is, Not An Imagined World as We 

Might Ideally Wish It to Be 

The first thing to be acknowledged here is that we live in the nuclear age. 
Whatever happens, nuclear weapons will remain a potent political fact. They 
have been an integral part of world politics since the end of the Second World 
War, and, for better or worse, present arrangements have been constrained, 
and perhaps in a number of cases shaped, by their existence. Whether we like 
it or not, global politics has been, is, and for the foreseeable future will con- 
tinue to be, conducted in terms of them. 

Secondly, we must not make the mistake of concentrating so exclusively on 
nuclear weapons, that we forget the wider realities of international politics and 
of non-nuclear military confrontation. No doubt, if we could reorganize the 
world community as we wanted, in order to eliminate conflict and perceived 
injustice, say under the aegis of a revivified United Nations, then general 
nuclear disarmament would be a feasible, and, indeed, an integral part of the 
process. But at the moment this all seems very remote in a century which has 
seen two world wars, followed by a period of intense rivalry between the 
main power blocs of East and West, together with innumerable bitter regional 
conflicts. There is no immediate prospect of a final resolution to these tensions, 
nor of a reduction in the general level of arms spending - of which the cost of 
nuclear weapons is no more than a fraction. It is within this context that 
nuclear weapons evolved in the first place, and it is only against this back- 
ground that the question of nuclear disarmament can realistically be discussed. 

Thirdly, we can argue here only in terms of what Western policy should be. 
It is idle to speculate upon how the Soviet Union ought or ought not to behave, 
when we have no control over Soviet strategy. We are faced with the fact that 
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the Soviet Union is a power with an uncongenial ideology, very few internal 
constraints, and very limited public morality. She has a clear military super- 
iority at non-nuclear level in Europe, and her geographical position alone gives 
her a massive advantage over the Western allies, whose reinforcements have 
to be flown or shipped in across three thousand miles of ocean. She also has 
considerable nuclear forces at strategic, theatre and battlefield levels. It does 
not really matter whether we regard her as an aggressive and expansionist, 
or as an encircled and threatened, power - whether we see the invasion of 
Afghanistan as part of a drive to the Gulf, or as an attempt to prevent a militant 
Islam from infecting the southern Soviet republics. An insecure regime will 
often behave more violently than a confident one. Either way, the fact of her 
colossal military might remains. This again is an inescapable aspect of the 
world we live in, and the nuclear weapons debate must be conducted with 
reference to it. To try to ignore it is to be irresponsible and naive. 

Nuclear Deterrence Has Played an Essential Part in Preserving 
World Peace at Great Power Level for the Past Forty Years 

Before 1945, open war between the great powers was endemic. Now it 
seems increasingly unthinkable. Armed conflict has been marginalized to the 
peripheries, to be fought out through proxies - and perhaps now even that is 
beginning to die away. No doubt a number of factors have contributed to this 
remarkable transformation, including the growing cohesion and strength of 
Western Europe and the firm commitment of American troops to its defence, 
the monolithic stability of the Eastern bloc, and the fact that the frontier 
between them has been so clearly and brutally defined. But it is hard not to 
think that in the dangerous years after the Second World War the Western 
possession of an actual or virtual nuclear monopoly helped to prevent, first 
the Soviet Union, then the People's Republic of China, from risking a third 
world war by using their overwhelming advantage in manpower to occupy the 
power vacuum left by the eclipse of Germany and Japan. Or that, since then, 
peace between the superpowers has been underpinned by mutual possession 
of potent nuclear arsenals. 

Deterrence ultimately rests on the possession of an invulnerable and over- 
whelming second strike nuclear capability. It has never been supposed in 
NATO, for example, that this will on its own prevent war, but it remains the 
ultimate and essential anchor at the end of the chain of deterrent options. 
Without it, an enemy might think that we could be trumped; with it, the 
traditional idea of an escalating contest in strengths becomes meaningless. At 
the end lies annihilation. No sane military adviser could recommend to the 
leaders in the Kremlin that victory lay in that direction. Thus, so long as both 
sides can remain confident that each retains a sufficient invulnerable reserve 
force of this kind - and that each knows this, and knows that the other knows 
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it - then the classical military option of complete strategic victory is effectively 
closed. 

In these circumstances, the only basis upon which either side could ration- 
ally risk the use of force, even conventional force, would be a belief that for 
some reason the other would choose to stop rather than go on. It is, for 
example, possible to imagine that, if the Russians perceived that once they 
had overborne our conventional resistance the only option that we had left 
was to destroy their cities and have ours destroyed in return, they might think 
that our threat was incredible and proceed on that assumption. That is why, 
almost from the beginning, NATO policy has been to evolve limited force 
options, be they nuclear or conventional. Flexible response means that there 
is nothing that the enemy can do that will give him a cheap victory, and leave 
us with an obviously incredible leap to the next level of resistance. 

Elaborate criticism of the `theory' of nuclear deterrence ignores the simple 
fact that what has almost certainly deterred the great powers from risking even 
the most limited acts of direct armed aggression against one another has been 
the fear that this might set in motion an uncontrollable chain of increasingly 
catastrophic events - and the knowledge that whether this happened or not 
would not be in the sole power of either to dictate. The relative likely advantage 
to be gained from military adventures of any kind can no longer begin to 
match the enormity of the risks involved in embarking upon them. Each is a 
permanent hostage of the other. That is why to describe Western conventional 
and nuclear deterrent strategies as having dangerously ̀ lowered the threshold 
between conventional and nuclear war', as so many critics do, is misleading. 
The important thing that these strategies have effectively done is to raise the 
threshold between peace and war of any kind. The threshold is now so high 
that neither side dares to step over it. Nuclear weapons represent the reductio 
ad absurdum of armed conflict. At great power level the use of military force 
is no longer a rational option. War itself has become obsolete. Our policy is 
to make sure that it remains that way. 

Nuclear Deterrence is Likely to Remain Stable for the Foreseeable 
Future if Present Policies Are Broadly Maintained 

In tacit recognition of what has been argued above, most critics of nuclear 
deterrence claim that the conditions which have so far helped to preserve peace 
at great power level are not likely to persist. In doing so, they show that they 
have fundamentally misunderstood the nature of deterrence, and at several 
points blatantly contradict themselves. What are the dangers that they say we 
face? 

First, they say that new generations of nuclear weapons will be destabilizing, 
because they threaten a preemptive counter-force first strike. In fact, there is 
no prospect whatsoever of anything like this being achieved - as critics them- 
selves tend inconsistently to argue apropos of the Strategic Defence Initiative. 
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The complex array of strategic options now available to both superpowers 
(including, for example, the continuing near invulnerability of SSBN sub- 
marines once at sea, despite recent improvements in ASW technology); the 
tendency of advances in one area to be balanced, often unexpectedly, by 
advances in another, so long as neither side unaccountably allows the other an 
unchallenged ascendancy; the remarkable weight/yield ratio of nuclear war- 
heads, which ensures that almost anything short of one hundred per cent 
success would still invite a devastating and unacceptable counter-blow - these 
are some of the reasons why it will remain quite irrational for any power to 
attempt anything as suicidal as a preemptive first strike. It is an operation of 
enormous risk, and therefore of enormous improbability, and there is nothing 
on the horizon which is remotely likely to change that. This is all part of a 
broader point. Critics often argue that the number and variety of nuclear 
warheads and delivery systems held by both sides is in itself destabilizing and 
dangerous. This is quite untrue. There are particular systems that have been 
said to be unsafe and have been modified or withdrawn as a result, and it is 
also generally acknowledged that current arsenals are unnecessarily wasteful, 
which is why both sides are trying to agree substantial mutual reductions. But 
the mere fact that you have got io, ooo weapons, where iooo would do, is not 
in itself dangerous. There is a massive stability to the system. The tolerances 
are enormous. In fact, it is probably true that exactly the opposite is the case, 
and that some of the critics' points would begin to have more force if arsenals 
were reduced too low. This would particularly apply to the Western ̀ extended' 
deterrent, which has to protect Western Europe as well as the United States. 
To have too few is, if anything, more dangerous than to have too many. 

Similar arguments apply to the American Strategic Defence Initiative. 
Neither in its most ambitious form (a defensive astrodome protecting civilians 
from ballistic missile attack), nor in the more restricted version (a screen to 
improve the survivability of the land-based missile force) can it yet be said to 
be destabilizing. It is a research programme, made up of a large number of 
projects that were going on anyway, many of which are similar to comparable 
Soviet initiatives, and necessary for that reason. There is nothing alarming in 
the idea that offensive weapons may be totally or partially countered by defen- 
sive weapons. Why should our security necessarily be enhanced if the super- 
iority of offence over defence is artificially and indefinitely frozen? Critics, 
who argue like this, are in fact unwittingly subscribing to the permanent 
enthronement of the theory of Mutual Assured Destruction. If it turns out 
that both sides can build a more or less effective shield, and at the same time 
agree on significant cuts in offensive systems, critics should rejoice. Our efforts 
will have gone into destroying missiles, not people, and at last the universal 
fear of nuclear annihilation may begin to recede. If we do no more than protect 
our second strike forces more comprehensively, then at least we have further 
reduced the incentive for an aggressor to attack. But at the moment the Stra- 
tegic Defence Initiative is simply a research programme. We must wait and 
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see what options, if any, it opens up for us, before we start making judgements 
about whether or not this will enhance our security. 

And now we come to a cluster of criticisms, which together make up the 
central misapprehension about the nature of deterrence. It is said that new 
generations of theatre weapons and the integration of conventional and nuclear 
forces make a slide towards nuclear war more likely, while the increasing 
complexity and vulnerability of command and control structures make inad- 
vertent war more probable, and escalation from limited to general nuclear war 
almost inevitable once the threshold has been crossed. NATO is said to have 
adopted a war-fighting strategy. This is entirely to misunderstand the situ- 
ation. To say that NATO is thinking, not of deterrence, but of war-fighting, 
is to try to make a nonsensical distinction. Weapons deter only as a result of 
their capacity for use. The two cannot be separated. In the same way, the fear 
that armed aggression will trigger a vigorous response, perhaps nuclear, and 
perhaps escalating towards a more general exchange, is precisely what deters 
from armed aggression in the first place. Without that fear there would be no 
deterrence. That is not to say that everything possible should not be done to 
ensure that war will not break out accidentally or that a limited exchange 
cannot be contained. If deterrence failed, none of us can know what would 
happen. The situation might deteriorate, or the shock might soon bring us to 
our senses. We would all hope that it must be the latter, since it could be 
in no-one's interest for it to be the former. In those extreme and terrifying 
conditions, it is hard to see why we have to believe that leaders are more 
likely deliberately to court their own destruction than to pull back. But at the 
moment all of this is beside the point. It is the universal fear of what might 
happen if the worst came to the worst that is most likely to prevent it from 
happening. And to reduce that fear, as critics want, is to make it more likely 
that it will happen. 

Finally, we are told that, if we do not reverse direction and swiftly abandon 
our nuclear deterrent policies, we face an alarming acceleration in the nuclear 
arms race between the established nuclear weapon states, sustained by its own 
in-build psychological and institutional inertia, and an inevitable and highly 
dangerous proliferation of nuclear weapons to other as yet non-nuclear or 
semi-nuclear powers. A parallel is drawn with the years before the First World 
War. This is a gross simplification of a complex situation. There is no `nuclear 
arms race' in the sense of two athletes racing one another around a track, nor 
what is often described in shorthand as a sinister and all-powerful 'military- 
industrial complex', dedicated to the indiscriminate and perpetual pullulation 
of nuclear weapons systems. There have, of course, been examples of 
unnecessary direct emulation between the superpowers, but there have also 
been examples of restraint. All sorts of factors govern the evolution of nuclear 
force structure. It is also true that there are pressures from various directions 
to deploy what you can build - particularly in the Soviet Union - but there 
are also any number of pressures in other directions. The Americans, for 
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example, spent less on nuclear weapons in the 1970S than they did in the 
i95os, and the overall megatonnage of their arsenal today is lower than it was 
in the i96os. This is not a runaway system, and no useful comparison can be 
made with the entirely different conditions in 1914 (which are often misinter- 
preted, in any case). Overall, central procurement decisions in the West are 
guided by strategic requirements, and the great stability of deterrence today 
is a testimony to the good judgement that has, in general, prevailed. 

As to the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons to, as yet, non- 
nuclear powers, the process has been slowed down dramatically during the 
past twenty years and there seems no reason why it should accelerate again. 
There are a number of technological, psychological and political factors rein- 
forcing restraint. In any case, nothing that the present major nuclear powers 
can do on their own will prevent the possibility that the continuing inter- 
national diversification of nuclear reactor capacity may be employed to manu- 
facture warheads. This is a fact that we have to live with, and is best met by 
negotiation at national, regional and international levels, as in the past, not by 
irrelevant appeals for superpower disarmament. In the meantime, the size of 
the nuclear forces deployed by the superpowers ensures global stability and 
thus reduces the pressure towards regional proliferation, while, so long as 
there nevertheless still remains a small but real risk of the eventual spread of 
nuclear weapons to countries like Libya and Iran, it is essential for the mature 
and advanced nuclear powers to keep their deterrents. 

Immediate Global Nuclear Disarmament Would Increase the Risk of 
War - Including Nuclear War 

But the greatest weakness in the case presented by radical nuclear disarmers 
lies in their reluctance even to consider the possibility that the alternatives 
which they propose might carry far greater risks than the policies which they 
are so busy criticising. In fact, global nuclear disarmament is an entirely unreal 
fantasy for the foreseeable future. It will not happen. But, since critics of 
current policies so often refuse to recognize this, it is important to confront 
them on their own ground, and to explore the implications of their rhetoric. 
Even if immediate global disarmament were feasible, would it be desirable? 
The answer can be easily given. No. 

At the moment it is Mutual Nuclear Deterrence at superpower level which 
forces restraint and accommodation between the great power blocs, and means 
that regional conflicts are contained without threatening world war. It is gener- 
ally recognized that war between nuclear weapon states is no longer a rational 
option. This means that, not only nuclear weapons themselves, but also the 
most potent non-nuclear military forces in the world, are becoming ritualistic 
and symbolic. There is a widely shared hope that, as a result, they may eventu- 
ally be seen to be unnecessary, and may be progressively reduced by a natural 
process of prudent resource management. Under the nuclear umbrella the 
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world community is, perhaps, slowly learning to settle disputes without 
recourse to military action. 

What would happen if there were precipitate nuclear disarmament? All of 
this would be jeopardized. Without the chief constraint on military aggression, 
the main long-term motive for reducing non-nuclear forces would have been 
removed, and war between the great powers would again become a rational 
option. Particularly, in view of the overwhelming Soviet advantage in non- 
nuclear forces, chemical as well as conventional, the whole stability of the 
European theatre would be recklessly undermined. There can be little doubt 
that there would be ;t greater likelihood that military solutions would be sought 
at local level, and that this would be more likely to spill over into war. And 
we must also remember how terrible a future conventional war would be - 
something which an obsessive preoccupation with nuclear weapons 
encourages us to forget. And, once a conventional war had broken out, both 
sides would almost certainly be racing one another to reactivate their nuclear 
weapons programmes. No matter what the nature of international law, global 
nuclear disarmament would increase dramatically the advantages to be gained 
from cheating - and therefore the incentives to do so. In short, global nuclear 
disarmament would make nuclear war more, not less, likely. This is the central 
irony that radical nuclear disarmers seem either unable or unwilling to under- 
stand. 

We are not even considering here the suggestion, heard in some quarters, 
that the West should unilaterally give up its nuclear deterrent, or one-sidedly 
emasculate it by a series of progressive unconditional cuts. It hardly needs to 
be said that, among other things, this would simply invite Soviet pressure 
through covert or overt nuclear blackmail, would greatly strengthen the reac- 
tionary elements within the Soviet state, and would abruptly, and perhaps 
permanently, set back the process of stabilization and detente. It would be a 
policy of the greatest irresponsibility. 

So global nuclear disarmament remains a distant goal. But it is only feasible 
and desirable in a world where the incentive to war has in any case been 
removed. And critics should remember that, after centuries of bloodshed, 
culminating in the holocausts of the First and Second World Wars, it is above 
all the existence of nuclear weapons, which now makes that distant prospect 
even remotely possible to reach. 

The Argument About Morality 

In Public Affairs it is Morally Right to Prefer the Policy Most Likely 
to Maximize Human Welfare and Minimize Human Suffering 

Those who criticise current nuclear deterrent strategy on moral grounds 
like to suggest that we are faced with a choice between right and wrong. 
Unfortunately, as in most areas of public life, we are dealing with something 
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which is more difficult and more uncomfortable than that. We are being asked 
to choose between evils. In order to highlight the moral dilemma, we will 
describe three possible developments. In the first there is unconditional unilat- 
eral nuclear renunciation. In the second the renunciation is universal. In the 
third we carry on with current nuclear deterrent policies. 

What would have happened if, during the course of the Second World War, 
at a point where it was becoming clear that Hitler could not overcome the 
Allied armies with his conventional forces, and had apparently been thrown 
back irrevocably onto the defensive, his scientists, technologists and manufac- 
turers had developed an ample supply of atomic bombs for the Luftwaffe, or 
atomic warheads for his new V-2 rockets? And let us suppose that, at the same 
time, Allied leaders, who could have developed this technology first, had instead 
chosen to renounce it on moral grounds. Can we think that Hitler would have 
felt any scruple about doing to the Allies what the Allies in the event did to 
Japan? And would the Allies have had any option but to surrender? And what 
would the result have been for millions of people considered expendable by 
the Nazi regime? What state would the world be in today? What prospects 
would there be for the future? Even the horror of Hiroshima is eclipsed by 
the horror of Auschwitz. We will not attempt to describe it. And would we, 
in the light of this, be applauding the Allied leaders of the time for the tender- 
ness of their moral consciences? Or cursing them for irresponsibly preferring 
private scruple to public welfare? 

Now let us imagine that the world is as it is today, except that no power is 
stocking or deploying nuclear weapons. We will ignore the fact that there are 
chemical and biological weapons. We will also ignore the fact that the present 
mood of accommodation between the great powers has only been developed 
within the constraints of nuclear weapon deployment. In several years time, 
let us say, there is acute political crisis in Eastern Europe, triggered by 
deteriorating economic conditions and the advent of a new hard-line govern- 
ment in Moscow. In response to unrest in East Germany, and fearing a revival 
of German nationalism, the Soviet leaders decide to occupy West Berlin, calcu- 
lating that the immediate gain in terms of the reimposition of Soviet authority 
over the region outweighs the risk of Western conventional retaliation. In the 
resulting confusion, the situation deterioriates towards war. Casualties are 
enormous, and, while the outcome hangs in the balance, both sides feverishly 
reactivate their nuclear weapons programmes. Precipitate nuclear disarma- 
ment has brought the world to the brink of nuclear war. 

Finally wereturn to the situation as it is now. Nuclear weapons continue to 
be deployed by the great powers well on into the next century. It continues to 
be recognized on all sides that war between nuclear weapon states is manifest 
lunacy. As a result, political solutions have to be found to what would have 
been seen earlier as military problems. There are, of course, political crises, 
as there have been since the end of the Second World War, but these are 
contained within the bounds determined by mutual fear of war. Slowly, the 
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world community evolves towards a future in which nuclear weapons, already 
half symbolic and ritualistic, become decreasingly significant, as conventional 
armaments are themselves reduced. This does not happen because leaders are 
all at once converted to the idea that it is wicked to deploy conventional arms, 
but because current levels of arms spending are seen to be grossly wasteful 
when the weapons themselves are never likely to be used. We have slowly 
come to realize that the age of warfare is over. Nuclear weapons have made 
war itself'obsolete. 

These are imagined scenarios. But they help to make the central point that 
IF these were the alternatives, THEN it must clearly be moral to continue to 
deploy nuclear weapons as a deterrent. And to do otherwise would be, if not 
immoral, then grossly irresponsible. In fact, in the Argument about Rationality 
we have shown that a policy of continuing nuclear deterrence of the kind 
described there is the one most likely to protect our liberties and prevent war, 
whereas a policy of precipitate nuclear disarmament, whether unilateral or 
multilateral, is likely to have the opposite effect. So on these grounds the 
question has already been answered. It is undoubtedly moral for us to continue 
to prefer a nuclear deterrent policy. 

But some critics, who are prepared to accept the Argument about Ration- 
ality, nevertheless continue to condemn nuclear deterrent policies, because 
they say that they infringe certain absolute moral prohibitions, which override 
all prudential considerations. We must now turn to meet this challenge. Are 
all possible uses of nuclear weapons morally unacceptable? And is to deploy 
nuclear weapons to intend to use them in this way? 

Our Intention in Deploying Nuclear Weapons is to Defend Freedom 

and Prevent War 

A central argument of those who oppose the deployment of nuclear weapons 
on moral grounds is that to do so is conditionally to intend to perpetrate a 
criminal act. 

But we no more intend the use of nuclear weapons (which would represent 
the failure of deterrence) than radical disarmers intend the triumph of totali- 
tarianism and the outbreak of war (which would represent the failure of their 
policies). 

The whole philosophy of intention is notoriously controversial and elusive, 
and certainly too indeterminate to carry the weight of categorical moral judge- 

ment often placed upon it by radical moralists. It is not clear whether there 
can even be a unified description for the various dispositions of those who are 
responsible for creating and maintaining our deterrent forces. Can they be 

said to `intend' to use these weapons should deterrence fail? Most are no 
doubt full of uncertainty as to what would or should happen in those terrible 
circumstances. Nor is this a failing on their part. The central fact in all of this 
is, once again, that for the first time in history weapons have been developed, 
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which, when mutually deployed, cannot be used to secure military victory in 
any recognized sense. Their only `use' is to deter aggression and prevent war, 
and that alone is what we intend in deploying them. 

If Deterrence Were Nevertheless to Fail, Just War Principles Should 
Govern the Use of Nuclear, as of Other, Weapons 

Nevertheless, unlike most radical disarmers, who refuse even to contem- 
plate the possibility that their programme might miscarry, those who support 
present defence policies are responsible enough to face the question: what if 
deterrence were to fail? Their attempts to plan for the limiting of a nuclear 
exchange once the threshold had been crossed, or for the reduction of loss and 
suffering through civil defence measures, are usually caricatured by unilateral- 
ist publicists as ̀ warmongering'. But these possibilities cannot be imagined 
away, and it must be recognized that war of any kind between the major 
powers today will involve such or similar considerations. 

For example, radical disarmers must ask themselves an equivalent question: 
what if nuclear disarmament led to the outbreak of war between the great 
powers? Hitler's war cost fifty million lives. Was this a price worth paying? 
What price will be worth paying next time, in view of the destructiveness of 
modern conventional armaments, and the perpetual possibility of the use of 
biological, chemical and nuclear weapons? If the principle of discrimination 
was violated by the dropping of atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, 
so it was too by the saturation bombing of Dresden and Tokyo, which killed 
and injured larger numbers of civilians. And, by the principle of proportion, 
the former can be said to have been better justified than the latter on the 
grounds that it drastically shortened the war with Japan and saved innumer- 
able lives. Conventional and nuclear deterrents are both based on threat. Cur- 
rent British nuclear deterrence threatens ̀ key aspects of Soviet state power'. 
What would a conventional deterrent threaten? 

It is dangerous to concentrate our attention exclusively on nuclear weapons, 
as if other forms of modern armament did not raise comparable questions. 
Just War principles should govern the use of all weapons. 

But let us not forget that the overwhelming factor in favour of a policy of 
continuing nuclear deterrence is that it makes all of this so unlikely to happen. 

Therefore, in Present Circumstances and Within Careful Constraints, 
it is Morally Right for Us To Continue to Develop and Deploy 

Nuclear Weapons 

We now return to the conclusion that we had already reached at the begin- 
ning of this section. We cannot wave a magic wand, resolve all international 
tension, and uninvent nuclear and other weapons. In these circumstances, a 
policy of continuing nuclear deterrence is the one most likely to preserve our 
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liberty and prevent war between the great powers for the foreseeable future. 
A policy of radical nuclear disarmament, on the other hand, is likely to place 
our freedom in jeopardy and increase the risk of war - including nuclear war. 

We have denied that nuclear weapon deployment necessarily involves a 
conditional intention to perpetrate criminal acts. So there is no absolute moral 
prohibition to override our earlier conclusion. What in the end matters when 
we are trying to determine public policy - what is morally central - is not 
whether particular individuäls do or do not have particular motives or 
intentions, important though this is, but which courses of action are most 
likely to Iring most benefit and prevent most harm to those in whose name 
the policy is being conducted. 

There is No Relevant Connection Between the Development and 
Deployment of Nuclear Weapons and World Poverty and Disease 

The attempt by moralists to link the question of nuclear weapons to the 
question of deprivation in the world is entirely spurious. Leaving aside more 
sophisticated analyses of the causes and possible remedies for global poverty, 
there are two points to be made here. First, if the finger is to be pointed at the 
richer nations for failing to transfer resources to the poorer, then it is the 
level of conspicuous consumption in general, not the single, relatively small, 
expense of nuclear weapon deployment, which is at issue. And, if the com- 
plaint is to do with the effects of militarization, then it is conventional, not 
nuclear, weaponry which should be of most concern. Secondly, if it is true, 
as we have argued, that nuclear weapon deployment is essential for global 
security, then it is in the best interest of all nations, rich and poor, that this 
should continue to be accepted policy. The equation, which moralists try to 
draw, is a false one. 

Christian Teaching is Compatible With Such a Nuclear Deterrent 
Strategy 

Let us first of all recognize that not one of the established churches, Catholic 
or Protestant, has officially ruled that Christian teaching is incompatible with 
continued nuclear weapon deployment. This question has been debated again 
and again during the past forty years with deep soul-searching and scrupulous 
care by leaders of all denominations. They have studied the factual evidence 
and weighed all the arguments pressed on either side. And still not one of the 
churches has come down in wholesale condemnation of the development, 
deployment and manning of nuclear weapons by Christians. This alone 
suggests that it is arrogant to claim in sweeping terms that Christian teaching 
is incompatible with current policies of nuclear deterrence. 

Clearly, Christians hope for a time when there will be no further need for 
nuclear weapons. That will be a time when it is not just nuclear weapons that 
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are done away with, but poverty, injustice and the threat of war. But we live 
in a fallen world, where evil threatens from every side, and, in such conditions, 
the only way in which the Christian magistrate can protect the innocent and 
defend the social and political values of a Christian commonwealth, is by being 
prepared himself to take up arms. He does this reluctantly, trying to respect 
the principles of proportion and discrimination, and never losing sight of the 
Christian ideals he is defending. This is the tradition of the Just War, devel- 
oped by Christian theologians down the centuries. It is the tradition within 
which the principles of Just Deterrence are being worked out today. Those 
who are happy to let others take on the burden of defence, while keeping their 
own hands clean, are not to be admired. Those who want to forbid Christians 
to defend themselves in the nuclear age, and are prepared as a result to let evil 
triumph in this world, are perhaps to be respected for their private consist- 
ency, but must be strenuously opposed as publicly misguided and dangerous. 
Martyrs do not make good statesmen. 
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3 

Analysis 

How are we to come to terms with these two sets of arguments? 

Although at some points they are evidently contradictory, at 

others they seem to miss one another entirely. The main thrust 

of the argument about morality in Chapter 1 concerns the 

wickedness of evil intention, whether or not the action in 

question is ever carried out; in Chapter 2 it concerns a 

weighing up of the likely consequences of our actions, no 

matter what the original intention nay have been. In Chapter 1 

the starting-point for the argument about rationality is the 

unacceptable danger for mankind inherent in an indefinite 

reliance for defence on irrational and unstable nuclear 

war-fighting strategies; in Chapter 2 it is the need for the 

West to be able to continue to threaten nuclear retaliation in 

order to neutralize the Soviet military threat and stabilize 

global security. How can perspectives, which differ from one 

another as widely as this, be compared, let alone assessed? 

Here, despite these difficulties, we offer an anaysis, in which 

the arguments are laid out beside one another, point-by-point, 

so that we can see where and how they differ. They are also 

expanded in order to include a more detailed consideration of 

NATO and British options. The framework is set out on pages 32 

- 39 with the argument 'in favour' of a continuation of current 

policy on the left-hand side, and the argument 'against' on the 

right. This nay be thought to be perverse, in view of the 

usual assumption that it is the political right which favours 

nuclear weapon deployment, and the political left which does 

not. But, in fact, in the case of a number of the points being 

Wade here, this equation breaks down, so it is probably better 

not to assume it in the first place. 

In the Expansion and Commentary on pages 40 - 229, the 

arguments are again referred to as LEFT-HAND SIDE and 

RIGHT-HAND SIDE, and are accompanied in each case by an 

editorial COMMENT. 
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OUTLINE ANALYSIS OF POINTS AT ISSUE 

PRUDENTIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Global Policy 
i. The History of the Past Forty Years 

HAS THE BUILD-UP OF NUCLEAR ARSENALS SINCE 1945 INCREASED OR DECREASED 
THE DANGERS INVOLVED IN SUPERPOWER CONFRONTATION? 

(i) Has it been nuclear deterrence that 
has kept the peace between the 
great powers since 1945? 

(ii) Does mutual possession of an 
invulnerable second strike strategic 
nuclear force prevent war? 

(iii) Have limited nuclear options at 
strategic and theatre levels 
enhanced deterrence by 
dramatically raising the threshold 
between peace and war? 

(iv). Has the size and variety of the 
nuclear arsenals held by the 
superpowers stabilized deterrence? 

(v) Has the idea of nuclear balance 
between the superpowers been 
essential to stability and have arms- 
control negotiations helped to 
achieve it? 

(vi) Has force-planning been controlled 
by strategic thinking? 

OR Has it mainly been other factors? 

OR Does the threat of strategic nuclear 
retaliation, particularly against a 
similarly armed enemy, lack 
credibility and invite sub-deterrent 
encroachment? 

OR Have most military planners from 
the start been aiming for nuclear 
war-fighting superiority? Has 
`flexible response' dangerously 
lowered the threshold between 
conventional and nuclear war? 

OR Has the logic of nuclear 
confrontation and worst-case 
analysis generated a dangerous and 
strategically pointless superfluity of 
weapons systems? 

OR Have ideas of `nuclear defence' and 
`parity' proved illusory and is 
`multilateral negotiation from 
strength' a contradiction in terms? 
Has `arms-control' been ; ust 
another name for the arms race? 

OR Has the self-reinforcing impetus of 
technology and vested interest 
dictated policies subsequently 
justified post hoc? 
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z. The Prospect for the Future 

(A) WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 

IS NUCLEAR DETERRENCE LIKELY TO PRESERVE PEACE FOR THE FORESEEABLE 

FUTURE OR IS NUCLEAR WAR INCREASINGLY LIKELY IF PRESENT POLICIES PERSIST? 

(i) Does the threat of an enemy first 
strike remain inconceivable for the 
foreseeable future? 

(ii) A, re command, control, 
communication and intelligence 
facilities likely to remain secure? 

(iii) If, nevertheless, there were a 
limited nuclear exchange would it 
be likely to end hostilities swiftly? 

(iv) Do new generations of battlefield 
and theatre nuclear systems 
reinforce deterrence? 

(v) Does the Strategic Defence 
Initiative offer the hope of an 
effective defence against nuclear 
weapons? 

(vi) Is the threat of `horizontal' nuclear 
proliferation best met by a 
continuation of past policies? 

(vii) Do multilateral arms-control 
negotiations offer the best prospect 
for future stability? 

OR Is there an increasing threat from 

accurate and time-urgent first-strike 
weapons? 

OR Does the amount of information to 
be processed, pressure of time and 
fear of preemption put command 
and control systems under 
intolerable strain and make 
inadvertent war more likely? 

OR Is the idea that nuclear war could 
be limited once it had broken out a 
dangerous illusion? 

OR Do new battlefield and theatre 
weapons threaten a dangerous 
lowering of the nuclear threshold? 

OR Is the Strategic Defence Initiative 
simply the most recent and 
destabilizing example of the process 
outlined in i? 

OR Is continuing reliance on nuclear 
deterrence by the great powers 
bound to accelerate the process of 
proliferation and make nuclear war 
more likely? 

OR Is `arms-control' an illusion which 
diverts attention from the only safe 
policy - nuclear disarmament? 

(B) WITHOUT NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 

WOULD GLOBAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT MAKE THE WORLD SAFER? 

(i) If nuclear arsenals were dismantled 
would war between the great 
powers again become a rational 
option and-therefore more likely? 

(ii) Would a major conventional war be 
likely in itself to be as terrible as a 
limited nuclear war? 

OR Would nuclear disarmament 
remove the incentive for nuclear 
preemption while not affecting the 
reluctance of the great powers to 
initiate a third world war? 

OR Is conventional war, however 
terrible, preferable to nuclear war? 
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(iii) Because nuclear weapons cannot be OR As with nerve gases in the last war, 
uninvented would they not be would there be no incentive to 
bound to be used sooner or later resort to capabilities which the 
once war had broken out? other side has as well? 

(iv) Is global nuclear disarmament only OR Is to argue that even multilateral 
feasible in a world where war itself nuclear disarmament is not 
is no longer a possibility? 

(v) Is peace only preserved when we 
are seen to be prepared for war, as 
failure before 1939 and success 
since 1945 show? Under likely 
future conditions would global 
nuclear disarmament make war, 
including nuclear war, more likely? 

desirable to give up all hope of a 
rational world-order? 

OR Do the years before 19 14 show what 
happens when military planning 
and the arms race control political 
choices? Do present strategies make 
nuclear war almost inevitable under 
likely future conditions? Is global 
nuclear disarmament the only 
rational policy? 

B. Nato Policy 

WHICH IS THE MORE SERIOUS THREAT TO WESTERN PEACE AND SECURITY, SOVIET 
EXPANSIONISM OR SUPERPOWER DOMINATION AND NUCLEAR RIVALRY? 

(i) Does the Soviet Union, together OR Are NATO and WTO forces 
with her Warsaw Pact allies, enjoy a relatively evenly matched? 
strategically dangerous military 
superiority in Europe? 

(ii) Is the Soviet Union an expansionist OR Is the Soviet Union an encircled 
power which will take advantage of and threatened power trying to 
unilateral Western concessions and 
is only restrained and forced to 
accept arms-control agreements by 
Western determination and 
strength? 

keep up with Western technology 
and likely to respond positively to 
unconditional offers of Western 
restraint within a general context of 
detente? 

(iii) Is Soviet chemical and conventional OR Is NATO -dependence on the early 
preponderance such that NATO use of nuclear weapons unnecessary 
must continue to be able to threaten and strategically suicidal? 
early use of nuclear weapons? 

(iv) Does the growing size of the Soviet OR Does the West initiate nearly all 
nuclear arsenal threaten the delicate phases of the nuclear arms race and 
theatre and strategic balance? continue to enjoy a substantial lead 
Would Western failure to match in most areas? Is the nuclear 
Soviet systems be destabilizing? `overkill' such that the West could 

offer a nuclear `freeze' or 
unconditional cuts without risk? 
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(v) Are NATO `forward defence' and OR Should NATO exploit her lead in 
`deep strike' strategies essential for `emerging technology' to explore 
effective deterrence? less provocative alternative 

strategies? 
(vi) Is it the presence of American front- OR Is it domination by the two 

line troops and the tying-in of superpowers that poses the greatest 
theatre nuclear forces to the threat to European integrity? 
American strategic deterrent that Would Europe be safer decoupled 
guarantees W. European security? from the super-power nuclear 

I 'Should American policies therefore confrontation? Should Europe be 
be supported? made a nuclear weapon free zone? ' 

(vii) Would Western unilateral nuclear OR Are unilateral initiatives as part of a 
disarmament invite Soviet general programme of nuclear 
blackmail? Are suggestions that the disarmament the only way to reverse 
West should take the lead in offering the arms race? Is talk of `multilateral 
unilateral disarmament initiatives disarmament' insincere in the mouths 
the thin end of this wedge? Do of those who reject all suggestion of a 
radical nuclear disarmers Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, a 
consciously or unconsciously serve Nuclear Freeze, a European Nuclear 
Soviet interests and threaten to Weapon Free Zone, or a declaration 
undermine Western defences? of No First Use? 

C. British Policy 

i. The British Deterrent 

(i) Is Britain's deterrent a weapon of 
last resort which guarantees her 
sovereignty and independence and 
protects her from nuclear 
blackmail? 

(ii) Are British nuclear forces valuable 
to European allies because they 
provide a specifically European 
second centre of decision making? 

(iii) Does the US favour shared 
responsibility and do British 
nuclear forces guarantee full US 
commitment to Europe and Soviet 
recognition of it? 

OR Would all possible uses of Britain's 
`deterrent' be suicidal? Is its only 
effect to encourage proliferation? 

OR Is the `second centre of decision 
making' an illusion when the 
weapons are dependent upon the 
US and there is no independent 
strategic role to be played? Are 
European allies unenthusiastic 
about a parochial British force likely 
to inhibit her commitment to 
European defence? 

OR Are US forces committed anyway 
and independent British initiatives 
more likely to trigger Soviet 
retaliation than US involvement? 



(iv) Is the cost of the British deterrent 
small in view of the vital defence 
role it plays? Are alternatives likely 
to be more expensive? 

(v) 

(vi) 

Would unilateral British nuclear 
disarmament have no effect on 
other countries and only serve to 
weaken British influence and allow 
France unchallenged ascendancy in 
Europe? 
Is investment in Trident the best 

way to continue to ensure effective 
British strategic defence into the 
21st century? 
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OR Can Britain's nuclear forces only be 

afforded at the expense of 
conventional strength and of other 
more important economic 
priorities? 

OR Does the British deterrent 
encourage proliferation and do 
nothing to enhance British prestige? 
Would British disarmament within 
the context outlined in B help to 
break the nuclear log-jam? 

OR Would commitment to Trident 
exacerbate all the drawbacks listed 
above? 

2. Nato Forces and US Bases 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Must Britain continue to share OR Should British obligations to 
responsibility for manning NATO NATO be met by strengthening 
nuclear systems upon which her conventional forces where necessary 
security depends? Would refusal to within an overall non-nuclear 
do so fatally weaken the alliance? strategy as recommended in B? 
Would the forced withdrawal of US OR Do the large numbers of nuclear 
nuclear bases from Britain make US facilities yielded to the US erode 
defence of the West impossible? Is British sovereignty? Would their 
American interference in British removal do no more than restore a 
affairs negligible? normal peacetime relationship? 
Will Britain continue to be targeted OR Is Britain seen as an American 
by Soviet warheads whether or not aircraft carrier and targeted by the 
she disarms unilaterally? USSR accordingly? Will Britain fall 

an early victim in any superpower 
confrontation unless bases are 
removed? 

(iv) Can non-nuclear defences only OR In a nuclear-free Europe, decoupled 
safely be afforded by powers from the superpower nuclear 
prepared to shelter beneath the confrontation, would Britain no 
American strategic umbrella? more expect to depend upon the US 

`umbrella' than any other Western 
ally - or than Eastern Europe upon 
the USSR? 
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MORAL CONSIDERATIONS 

(i) Is it morally right to pursue the 
policy least likely to cause human 
suffering? May this sometimes 
involve doing things which in other 
circumstances would be wrong? 

(ii) In formulating policy should we 
weigh up the probability of success 
and the relative costs in terms of 
human suffering of alternative 
nuclear and non-nuclear strategies? 

(iii) So far as concerns intention, need 
we look no further than the fact 
that our sole aim in deploying 
nuclear weapons is to prevent their 
use? 

(iv) Are there possible uses of nuclear 
weapons which are allowed by Just 
War theory, for example the 
bombing of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki in order to prevent worse 
suffering? Can there be a theory of 
Just Deterrence? 

(v) Is there no relevant connection 
between the development and 
deployment of nuclear weapons and 
world poverty and disease? 

(vi) Does Christian teaching allow the 
deployment of nuclear weapons? 

OR Are there actions which are in 
themselves wrong no matter what 
the situation? Is the alternative to 
excuse almost any act of barbarism? 

OR Is the only relevant point here that a 
nuclear exchange of almost any 
kind would in itself cause 
unimaginable suffering to largely 
civilian populations? 

OR Is there no such thing as a fully 
deployed weapons system which is a 
bluff? Is to deploy nuclear weapons 
to intend to use them in certain 
circumstances? 

OR Is a conditional intention to cause 
indiscriminate and disproportionate 
suffering of this kind, whether 
admonitory, preemptive or 
retaliatory, ruled out by just War 
theory? Was it wrong to bomb 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945? 

OR Is it a scandal that such huge 
resources are devoted to the 
development and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and not to the 
alleviation of suffering? 

OR Does Christian teaching condemn 
the deployment of nuclear 
weapons? 

Conclusion 

Is it morally right for us in present 
circumstances and within careful 
constraints to continue to develop 
and deploy nuclear weapons 
systems? 

OR Is the continuing development and 
deployment of nuclear weapons 
systems immoral? 

GENERAL CONCLUSION 

How do the prudential and moral conclusions relate to one another? 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

EITHER 

(LEFT) SHOULD CURRENT POLICIES BE BROADLY MAINTAINED? 

or 
(RIGHT) SHOULD ALL OR SOME OF THE FOLLOWING PROPOSALS BE IMPLEMENTED? 

A Global Policy 

As part of a broader programme of economic cooperation, confidence-building 
and regional security measures: 

i Should there be an immediate and general freeze on the deployment of 
new nuclear weapons systems? 

2 Should there be an immediate and general moratorium on anti-satellite 
and strategic defence research programmes? 

3 Should a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty be signed at once by all nuclear 
weapon states? 

4 Should there be an immediate and general declaration of No First Use of 
nuclear weapons by all nuclear weapon states? 

5 Should immediate deep cuts be made in existing nuclear arsenals at every 
level by all nuclear weapon states? Should this include the elimination of 
ballistic weapons over the next decade at the strategic level, and the zero- 
zero option at theatre level? 

6 Should regional security be decoupled where necessary from nuclear con- 
frontation by the immediate establishment of nuclear weapon-free zones? 

7 Should there be immediate and general subscription to the Non Prolifer- 
ation Treaty? 

8 Should all this be part of a process of universal nuclear disarmament to be 
completed, say, by the end of the century? 

9 Should the Soviet Union and the United States retain a minimum or suf- 
ficient strategic nuclear force of, say, nuclear armed submarines until it is 
clear that alternative defence arrangements are mutually secure? 

B Nato Policy 

Within this context, where unconditional unilateral initiatives are offered as 
part of a general shift to non-nuclear defence: 

Io Should Western European members of NATO decline to take part in the 
American Strategic Defence Initiative? 

II Should NATO make an immediate declaration of No First Use of nuclear 
weapons? 

12 Should NATO announce an immediate freeze on the deployment of new 
nuclear weapons systems and unconditional cuts in existing nuclear 
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arsenals with a view to the eventual 
a. discarding of all battlefield and dual capable systems? 
b. phasing out of longer-range theatre systems? 

13 Should Britain and France abandon their independent nuclear forces? 
14 Should the United States announce a programme for the phased with- 

drawal of her nuclear and nuclear-related bases in Europe? 
15 Should Europe be made a nuclear weapon-free zone? Should there be a 

battlefield weapon-free corridor either side of the frontier? 

C British Policy 

Within this context: 

16 Should Britain relinquish her independent nuclear capability? 
17 Should the money saved be spent on strengthening conventional forces? 
18 Should Britain remain inside NATO and press for a non-nuclear strategy? 
19 Should Britain refuse to man NATO nuclear delivery systems and insist 

upon the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Britain? 
20 In the absence of a change in US and NATO policy should Britain stay in 

the alliance? 
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EXPANSION AND COMMENTARY 

The Disagreement about Rationality 

A GLOBAL POLICY 

1Before we even begin, we are already involved in 

controversy. By making a distinction between 'GLOBAL' and 

'NATO' perspectives in this way, we are begging a 

fundamental question. For many of those who argue in 

favour of a continuation of current policy in-the West, we 

cannot defer the problem of the Soviet threat to a section 

headed 'NATO POLICY', and begin by taking a global 

overview. For them there is no such thing as 'GLOBAL 

POLICY', because there is no such thing as a global state. 

The starting point for all policy, so far as they are 

concerned, is the prior fact of Soviet military power. 

Conversely, from a Soviet perspective, it is the threat of 

US imperialism which constitutes the global problem. How 

serious this is in terms of international relations can be 

left to the reader to asess. l 

This is an important example of the way in which an 

analytical framework breaks down within the context of a 
disagreement. What was intended as a map of the debate is 

found to be constructed on assumptions which are already 

part of it. There is no way round this, because no 

analysis is immune from it. But it is not a fatal 

weakness, so long as we are able to acknowledge that it is 

there. Indeed, it may be in its breakdown that an analysis 

can tell us most. It may be w it breaks down which is 

revealing. 

1 This can be seen most clearly by comparing the first 

paragraph of LEBEDEV (182) with WEINBERGER'S answer-to 

AI(i) (284). 
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THE HISTORY OF THE PAST FORTY YEARS 

HAS THE BUILD UP OF NUCLEAR ARSENALS SINCE 1945 INCREASED 

OR DECREASED THE DANGERS INVOLVED IN SUPERPOWER 

CONFRONTATION? 

(i) Has it been nuclear deterrence that has kept the peace 
between the great powers since 1945? 

OR 
dý Has it mainly been other factors? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Although often put less unequivocally than this, the 
implication here is fundamental to the case for continued 

reliance on nuclear deterrence. Nuclear weapons have been 

deployed since 1945. There has been no major war between 

nuclear weapon states since 1945. These two facts must be 

causally connected, if there is to be empirical substance to 

the claim that nuclear weapons deter. The further implication 

is that, if nuclear deterrence has worked in the past, then 

there is reason to suppose that it will continue to work in the 

future. 1 

1 CHESHIRE (34), FINNIS (68), HARRIES (102), WEINBERGER 

(284-5), OWEN (229), SCHLESINGER (248-9) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics of current policy want to undermine this. They can 

do so by qualifying the two statements of fact, by 

questioning the caupal connection between them, or by 

rejecting the further implication. They can draw a 

distinction between the period when nuclear weapons may 

have been a deterrent, because they were only deployed by 

one side, and the situation today when they are no longer a 

deterrent, because both sides have them. 1 They can deny 

that there has been peace between nuclear weapon states. 2 

They can refuse to accept single-factor causal historical 

explanations of this kind. 3 They can point out the danger 

of assuming that what may have been the case in the past, 

in one set of political and military circumstances, is 

likely to continue to be the case in the future, when those 

political and military circumstances change. 4 

1 DAVIES (50), McNAMARA (192) 

2 JOHNSON (134), KENT (166) 

3 KENT (166), THOMPSON (268) 

4 McNAMARA (192), THOMPSON (268) 

See also LEBEDEV (128 para 2) 

COMMENT: 

Clearly, this is an important question to decide. 

Although, when pressed, sophisticated commentators on both 

sides may say that there can be no final answer to it, it 

seems that, unless we lean one way or the other, we are 

unlikely to come to confident conclusions elsewhere-1 But 

it is difficult to see how this can be taken further, 

because, as in so many examples of historical controversy, 
it is not obvious what else there is to appeal to 
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The direction in which those who are more guarded in their 

response to this question lean, can be seen by comparing it 

to their answers to question A2(A)(i). CARRINGTON (4 and 
8-9), CARVER (18 and 23), FREEDMAN (84 and 89), HOWARD (116 

and 120) lean towards the left-hand side, whereas O'CONNELL 
(210 and 216), KENNY (152 and 155) lean towards the 

right-hand side. 
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(ii)Does mutual possession of an invulnerable second 

strike strategic nuclear force prevent war? 
OR 

Does the threat of strategic nuclear retaliation, 

particularly against a similarly armed enemy, lack 

credibility and invite subdeterrent encroachment? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

This represents the essence of the idea of Mutual Nuclear 

Deterrence. To many it seems self-evident that no sane 
leader will deliberately court the destruction of his own 

society by offering a direct military challenge to an 

adversary known to retain the ability to inflict 

unacceptable damage in retaliation. It is this mutual 
knowledge which has in the end imposed restraint on nuclear 

weapon powers in their dealings with one another in recent 

years. l 

Most apologists for current policy concede that a strategic 

retaliatory force of this kind is not enough on its own to 

deter from all war. As an all-or-nothing response, it 

represents too disproportionate a threat to be credible. 
That is why the additional options dealt with in iii below 

have for many years been thought to be necessary as well 
Z 

1 CARVER (18), CHESHIRE (34), FINNIS (68), HARRIS (102), 

HOWARD (116-7), OWEN (229), SCHLESINGER (249), WEINBERGER 

(285), YOUNGER (300-1). 

2 See A1(A)(iii) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics point out that dis means that both sides can 
initiate hostilities with conventional forces, knowing that 

the other will be inhibited from a strategic nuclear 

response for fear of counter-reprisal. In other words, 

mutual deployment of nuclear weapons weakens deterrence. 

This is profoundly dangerous, because, as deterrence fails, 

mutual possession of nuclear arsenals makes the situation 
far more unstable than it would have been otherwise. l 

Many on this side concede that the 'cancelling out' of 

mutually deployed second strike forces may, at least in 

principle, prevent nuclear blackmail and protect minimum 

nuclear forces against cheating. What they deny is that 

nuclear warheads can be used as weapons of defence. 2 We 

return to the idea of a 'minimum' or 'sufficient' nuclear 
force in A2 (A) vii. 

DAVIES (50-1), JOHNSON (134-5), KENT 166-7, McNAMARA (193), 

O'CONNELL (211), THOMPSON (268-9). The latter two also 

point to the danger of the resulting political 

immobilisation. 

2 McNAMARA in answer to A2(B) (201-2), KENT (166-7) 

COMMENT: 

Much of the arguing here becomes remarkably abstract and 

theoretical. 1 It is perhaps partly for this reason that 

the substantial disagreement is pushed on to other areas. 

1 This point is made by CARRINGTON (4-5), on the one hand, 

and THOMPSON (268-9) on the other. 
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(iii)Have-limited nuclear options at strategic and 

theatre levels enhanced deterrence by dramatically raising 

the threshold between peace and war? 
OR 

Have most military planners from the start been aiming for 

nuclear war-fighting superiority? Has 'flexible reponse' 
dangerously lowered the threshold between conventional and 

nuclear war? 

With this set of questions we reach the heart of the debate. 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Since the time of the abandonment of 'Massive Retaliation' 

in the 1960s, the West's declared deterrent strategy has 

included limited nuclear options. This has been integral 

to NATO policy, and seems also to be assumed in Soviet 

planning. To those who defend current strategies, 

therefore, the alternative offered here is a false one. It 

is precisely the threat of nuclear warfighting (also 

sometimes described as a lowering of the threshold between 

conventional and nuclear war) which deters. It is this 

that prevents either side from being tempted to cross the 

really critical threshold-that between peace and war. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (5), CHESHIRE (35), FINNIS (69), HARRIS (103), 

HOWARD (117), SCHLESINGER (249-50), WEINBERGER (285), 

YOUNGER (301). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

But critics, as we have seen, do not accept that it is such 

threats that have deterred from war in the past, or are 
likely to deter from war in the future. Far from 

compensating for the inherent lack of credibility in Mutual 

Nuclear Deterrence, the introduction of limited nuclear 

options simply compounds it. Since both sides have these 

'limited' options, the dangerous instability is just 

translated down to local level. To pretend that secure 
defence can be built on plans for fighting and winning a 
limited nuclear war in this way is an inexcusable 

deception. Security is not enhanced, it is undermined-1 

CARVER (19), DAVIES (51), JOHNSON (135), KENNY (153), KENT 

(167), LEBEDEV (by implication in answer to A2 (A) (iii)'& 

(iv) 186), McNAMARA (193), O'CONNELL (211), OWEN (230. See 

also the answer to A2(a) (iv) 232), THOMPSON (269). 

COMMENT: 

We have reached a fundamental and bewildering disjunction. 

The disputants seem to be looking at the situation from 

either side of a critical conceptual watershed, which is 

very difficult to bridge. For one, the emphasis throughout 

is on the effectiveness of deterrence. The stability of 
deterrence rests on the known risks of what would happen if 

deterrence failed. So we neither want to reduce those 

risks (to do so would be to weaken deterrence), nor should 

we be worried by them (they are unlikely to materialize 

precisely because deterrence is strengthened as a result). 
For the other, the emphasis throughout is on the 
implications of the plans for use. The threat to use 

nuclear weapons lacks operational credibility, which 

undermines deterrence. Yet, paradoxically, our commitment 
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to a nuclear war-fighting strategy (which is inseparable 

from such a threat), means that, as deterrence is seen to 

weaken, we are therefore more likely to be impelled to use 

them. Such a strategy is seen to be irrational and 

irresponsible. One sees a virtuous, the other a vicious, 

circle. This is a disjunction which lies at the heart, 

both of the arguing about rationality, and of the arguing 

about morality. 1 It is not easy to see how it can be 

resolved. 

it 
1 FREEDMAN (85) refers to this as 'the paradox of deterrence'. 
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(iv)Has the size and variety of the nuclear arsenals held by 

the superpowers stabilized deterrence? 

OR 

Has the logic of nuclear confrontation and worst-case. 

analysis generated a dangerous and strategically pointless 

superfluity of weapons systems? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this see the richness of current 

nuclear arsenals as, in general, stabilizing, because it 

reduces the likelihood that either side will be tempted to 

think that it has an exploitable political or military 

advantage in any one area. They often stress that it is an 

attempted politcal use of a perceived advantage that could 

well in the first instance be the more destabilizing. 

There are greater dangers involved in reducing too low than 
in building up too high. This is particularly the case so 
far as concerns Western strategists, who have had to plan 
for extended deterrence-that is to say, above all, for the 
defence of Western Europe. So the size and variety of 

nuclear arsenals has not, in itself, been dangerous. Nor, 

as seen by each side individually, has it been 

strategically pointless. On the other hand, there is 

widespread acknowledgement that it has been mutually 

wasteful. In other words, stability could be preserved at 

substantially lower levels, and, from the point of view of 

conserving resources, it would be mutually beneficial if it 

were. l 

CARRINGTON (5), CHESHIRE (35), FINNIS (69), HARRIES (103), 

HOWARD (117), SCHLESINGER (250), WEINBERGER (285-6), 

YOUNGER (301). None of these explicitly say that the size 

of arsenals is dangerous. FREEDMAN (85), who does say that 

it may in some respects be dangerous also says that 

reductions could be dangerous as well. 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics see the growing size of current arsenals as a 

monument to the folly of past and present policies. Mutual 

suspicion and mirrored hostility have fed on themselves to 

produce the grotesque 'overkill' that there is today. They 

see this superfluity as dangerous for a number of rassons, 

some to do with the reciprocal reinforcement of mutual 

paranoia dealt with in, B(ii), others to do with the first 

strike and command-control problems which will be dealt 

with in section A2.1 

CARVER (19), DAVIES (51), JOHNSON (135), KENNY (153), KENT 

(167), LEBEDEV (by implication in answer to A2 (A) (ii) 

186), MCNAMARA (193-4), O'CONNELL (211), OWEN (230), 

THOMPSON (269-70) 

COMMENT: 

Although the divergence is still great, there is agreement 
in one important respect here, which may offer the hope of 

a substantial area of compromise. For different reasons, a 

number of those on each side agree that the size of current 

arsenals should be cut at strategic, theatre, and 
battlefield levels. 1 The question of how far and in what 

way they should be cut introduces the idea of an ideal 

'minimum' nuclear force, which is another important concept 

shared by many (but not all) on both sides. This will be 

explored further in A2(A)vii. 

1 All those cited in the note to the argument on the 

Left-Hand Side for example, explicitly advocate substantial 

reductions (see the pages indicated). 
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(v) Has the idea of nuclear balance between the superpowers 
been essential to stability and have arms control 

negotiations helped to achieve it? 

OR 

Have ideas of 'nuclear defence' and 'parity' proved 
illusory and is 'multilateral negotiation from strength' a 

contradiction in terms? Has 'arms control' been just 

another name for the arms race? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE j 

This argument does not usually suggest that exact parity, 

system by system, has been essential. Deterrence is seen 

as having been stable enough to tolerate particular 
asymmetries. But, within the terms already given, the idea 

of a generally perceived balance of capabilities is thought 

to be important. ' One of the main aims of arms control is 

said to be to help to orchestrate this: to identify areas 

where mutual restraint would be mutually beneficial, to 

provide a forum for discussion and reciprocal 

understanding, and to underpin broader political 
initiatives. Perhaps not too much should be expected of 

arms control, but it has achieved important successes, 

notably the Partial Test Ban Treaty (1963), the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty (1968) and the Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Treaty (1972). 2 

CARRINGTON (as fait accompli, not goal 5), CARVER (19-20), 

CHESHIRE (35), FINNIS (69), HARRIES (103), OWEN (so long as 

wider factors taken into account 230), SCHLESINGER (250), 

WEINBERGER (286), YOUNGER (301). 

2 CARRINGTON (5), SCHLESINGER (250), YOUNGER (301-2) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics are sceptical of the whole idea of 'balance', 

seeing mutual attempts to 'catch up' as part of the arms 

race. (Those who recommend an interim minimum deterrent 

see it as based on the concept of 'sufficiency', a reserve 
force sufficient to threaten unacceptable retaliation, not 

an attempt to match enemy dispositions). 1 Arms control is 

seen as having failed to halt the arms race, and, indeed, 

as having, if anything, legitimized and institutionalizEtd 

it. 'Negotiation from strength', if mutual, is 

self-defeating, and 'bargaining chips' turn out to be 

stages in the process of escalation. 2 

It may be confusing, but it is important to understand that 

among the critics at this point are also a number of those 

who are most vociferously in favour of an unfettered 
adjustment of nuclear forces as seems best to each power 

individually. There are few who argue like this in 

Britain, but a number in the United States and perhaps the 

Soviet Union. They say that arms control is artificial, 
ineffective, and, if anything, destabilizing. 

1 DAVIES (51), HOWARD (117-8), KENNY (153), KENT (168), 

McNAMARA (with present strategy idea of 'balance' lacks 

application 194), O'CONNELL (212), THOMPSON (270). 

2 CARVER (19-20), DAVIES (52), JOHNSON (135), KENNY (153), 

KENT (168), O'CONNELL (212). 

So they reject the principle of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence. 

What will deter the Soviet Union, for example, is the known 

strength of the United States. Anything which detracts 

from this, such as attempts to restrict the development and 

application of technology, weakens deterrence. Deterrence 



57 

was perfect when the United States had a nuclear monopoly. 

Deterrence was dangerously eroded when, as in the 1970s, 

artificial restraints were put on the evolution of US 

forces. 

This is an example of the way in which common opposition to 

the same policy can make strange bedfellows of those, who, 
in other respects, are further apart from one another than 

either is from the policy they jointly oppose. 

COMMENT: 

Whether or not arms control is seen as having failed in the 

past depends upon what is thought of as success. If 

success means the unfettered creation of a perfect nuclear 
deterrent, then arms control has been too restrictive; if 

success means progress towards nuclear disarmament, then it 

has not been restrictive enough; and if success means the 

further stabilization of an already existing balance, then 

arms control has perhaps made a modest, but useful 

contribution. What seems to be generally agreed here is 

that arms control on its own can rarely be expected to 

achieve very much. at best it contributes towards, and at 

worst diverts attantion away from, the broader political 
initiatives which are needed to give direction and purpose 

to the shaping of public policy-1 

1 FINNIS (69-70), FREEDMAN (86), HOWARD (118), McNAMARA 

(194), OWEN (232) are agonostic about past arms control 

achievement. 
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(vi)Has force-planning been controlled by strategic thinking? 

OR 

Has the self-reinforcing impetus of technology and vested 
interest dictated policies subsequently justified post hoc? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue in this way see the evolution of nuclear 
deterrent strategies since the last war as having; in 

general, been manifestly effective. Although they concede 

that present levels of spending on nuclear arms are, in one 

sense, unnecessarily high, they see a massive stability in 

the overall nuclear balance, and a resulting caution in 

international politics, which should on no account be 

jeopardized. Therefore, although the pressure of 

technology and vested interest may not always have been 

resisted as it should have been (particularly in the Soviet 

Union, where there are fewer political constraints), this 

can only have had a relatively peripheral effect. The 

underlying principles of nuclear deterrence, upon which our 

security continues to rest, have been determined by 

strategic thinking, and have been shaped and endorsed by 

all the most responsible leaders of the great nuclear 

weapons states since the war. ' a 

1 CARRINGTON (6), CHESHIRE (with qualification (35-6)), FINNIS 

(70), HARRIES (103), SCHLESINGER (251), WEINBERGER (286-7), 

YOUNGER (302). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics paint a very different picture. Since they find 

current policy dangerous and incoherent, they cannot see 
force-planning as having been controlled by rational 

strategic thinking at all. Instead, they see us as having 

blundered into the present situation as a result of a long 

series of short-sighted expedients. Because there has been 

no overall long-term strategy, technology has been allowed 
to evolve almost unchecked, and institutionalized inertia 

has carried us further and further in the wrong direction. 

Attempts at official theoretical justification for nuclear 
deterrent policies have been little more than post hoc 

rationalization. 1 

1 CARVER (20), DAVIES (52), HOWARD (118), JOHNSON (136), 

KENNY (153), KENT (168), McNAMARA (194-5), OWEN (231), 

THOMPSON (270). 

COMMENT: 

If nuclear deterrence has successfully underpinned global 

security since the last war, then nuclear strategy has been 

rationally justified. But, if not, then there can be no 

rational justification for nuclear strategy and it can only 
be accounted for in other ways. In general, those who 
believe something to be true do not think that they need 

any further explanations for why they believe it. But 

those who disagree with them can only think that there must 

be some reason why what is patently untrue is nevertheless 
believed. What to one is an argument ad rem, to the other 
is accounted for ad hominem. l 

1 FREEDMAN (86), O'CONNELL (212) stress the complexity of the 

forces which are operating. 
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It is-clear from the arguing in this section, that, in a 
disagreement, what has happened often turns out to be cw 

contentious as what should or what will happen. Both sides 

appeal to the past, because that is where the empirical 

content for their argument is found. History is referred 
to as fact. So it is bewildering for those who are trying 

to make their minds up about who is right and who is wrong, 
to discover that, within the context of the disagreement, 

the distinction between 'fact' and 'interpretation' seems 
to be lost. This is not to say that there are no facts, 

only interpretations, but that what is 'fact' to one is 

'interpretation' to the other. (This apparently innocent 

observation has profound implications, which cannot be 
followed up in this book). 

Interpretations of the past as diverse as this make 

significant agreement on present action and future 

direction difficult to achieve. 
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2 THE PROSPECT FOR THE FUTURE 

(A) WITH NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 

IS NUCLEAR DETERRENCE LIKELY TO PRESERVE PEACE FOR THE 

FORESEEABLE FUTURE OR IS NUCLEAR WAR INCREASINGLY LIKELY IF 

WE PERSIST WITH PRESENT POLICIES? 

(i) Does the threat of an enemy first strike remain 
inconceivable for the foreseeable future? 

OR 

Is there an increasing threat from accurate and time-urgent 

first-strike weapons? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this have confidence in the colossal 

stability of mutual nuclear deterrence. They do not see 

anything on the horizon remotely likely to tempt either 

side to think that it could eliminate the other's entire 

nuclear force in a first-strike. So they do not need to 
look ahead to what might happen were deterrence on the 

point of breaking down. 1 

CARRINGTON (6), CHESHIRE (36), FREEDMAN (87), HARRIES 

(104), HOWARD (118), OWEN (231), SCHLESINGER (252), 

WEINBERGER (so long as the West modernises its strategic 

deterrent 287), YOUNGER (302). 
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RIGHT-HAND 'SIDE 

But that is where the concern of many critics begins. The 

danger is seen to lie in each side's perception that the 

other may be contemplating a future strike, and what alarms 

them is the likely effect on current war-fighting 

strategies in a time of political crisis of new 

anti-satellite, anti-submarine, and anti-missile 

technologies, and of new generations of offensive nuclear 

wea13ons. They see it as almost inevitable that in these 

circumstances military necessity will override political 

restraint, and that fear of an enemy first strike will 

convert crisis into catastrophe by precipitating 

preemption. 1 

(One problem throughout this section for those who argue in 

this way is that a warning about future danger may suggest 
that there has been past security). 

There is also, once again, the further complication that 

there are those, particularly in the US and the USSR, who 
fear the possibility of a first strike, but whose concern 
is more to do with the danger of an enemy suprise attack 

that with an unpremeditated collapse into nuclear war - and 

whose preferred remedy, therefore, is an unrestricted 
build-up of invulnerable second-strike nuclear forces. 

1 CARVER (20-1), FINNIS (70), DAVIES (52), JOHNSON (136), 

KENNY (154), KENT (168), LEBEDEV (185), McNAMARA (195-6), 

O'CONNELL (213), OWEN (231), THOMPSON (271). 

COMMENT: 

This is another instance of the way in which the situation 
is seen from either side of conceptual watershed between 

the perceived effectiveness of deterrence, and the 
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perceived dangers of crisis instability. From the former 

perspective, deterrence is what is most likely to povent 

crisis instability; from the latter, crisis instability is 

what is most likely sooner or later to undermine 
deterrence. Neither sees the ground upon which the other 
is standing. 
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(ii)Are command, control, communication and intelligence 

facilities likely to remain secure? 
OR 

Does the amount of information to be processed, pressure of 

time, and fear of preemption put command and control 

systems under intolerable strain, and make inadvertent war 

mare likely? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who are confident about the stability of nuclear 
deterrence may acknowledge that command and control 
facilities could and should be made more secure, but they 

do not see this as critical. And they see them as 
becoming, if anything, more reliable now than they have 

been in the past. 1 There are also those among them who 
have argued that in any case a measure of known 

vulnerability further enhances deterrence, because the 

potential aggressor will then be more likely to fear that 

his actions may trigger an uncontrollable repsonse. 2 

1 CHESHIRE (36), CARVER (21), SCHLESINGER (252), WEINBERGER 

(287), YOUNGER (302). 

2 CARRINGTON (6). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

And yet, once again, this is exactly what causes such 

concern to the critics. Their grounds for anxiety range 
from doubts about the reliability of equipment, which, in 

decreasing lengths of time, is expected to perform 
increasingly complex functions for which it can never have 

been properly tested, to a lack of confidence in human 

operators, who are likely to be working under conditions of 
high stress and emotion. ThE! Challenger and Chernobyl 

accidents are seen to confirm their sceptism. l 

1 DAVIES (52), HARRIES (104), HOWARD (118), KENNY (154), KENT 

(169), LEBEDEV (186), JOHNSON (136), McNAMARA (196), 

O'CONNELL (213), THOMPSON (271). 

COMMENT: 

SAL- 

As things stand, it is not easy toLhow, these perspectives 

can be related, let alone reconciled, to one another. This 

is a good example of how much room there is for differences 

of opinion, when there is so little empirical evidence to 

go on. It is another illustration of the remarkably 
theoretical nature of what in other spheres would be an 

area of practical experiment. It is a matter to which a 

great deal of attention has been paid in the ligature, but 

about which no consensus has yet emerged. 1 

1 FINNIS (70), FREEDMAN (87) see force in both arguments. 
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(iii)If nevertheless there were a limited nuclear 

exchange, would it be likely to end hostilities swiftly? 

OR 

Is the idea that nuclear war could be limited once it had 

broken out a dangerous illusion? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Unless they are themselves involved in detailed military 

strategic planning, those who support current policies do 

not regard even a limited nuclear exchange as at all 

probable-so they do not, on the whole, spend much time 

trying to work out whether it would be likely to remain 
limited. When pressed, they tend to say, either that they 

do not know if it would; l or that it is the very danger 

that it would not that reinforces deterrence; 2 or that, 

since escalation to all-out nuclear war would clearly be 

mutually catastrophic, the first exchanges would be likely 

to bring both sides rapidly to their senses. 3 

1 HOWARD (119), WEINBERGER (288), YOUNGER (302-3), and, when 

taken together with answers to B(iii), FINNIS (71), 

FREEDMAN (87). 

2 CARRINGTON (7). 

3 CHESHIRE (36), HARRIES (104), SCHLESINGER (252). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

For critics, however, this is not something to be brushed 

aside in this way. It seems to them almost inevitable 

that, in view of the nuclear war-fighting strategies and 

the profusion of nuclear weaponry on both sides, any 
initiation of the use of nuclear weapons would degenerate 

towards a general exchange. This is a major premise in 'KaZe 

whole argument. It is bec_ ause the use of nuclear weapons 

would be likely to be as self-destructive as this, that 

nuclear deterrence lacks credibility and strategies based 

upon it are so unstable and dangerous. - 

CARVER (21), JOHNSON (137), KENNY(with qualification 154), 

KENT (169), LEBEDEV (186) McNAMARA (186-7), OWEN (231-2), 

THOMPSON (271-2), and, when taken together with answers to 

B(iii), DAVIES (52-3), O'CONNELL (214). 

COMMENT: 

What is peripheral to one is central to the other. This ism 

discontinuity of viewpoints, which must be bridged if any 

kind of dialogue, let alone consensus, it to be achieved. 
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(iv)Do new generations of battlefield and theatre nuclear 

systems reinforce deterrence? 

OR 

Do new battlefield and theatre weapons threaten a dangerous 

lowering of the nuclear threshold? 

This should be looked at within the context established in 

AI(iii). It is another area of possible compromise. 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

As we have seen, proponents of current policy insist on the 

need for a range of limited nuclear options in order to 

enhance credibility. In this sense, to 'lower the nuclear 

threshold' may be to 'enhance deterrence'. But the 

argument here is that it would have been destabilizing not 

to have matched Soviet SS2os with Pershing II and Cruise 

missiles, and that what lowers the threshold is a weakening 

of conventional, not a strengthening of nuclear forces. 1 

But the remarkable accuracy of new generations of 
longer-range weapons has persuaded a number of those who 

argue in this way to suggest that we no longer need to 

have forward-deployed, land-based nuclear weapons in 

Europe, even for extended deterrence. The same function 

could be performed by longer-range systems. 2 There is a 

belief that nuclear battlefield forces could and should 

1 CARRINGTON (7), CHESHIRE (with qualification 36-7), FINNIS 

(71), FREEMAN (so far as concerns LRINF 87), WEINBERGER 

(288), YOUNGER (303). 

Z ow4t (z3z) 
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be reduced, if not, in many cases, phased out by mutual 

agreement between the two main power blocks. And, in 

addition, in both the US and the USSR, there also seems to 

be a willingness to negotiate away Intermediate Nuclear 

Forces (INF) in Europe. It tends to be West Europeans who 

object to the latter, for fear that it would represent a 

weakening of US commitment to their defence at that level, 

and would leave them vulnerable to Soviet superiority in 

other areas. 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

For critics, there was no need for either side to deploy 

new generations of battlefield or theatre nuclear systems, 

no matter what the other did, l and the result has clearly 
been to endanger rather than enhance our security. 2 In any 

acute military crisis there will be pressure to use the 
former before they are overrun, while the latter are seen 
to be part of a threatened first strike. Accurate Pershing 

II missiles are counter-force weapons, whilbh can reach the 
Soviet Union in much reduced flight times, while the 
dispersal of mobile Cruise missiles on alert will in itself 

contribute towards escalation and attempted preemption. 

1 CARVER (21-2), HOWARD (119). 

2 DAVIES (53), HARRIES (so far as concerns Per1shing 104), 

JOHNSON (137), KENNY (154), KENT (169), LEBEDEV (186-7), 

O'CONNELL (214), OWEN (232), THOMPSON (272). 

COMMENT: 

There is evidently room for compromise here, particularly 

on the building down of battlefield nuclear weapons, and, 

depsite continuing West European scruples, on movement 

towards the so-called 'zero-zero option'-the elimination of 

certain classes of Intermediate systems from Europe. But 

there are still a number of complicated technical 

difficulties to be overcome. There are problems of 

verification, which become increasingly testing if the 

putative agreement is to reduce rather than eliminate 

particular systems, and if dual-capable weapons are 

retained. There are problems of definition, for example in 

determining what should count as 'Intermediate' or 

'Euro-Strategic' weapons, in view of the geographical and 

force-structure asymmetries between the USSR, and the USA 
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and her nuclear-capable allies. There are problems of 
linkage, to do with how closely agreement in any one area 
should be made dependant upon agreement in others. And 

there are broader problems to do with the desirability of 
an overall 'zero option' for nuclear weapons in the 
European theatre in the first place, in view of what some 
see as a continuing and dangerous imbalance in chemical and 
conventional forces. 
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(v) Does the Strategic Defence Initiative offer the hope of an 

effective defence against nuclear weapons? 
OR 

Is the Strategic Defence Initiative simply the most recent 

'& destabilizing example of the process outlined in AI? 

Here we reach a major complication in the arguing which 

must confuse many. 
*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

When President Reagan offically launched the American SDI 

on March 23 1983, he offered it as a radical alternative to 

nuclear deterrence itself, which was described as both 

dangerous and immoral. Defensive forces were to replace 

offensive forces on both sides-perhaps by mutual 

arrangement-and, in this way, nuclear weapons themselves 

were eventually to be rendered obsolete. The aim would be 

to attack missiles, not people, and to destroy nuclear with 

mainly non-nuclear weapons. This was a remarkable 

theoretical volte-face, apparently incompatible with what 
has been argued down the left-hand side so far. For this 

reason, a number of commentators rejected it as 

undesirable, even in theory, on the grounds that, if 

successful, it would once again make conventional war a 

rational option. Most also agreed that in any case it is 

likely to be technically unattainable. So, for them, the 

possible value of the SDI lies, not in replacing 
deterrence, but in strengthening it by the protection of 

second strike forces. One idea here is that this might 

make it possible at the same time to build down offensive 

systems and to move away from exclusive reliance on 

retaliatory forces, with gains in both security and 

cost-effectiveness. Even this represents perhaps the most 

radical conceptual shift of emphasis in declaratory policy 
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since the principles of Mutual Nuclear Deterrence first 

became orthodox. Others, in conciliatory vein, have 

defended the SDI on the grounds that the Soviet Union is to 

any case engaged in similar enterprises, that this is just 

a research programme which will not infringe existing 

agreements, and that, if and when it comes to deployment, 

this will only be done through negotiation both with allies 

and with the Soviet Union. Others again, more 

aggressively, see merit in capitalizing on technological 

advantage wherever possible, in order, either to force 

concessions from the Soviets at the negotiating table, or 

to drive them towards bankruptcy if they take up the 

challenge. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (7) and YOUNGER (303) both describe it as only a 

research project. WEINBERGER (288). 



80 

RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics reject all of these rationales. But the conceptual 
incompatibility between them threatens to duplicate itself 

in a corresponding inconsistency in their refutation. It 

is difficult to criticize what is presented as a rejection 

of nuclear deterrence without seeming to be defending 

it-which is why many critics welcome the spirit behind 

President Reagan's Initiative, while nevertheless rejecting 
its substance. Their list of charges is comprehensive. 
The SDI, in all its guises, is dismissed as: covertly 
imperialistic (threatening to fund American technology 

hegemony); politically divisive; hugely expensive; 

technologically unfeasible; in the long term provocative 
(threatening a first strike capability, forcing an 

expansion in enemy offensive systems, carrying all the 

dangers of the militarization of space); in the short term 

destabilizing (undermining the ABM treaty, blocking arms 

control agreements); and in any case necessary (there is no 
'window of vulnerability' threat to second strike forces, 

and Soviet strategic defence technology is rudimentary). l 

CARVER (22), CHESHIRE (37), DAVIES (53), FINNIS (71), 

HARRIES (105), HOWARD (119), JOHNSON (137-8), KENNY 

(154-5), KENT (169), LEBEDEV (187-8), McNAMARA (197-8), 

O'CONNELL (214-5), OWEN (232), SCHLESINGER (although he 

sees it as useful as an Arms Control lever 252-3), THOMPSON 

(272). 

COMMENT: 

The Initiative seems to be both defended and attacked by a 
bewildering swarm of often barely compatible arguments. It 

is borne down by a heap of assailants and then encumbered 

with help as it is revived. The stirring of the conceptual 

pot has provoked a frenzied realignment of rationales. 
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In these circumstances, the reader may be forgiven for 

concluding that it would be better to come to a decision 

with reference to what is argued elswhere, and then to 
assess the SDI within those terms. A further justification 
for doing this would be the arguments of those who see the 
American SDI as a blanket term for a complex of 
enterprises, most of which were going on in any case before 
it was announced, and many of which would almost certainly 
be carried on even if it were abandoned. 1 

1 FREEDMAN (87-8) 
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(vi)Is the. threat of 'horizontal' nuclear proliferation best 

met by a continuation of past policies? 
OR 

Is continuing reliance on nuclear deterrence by the great 

powers bound to accelerate the process or proliferation? 

We will assumme that there is general agreement that the 
further proliferation of nuclar weapons to as yet 

non-nuclear or semi-nuclear powers is something that we 

would like to avoid. For many people this is the most 

alarming prospect of all. 
*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this, point to the fact that 

proliferation has been much slower than was at one time 
feared. They say that nuclear disarmament by the existing 
nuclear weapon powers would not remove the danger of 

proliferation, which is in any case inherent in the nuclear 

energy programmes being pushed forward in many parts of the 

world. On the contrary, by underpinning global security, 
nuclear deterrence at superpower level reduces the 
incentive for regional proliferation and insures against 
its possible effects. It is local conditions which will in 

the end determine whether or not a particular, state takes 

up the nuclear option-1 They tend to say that they do not 

expect the situation to deteriorate seriously. The United 

States and the Soviet Union have an identity of interest 

here, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the work of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency show what can be done by 

mutual consent. 2 

1 CARRINGTON (8), CARVER (23), FINNIS (71-2), FREEMAN (88), 

HARRIS (105), HOWARD (119-20), KENNY (155), SCHLESINGER 

(254). 

2 CHESHIRE (37), HARRIES (105), WEINBERGER (289), YOUNGER 

(303-4). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics find this illogical and complacent. They are not 
convinced by the argument that nuclear weapons are good for 

those who happen to have them and bad for everyone else. 1 

They see a clear causal connection between current nuclear 
deterrent strategies and the inevitable spreading of 

nuclear weapons to other powers and groupings. They regard 
this prospect1with alarm, and see the only remedy in an 

acceleration of the process begun with the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty within a context where the great 

powers are seen to be moving towards nuclear disarmament. 2 

1 DAVIES (53), JOHNSON (138), KENT (170), O'CONNELL (215). 

2 JOHNSON (138), KENT (179), McNAMARA (199), O'CONNELL (215), 

OWEN (233), THOMPSON (272). 

COMMENT: 

This is a striking example of the way in which, once we are 

committed to a position, we are likely to interpret 

related situations in a way which is consistent with it. 

One side stresses how slow proliferation has been in the 

past; the other points to how likely it is to accelerate in 

the future. One cites the Non-Proliferation Treaty to show 
how the nuclear guarantee given by existing nuclear powers 

encourages non-proliferation; the other cites it to show 
how non-proliferation was made dependent upon general 

progress towards nuclear disarmament. This is a large, 

diverse, and complex subject, which is difficult to 

assess. It requires a technical mastery of the 

relationship between nuclear reactor capacity and weapons 

production, and a detailed knowledge of regional pressures 
towards proliferation and of international efforts to 

control them. 
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(vii)Do multilateral arms control negotiations offer 

the best prospect for future stability? 
OR 

Is 'arms control' an illusion which diverts attention from 

the only safe policy - nuclear disarmament? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this see the role of arms control as 

being one of orchestrating a perceived existing balance of 

forces, and expediting and underpinnning political 

understanding. The underlying principles are those of 

reciprocity and mutual self-interest. Looking ahead, they 

see the aim to be one of stabilizing deterrence at reduced 

force-levels, nuclear and non-nuclear. They are, in 

general, hopeful that progress will be made, because of 

continuing mutual fear of instability, recent improvements 

in verification technology, and a new mood of economic 

realism on both sides. For example, among other things, 

they would welcome fifty per cent cuts in strategic 

weapons, an INF agreement, a mutual build-down of 

battlefield systems, and further constraints on nuclear 

weapon testing. But, confident in the stability of 

deterrence, they are usually not fearful of the 

consequences should this fail. 1 

On the contrary, what alarms them more are some of the 

wilder interpretations that have been made of the 

Reykjavik summit. If Reykjavik proves to have been part 

of a significant move forward in the direction which we 

have just outlined, then they are prepared to give it 

cautious approval. But they do not take the more 

extravagant rhetorical flourishes on either side 

seriously, and are determined that rash impulses, played 

out in front of the world's television cameras, should 

not je.. - pardize the solid basis of global security. The 
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1 

laborjous process of painstaking arms control negotiation 

in the end achieves more than grandiose political 

gestures. And if Reykjavik is, indeed, the beginning of a 

major shift away from Cold War confrontation, then it must 

include the elimination of imbalances in chemical and 

conventional forces, and the removal of the threat from 

the Soviet totalitarian system. Arms control can only be 

one part of such a broad political settlement. It is, in 

the end, policies that matter, not pieces of paper. 2 

HOWARD (120), CARRINGTON (8), SCHLESINGER (in general 

254), WEINBERGER (289), YOUNGER (304). 

2 FREEDMAN (88-9), HARRIES (105), YOUNGER (304). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Critics are both less and more optimistic than this. 

They are less optimistic, because they do not have 

confidence in nuclear deterrence in the first place, and 
have different ends in view. So, as we saw in AI(v), what 
they regard as forty years of failure in the past, does 

not encourage them to expect significant results from 

current or future arms control talks] unless the 

principles on which they are conducted are radically 

changed. This is followed up in B(vii). 1 

But they are more optimistic about the prospects after 
Reykjavik. Many of them are prepared to take the 

programmes outlined by the Soviet General Secretary and 

the American President at face value. They welcome 

recognition by the leaders of the two superpowers that 

nuclear deterrence can no longer be seen to be the basis 

of world security. Reykjavik is the first clear sign that 
it is possible for international statesmanship at the 
highest level to break the conservative stranglehold of 

arms control bureaucrats and vested interests. The two 
leaders have recognized the overwhelming desire of peoples 
throughout the world that we should now move towards 

mutual accommodation, if not reconciliation between the 

power blocs and away from the nuclear arms race. 2 

We should also remember that there are others who are 

critical of the desirability, let alone feasibility, of 

current arms control talks, but for different reasons and 

with different ends in view. They prefer unfettered 
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unilateral adjustment to force-planning, and reject the 

whole process of bilateral and multilateral arms control 

as ultimately counter-productive. 

1 CARVER (23), FINNIS (72), JOHNSON (138-9), KENNY (155), 

KENT (170), O'CONNELL (215) 

2 DAVIES (54), OWEN (233) 

COMMENT: 

Here we reach the critical point in the search for a 

common programme. It may not seem that there is much room 

for compromise between two such radically different 

perspectives. But, in the short term, there seems to be 

agreement about the need for deep cuts in nuclear systems 

at all levels, and about further constraint on nuclear 

weapon testing and proliferation. In particular, it is 

possible that there is an approach to a consensus on 

moving towards the eventual elimination of fixed 

land-based strategic systems, and land-based INF and 

battlefield weapons in Europe. In the longer term, it may 

be possible to explore how much common ground there is in 

the idea of a 'minimum' or 'sufficient' nuclear force. 

Many who argue as on the left-hand side want to see a 

reduction in arsenals to the minimum level which preserves 

stability. Many who argue as on the right-hand side, are 

prepared to accept temporary, or semi-permanent, minimum 

nuclear forces held by the two superpowers. The trouble 

is likely to be that, in order to determine the size and 

composition of a minimum nuclear force, we need to agree 

on what is to count as 'sufficient'. If the role is to 

include extended deterrence, then it is likely not to 

differ radically from what we have now. If the role is 

seen as being no more than a mutual guarantee against 

nuclear blackmail and insurance against cheating, then we 
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may only be contemplating a handful of submarine-launched 
missiles on either side. 

I 
The former will seem to be 

little improvement to some; the latter will seem 
dangerously destabilizing to others. 

CHESHIRE (38-9 AND 41-2), McNAMARA (199-201) put forward 

elaborate proposals. 

I Mt44 mM Zoo, su32 Its S'00. 
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(B) WITHOUT NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 

WOULD NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT MAKE THE WORLD SAFER? 

(i) If nuclear arsenals were dismantled would war between the 

great powers again become a rational option's therefore 

more likely? 

OR 

Would nuclear disarnament remove the incentive for nuclear 

preemption while not affecting the reluctance of the great 

powers to initiate a third world war? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

This argument is the complement of the argument in AI(i) 

that nuclear deterrence has kept the peace between the 

great powers. It is particularly used by those in the 

West who say that to remove nuclear weapons, while leaving 

Soviet non-nuclear force superiority, would be a recipe 
for disaster. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (8-9), CARVER (23), CHESHIRE (38), FINNIS (72), 

HARRIES (105), HOWARD (120), KENNY (155), OWEN (233), 

SCHLESINGER (255), WEINBERGER (289), YOUNGER (304) 
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RIGHT-HAND. SIDE 

The response from those who argue as on the right is that 

the destructiveness of modern weaponry, non-nuclear as 

well as nuclear, means that war of any kind between the 

great powers can never again be a rational option in any 

case. The programme of global nuclear disarmament would, 

therefore, be part of a wider process of arms reduction 

and political medi-$tion. It would itself profoundly 

alter the political climate for the better. The argument 

about the Soviet threat is met in ways which are examined 
in Section B. 1 

1 DAVIES (54), KENT (170), O'CONNELL (216), THOMPSON (273). 

COMMENT: 

Throughout this section there is an implied reversal of 

roles. A number of those who were earlier reluctant to 

contemplate the possibility of the breakdown of deterrence 

are now pressing its likely consequences, and a number of 

those who were earlier pressing its consequences are now 

reluctant to contemplate its possibility. 

FREEMAN (89) is agnostic. 

s 
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(ii) Would a major conventional war be likely to be as terrible 

as a limited nuclear war? 
OR 

Is conventional war, however terrible, preferable to 

nuclear war? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Here there is a warning that we should not allow ourselves 

to become obsessed by the dangers of nuclear weapons, and 
forget how horrible modern conventional (not to mention 
biological and chemical) weapons would be likely to make a 

non-nuclear war. This is a fundamental point for those 

who see the essential role of nuclear weapons as 
deterring, not just the reciprocal use of other nuclear 

weapons, but the use of all weapons. 1 

1 FINNIS (72), HARRIES (105), OWEN (234), YOUNGER (304-5) 
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RIGHT-HAND. SIDE 

As we have just seen, opponents do not deny that all forms 

of war would be horrible. Their premise is that current 
strategies make it highly likely that there will, sooner 
or later, be a nuclear exchange, and that, once that has 

happened, we will not be able to prevent its escalation to 

all-out nuclear war. Nuclear war would undoubtedly be 

more terrible than conventional war. Without nuclear 

weapons there will not be the same pressure to preempt, 

and the penalty of failure will no longer be annihilation-1 

1 CARVER (23-4), CHESHIRE (38), DAVIES (34-5), KENNY (156), 

O'CONNELL (216). 

COMMENT: 

Both agree that war of all kinds must be avoided, but each 

accuses the other of making it more likely that it will 
break out. 
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(iii)Because nuclear weapons cannot be uninvented 
would they not be bound to be used sooner or later once 

war had broken out? 

OR 

As with nerve gases in the last war, would there be no 
incentive to resort to capabilities which the other side 
had as well? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

aI 
For a number of people, the argument on the ]'eft is 

decisive in ruling out global nuclear disarmament, even as 

a desirable aim. The disproportionate advantage to be 

gained by possessing even one or two deliverable nuclear 
devices in those circumstances, would, they say, encourage 
secret manufacture, if only as an insurance against 

possible blackmail. This would in itself be highly 

unstable, and, in the event of war breaking out as 

envisaged in (i) and (ii), there would be a race to 

rebuild nuclear arsenals. So, ironically, global nuclear 
disarmament would make nuclear war more, not less, likely. 1 

1 CARVER (24), CHESHIRE (38), FINNIS (72), FREEMAN (89), 

HARRIES (106), HOWARD (120), ITCNAMARA (201-2), OWEN (234), 

SCHLESINGER (255), YOUNGER (305) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

This is a scenario that is flatly rejected by those who 

argue as on the right. They turn the argument that 

nuclear weapons cannot be uninvented on its head. They 

say that it is precisely because nuclear weapons cannot be 

uninvented that war of any kind can no longer be a 

rational option for the great powers. We are in an 

entirely new situation now, and one which demands a new 

response from rational and responsible statesmen. What we 

must stop doing is deploying nuclear, chemical and 
biological weapons as part of traditional war-fighting 

strategies. And we must stop thinking that this will 
'make the world safe for conventional weapons'. The 

destructiveness of modern conventional weapons and the 

perpetual possibility that, if war broke out, other types 

of weapon would reappear, make all war between the great 

powers irrational. 1 

2 DAVIES (55), KENNY (156), KENT (171), THOMPSON (274). 

COMMENT: 

As the debate develops in this section, it becomes evident 

that, far from getting to grips with one another, the two 

groups7protagonists are moving further and further apart. 

Neither is prepared to argue on the other's terms. 
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(iv) Is global nuclear disarmament only feasible in a world in 

which war itself is no longer a possibility? 
OR 

Is to argue that even multilateral nuclear disarnament is 

not desirable to give up all hope of a rational world 

order? 

Here the philosophical disparity between the two sides is 

at its widest. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this appeal above all to realism. 
They say that the whole idea of global nuclear disarmament 

is imaginary. It just will not happen, no matter what the 

leaders of the two superpowers may say in their more 
irresponsible rhetorical moods. But it is also 

undesirable. It would be profoundly dangerous to 

eliminate nuclear arsenals in a world of predatory and 
highly armed nation states. So long as the causes of war 

and the means to wage war remain, so must the great 
deterrent against war. If it is true that the world is 

moving towards a situation in which war between the great 

powers is becoming more and more unthinkable, then this is 

largely a result of the continuing effectiveness of 

nuclear deterrence. Those who advocate global nuclear 
disarmament may be well-meaning, but their refusal to 

acknowledge political and militaryjrealities mikes them 
dangerous. They must not be allowed to influence public 

policy-1 

1 CARVER (24), CHESHIRE (39), FINNIS (73), FREEMAN (90), 

HARRIES (106), HOWARD (121), McNAMARA (201-2), SCHLESINGER 

(255), WEINBERGER (290), YOUNGER (305). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

But those who argue like this will not allow that a 

policy, which, in conditions of continuing political 

confrontation, purports to base security indefinitely on 

nuclear war-fighting strategies, deserves to be described 

as 'realism'. It is seen as manifest folly and 
irrespbnsibility-a refusal to acknowledge the realities of 

the nuclear age. The only rational course for world 
leaders to take is the one now recognized by the leaders 

of the two superpowers. Above all cultural, economic and 

political divisions, there is an over-arching community of 

interest - survival. This must be the top priority and 
long-term goal in all political and strategic planning, 

and in all bilateral and multilateral negotiations. Both 

the Soviet General Secretary and the American President 

have agreed that the mutual aim must be the elimination of 

weapons of mass destruction within a context where 

political tensions are reduced and war is recognized as no 
longer a rational option. The success of Reykjavik was 

the proclamation that this is the goal. The failure of 

Reykjavik was the demonstration that there is still a 
difference of opinion as to how we should get there. We 

must brush aside the failure and build on the success. 

There is no rational alternative. 1 

1 DAVIES (55), KENNY (156), KENT (171), O'CONNELL (216), 

THOMPSON (274), LEBEDEV (189). 

COMMENT: 

Here each side claims a monopoly of realism and 

rationality. Both aspire to a world in which global 

tensions are resolved by negotiation and mutual 

accommodation. Yet one advocates indefinite reliance on 

nuclear weapons, and the other swift progress towards 

their abandonment. That we share a common goal must make 

us hopeful that we will be able to reach it. That we 
disagree so profoundly about how to get there may begin to 

dispel much of that hope. 
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(v) Is peace only preserved when we are seen to be prepared 
for war, as failure before 1939 and success since 1945 

show? 
OR 

Do the years before 1914 show what happens when military 

planning and the arms race control political choices? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

This argument ids persuasive to those who believe that 

appeasement of Hitler in the 1930s encouraged the growth 

of Nazi power, whereas resolute containment of Soviet 

Russia and Communist China in the the late 1940s and 1950s 

tempered their expansionism. The parallel with 1914 is 

rejected on the grounds that in many people's minds the 

aim of the build-up of arms then was to fight war, whereas 
today the aim is to deter from war. No useful comparisons 

of this kind can be made between the pre-nuclear and the 

nuclear age. ' 

1 CHESHIRE (39), HARRIES (106), SCHLESINGER (255-6), YOUNGER 

(305) 



106 

RIGHT-HAND. SIDE 

1 

1 

This argument convinces those who believe that current 

nuclear force dispositions have been shaped less by 

responsible strategic thinking than by the blind evolution 

of technology and the pressure of vested interest. The 

parallel with the 1930s is rejected on the grounds that 

Soviet Russia cannot be equated with Nazi Germany, and 

that deterrence strategies which may have been sound in 

the pre-nuclear age no longer make sense now. 1 4 

DAVIES (55-6), KENT (172), KcNAMARA (202), O'CONNELL (with 

qualification 217) 

COMMENT: 

Rather as in A1(i), although there is a general 

acknowledgement that historical parallels of this kind 

should be treated with caution, l proponents of alternative 

policies in many cases lean one way or the other. When 

they do, each tends to see the other as having chosen the 

paradigm which reinforces the case to which he was already 

committed anyway. On the one hand, we are told that, if 

we continue with current policy, we can prevent a 

repetition of the disasters of 1939, whereas, if we 

abandon it, we will be inviting them. On the other, we 

are told that, if we persist with current policy, we will 
be reenacting the mistakes of 1914, whereas, if we abandon 
it, we can avoid them. When each says that the 

pre-nuclear cannot be compared to the nuclear age, he is 

thinking mainly of the sense in which the other's paradigm 
does not apply. In short, we are told that we can learn 

important lessons from the past, but the lessons that we 

are told that we can learn are imcompatable with one 

another. 

FREEMAN (90), HOWARD (121), KENNY (156-7) warn against the 

misuse of historical example. 
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B NATO -pol icy 

WHICH IS THE MORE SERIOUS THREAT TO WESTERN PEACE AND 

SECURITY, SOVIET EXPANSIONISM OR SUPERPOWER DOMINATION AND 

NUCLEAR RIVALRY? 

(i) Does the Soviet Union, together with her Warsaw Pact 

allies, enjoy a strategically dangerous military 

superiority in Europe? 

OR 

Are NATO and WTO forces relatively evenly matched? 

Here we are dealing with non-nuclear forces. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

The argument in this case is forthright. The claim that 

Warsaw Pact and NATO non-nuclear forces are of equal 

strength is seen to be intellectually dishonest. The 

situation is, indeed, a complicated one, which is 

difficult to assess. There are areas in which NATO has 

certain advantages. It is also true that Soviet strength 
has at times been exaggerated in the past - not least 

because of the pathological secrecy with which Soviet 

military dispositions are guarded. But no amount of 

statistical manipulation or special pleading can disguise 

the fact that the Soviet Union enjoys a near-monopoly in 

chemical weapons, and a vast preponderance in conventional 
forces, particularly along certain sectors of the front. 

This is established clearly and unequivocally in the most 

recent of the annual analyses of comparative force 

strength published by the International Institute for 
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Strategic Studies (IISS).. The Soviet Union's numerical,. 
organizational, logistical and geographical advantages 
cannot reasonably be denied. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (9), CARVER (24-5), CHESHIRE (39), FINNIS (73), 

HARRIES (106), HOWARD (121-2), KENNY (157), OWEN (234-5), 

SCHLESINGER (256), WEINBERGER (290), YOUNGER (306). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

But the counter-case is equally forthright. When 

everything is taken into account, such as the overall 

economic and industrial capacity to wage war, the 

reliability of allies, and the significant 

number-advantage that an attacker needs in order to be, 

confident of the likelihood of success, the two sides are 

seen to be of equal strength at conventional level. The 

statistics quoted in official sources are described as 

blatant selective manipulation. In those areas where 

there is a numerical advantage in favour of the Warsaw 

Pact, quantity is more than offset by quality, thanks, 

among other things, to the technological superiority 

enjoyed in almost every department by the West. And in 

any case, remaining shortfalls could be relatively easily 

made good, if NATO's obsessive reliance on nuclear 

deterrence did not sap the will to do it. The truth of 

the matter is that it is in the interest of NATO 

apologists to continue to exaggerate Soviet conventional 

strength, and they do so consistently, unashamedly, and 

outrageously. As the most recent IISS assessment shows, 

the two sides are effectively evenly matched. 1 

1 DAVIES (56), JOHNSON (140), KENT (172), McNAMARA (203), 

O'CONNELL (217), THOMPSON (275). 

COMMENT: 

What are we to make of this astonishing discrepancy? It 

is the greatest single scandal in the nuclear weapons 
debate. There can be no doubt about the importance of 

establishing whether or not the Soviet Union enjoys a 
dangerous non-nuclear military superiority in Europe. 

That she does is the major empirical premise upon which 

all the arguing represented on the left-hand side is 
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based. That she does not is an essential element in the 

case of those who argue as on the right. Each has access 

to, and, indeed, quotes from, the same sources. Yet each 

accuses the other of misrepresentation and deception. 

Both pay lip-service to the idea that exact comparisons 

are difficult, but nevertheless present the general public 

with confident and diametrically opposed conclusions. In 

a matter of such central public concern is one side 
investigating the question with a proper objectivity and 

regard for-the truth, whereas the other is guilty of 
deliberate and inexcusable distortion? Or is it that both 

are determined to see only what they want to find, in 

order to buttress convictions which are too habitual and 

too closely related to wider political commitment to be 

easily relinquished? 

It is generally agreed that mutual acceptance of non- 

nuclear military security must be an important part of any 
lasting settlement between the power blocs. But what hope 

is there of progress towards an improvement in the 

situation, if those in the West who are advocating such 

moves cannot begin to agree among themselves about what 
the situation is in the first place? 

Confronted with demands from both sides that the facts 

should be faced, and a decision made accordingly, the 

voter can be forgiven for supposing that the single most 

useful contribution that could be made to the public 
debate would be for those on both sides who care more for 

truth than for party advantage to try to formulate a joint 

assessment of what the facts are. Those areas which can 
be empirically verified would then be mutually agreed, and 
those areas where there is legitimate scope for varied 
interpretation would simply be presented as such. But, in 

the absence of a joint enterprise of this kind, the voter 
is left with incompatible assertions of fact, between 
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which there seems to be no means of discriminating, and 

upon which he is assured by both sides that a great deal 

of the arguing depends. 

FREEDMAN (90) is agnostic. 

*** 

We should also note at this point that the debate as 

recorded in the section is conducted within Western 

terms. Soviet perspectives are not represented. This 

means that we have not raised the deep question-What are 

the relative merits and demerits of Socialist and 
Capitalist ways of organizing society, and how can such 

radically different systemscome to a lasting settlement 
irr. a. 

with one another? In political terms, thi= greatLunderlies 

everything else that is written here, but, for that 

reason, it reaches beyond the scope of this book. 
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(ii) Is the Soviet Union an expansionist power which will take 

advantage of unilateral Western concessions and is only 

restrained and forced to accept arms control agreements by 

Western determination and strength? 
OR 

Is the Soviet Union an encircled and threatened power 

trying to keep up with Western technology and likely to 

respond positively to unconditional offers of Western 

restraint within a general context of detente? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

The argument here is that the Soviet Union remains the 

greatest threat to our peace and security. It is 

difficult to understand how this can be denied, in view of 

Soviet military strength and the nature of Soviet 

institutional ideology. Yet critics of nuclear deterrence 

will go to extraordinary lengths in trying to ignore 

this. They are the first to complain if they sense that 

there is the slightest infringement of domestic liberty in 

the West, and it is they who are most vociferous in 

criticizing the United States for 'eroding the sovereignty 

of her European allies'. Yet, for reasons which have 

little to do with the reality of international affairs, 
they choose to close their eyes to the manifestly 
totalitarian nature of the Soviet regime, and to the 

continuing brutality with which even moderate dissent is 

silenced within the Soviet Union'and crushed in the Soviet 

satellite states. They seem not to recognize that the 

entire system is sustained only by the unscrupulous use of 

overwhelming force. 

In view of this, it is not a question of whether or not 
Soviet leaders are planning a direct assault on the West. 

Soviet plans are, in any case, at the moment constrained 
by four decades of effective Western deterrence. It is 



115 

simply that the only way to deal with a power like the 

Soviet Union is through a combination of pragmatic 
flexibility and strength. Experienced Sovietologists know 

that unilateral Western disarmament intiatives would be 

interpreted in the Kremlin as a weakening of Western 

determination, strengthening the aggressive elements 

within Soviet high command, and removing the incentive to 

search for bilateral agreements. Western disarray in the 

1970s encouraged Soviet expansionism; Western resolve in 

the 1980s has been rewarded by the present moodlof 

accommodation. Those who press for unconditional deep 

cuts in Western defences in the name of 'detente', 

'security' and 'peace' are in fact urging policies which 

would bring tension, danger-and a far greater likelihood 

of war. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (10), FINNIS (73-4), HARRIES (105-7), HOWARD 

(122), OWEN (235), SCHLESINGER (256), WEINBERGER (290), 

YOUNGER (306-7). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Here, both the assessment of the Soviet regime, and the 

analysis of how to respond to it, made opposite, are 

rejected. 

More alarm is felt at the global policies of the USA than 

at those of the USSR, and the idea that the Soviet Union 

is bent upon aggression in a way that the Western allies 

are not, is discounted. To suppose this is to ignore the 

whole history and character of the Soviet experience, 

surrounded from the start by wealthier hostile powers, and 

bearing the brunt of the German attack in 1941. The 

Soviet Union sees itself as a beleaguered, rather than an 

expansionist power, struggling to keep up with Western 

technology, and increasingly preoccupied with the pressing 

need for internal reform. This has become particularly 

evident in recent months, as the older generation; whose 

thinking was shaped by their experiences in and before the 

last war, are replaced by younger leaders. 

In these circumstances, Western belligerence will only 

provoke counter - antagonism, whereas restraint within a 

general atmosphere of detente will encourage mutual 

confidence and understanding. Soviet gestures in the 

direction of ending nuclear weapon testing, and 
drastically reducing nuclear stockpiles, are seen as 

genuine efforts towards accommodation, which should be 

reciprocated. The fear is that, if they are not; the 

reformist element within the Soviet leadership may be 

discredited, and an historic opportunity to end the cold 

war may be missed. 1 

1 DAVIES (56-7), JOHNSON (140), KENNY (157), KENT (172), 

O'CONNELL (217), THOMPSON (275-6). 
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COMMENT: 

The dispute here is difficult to resolve, not so much 

because it is too intractable, as because it is too 

indeterminate. Neither usually wants to press these 

arguments too far. For example, those who lean towards 

the left-hand view tend to agree that the Soviet Union is 

a conservative and cautious power; and those who lean 

towards the right-hand view above tend to agree that 

rapprochement must not mean a weakening of defence. But 

the breadth of the historical and political judgements 

involved, which allows for considerable overlap, can also 

conval deep differences of attitude. The gulf between the 

person who interprets past Soviet refusal to negotiate 

reductions in chemical and conventional weapons as 

evidence that only toughness works, and the person who 
interprets Soviet offers made at and after Reykjavik as 

evidence of Soviet good intentions, may be a gulf of 

perception which spreads out to include the whole of 

politics. 

CARVER (25), CHESHIRE (39-40), FREEDMAN (91), McNAMARA 

(203) do not subscribe to either. 
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(iii)Is Soviet chemical and conventional preponderance 

such that NATO must continue to be able to threaten early 

use of nuclear weapons? 
OR 

Ls NATO dependence on the early use of nuclear weapons 

unnecessary and strategically suicidal? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

As we have seen, the argument here is that, in view of 

Soviet non-nuclear preponderance, the West must continue 

to keep the nuclear option open as part of a credible 

flexible response strategy. The only alternatives are for 

the Soviet Union to reduce her non-nuclear forces, which 

she has shown no sign of doing; or for the West to build 

hers up to match them-a degree of militarization which 

would not be tolerated within the Western democracies. 

Unless and until this non-nuclear imbalance is corrected, 

deterrence must include a nuclear component. But two 

points are stressed. First, the nuclear option is 

precisely that-an option. The idea is, of course; to hold 

a Soviet attack with non-nuclear forces for as long as 

possible, and, ideally, not to have to invoke it at all. 

A 'declaration of no first use' would be meaningless in 

this context. For example, a Soviet declaration to that 

effect means nothing, when Soviet nuclear forces are 

trained to preempt a suspected first strike from the 

West. Secondly, the whole point of keeping the nuclear 

option open is in order to deter. A declaration of no 
first use, if believed, would simply undermine 
deterrence. But the fundamental point here is that NATO 

is a purely defensive alliance, and has unequivocally made 

the only declaration which has any significance-that it 

will on no account initiate hostilities of any kind. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (10), HARRIES (107), HOWARD (122), SCHLESINGER 

(257), WEINBERGER (290-1), YOUNGER (307). 

With reservations: CHESHIRE (40), FINNIS (74), FREEDMAN 

(91). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

This logic is rejected by those who argue as on the 

right-hand side. For them, current NATO doctrine is 

self-defeating and incoherent. Present strategy plans for 

the early use of nuclear weapons, if, as is claimed would 
be likely, Soviet forces begin to prevail at non-nuclear 
level. This is profoundly dangerous, because, as we have 

seen, it has led both sides to expose nuclear systems to 

all the hazard;, of local confrontation. It is also 
irrational. Far from serving to compensate for her 

supposed conventional inferiority, NATO's invoking of the 

nuclear option would in any case almost certainly, either 

compound her defeat, or lead to her own destruction. 

Since the enemy is similarly equipped, the use of 

battlefield nuclear weapons would result in the 

devastation of the areas in Western Europe being defended, 

while the more densely populated West would suffer more 

than the East if longer range systemsbeca me involved. In 

addition, if there is rough nuclear parity, and short of 

mutual annihilation, conventional strength is still likely 

in the end to remain decisive, so that NATO strategy fails 

in its prime objective. It is a mistake to assume that a 

European war would necessarily be a short one. Besides, 

plans for 'limited nuclear war' are only credible if both 

sides subscribe to them. But in this case the Soviet 

Union has all along made it clear that it does not 

recognize such a concept: any use of nuclear weapons would 

be likely to precipitate a general exchange. (We might 

also note that, whereas in(i), the stress in the argument 

on the left was on the overwhelming strength of Warsaw 

Pact conventional forces, here it is on how successful 

NATO might be in delaying the initiation of nuclear war). l 

1 CARVER (25), DAVIES (57-8), JOHNSON (141), KENNY (157), 

KENT (173), McNAMARA (203-5), O'CONNELL (218), THOMPSON 

(276). 
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COMMENT: 

Here we have the central confrontation in the whole of 

this area of the disagreement. It is on these grounds 

above all that we are being urged to support nuclear or 

non-nuclear defence policies. And yet, leaving aside the 

question of the relative strengths of non-nuclear forces 

which we have looked at in (i), the two sides can be said 

to agree about most of the substantial points that each is 

making. Those who support the argument on the left io not 

deny that the use of nuclear weapons might be mutually 

disatrous, and those who support the right-hand argument 

do not deny that NATO command does genuinely intend to 

prevent war. What divides them is the belief of those 

'for' that mutual fear makes deployment safe and 

deterrence effective, and the belief of those 'against' 

that deployment is dangerous when the deterrent threat 

lacks credibility. This is a mismatch of perspectives 

with which we are already familiar. 

CARRINGTON (10) points to the discontinuity; OWEN (235-6) 

is ambivalent. 
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(iv) Does-the growing size of the Soviet nuclear arsenal 

threaten the delicate theatre and strategic balance? 

Would Western failure to match Soviet systems be 

destabilizing? 

Does the West initiate 

arms race and continue 

areas? Is the nuclear 

offer a nuclear 'freeze 

risk? 

OR 

nearly all phases of the nuclear 

to enjoy a substantial lead in most 
'overkill' such that the West could 

Ls' or unconditional cuts without 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Once again, the claim is, not that numbers of Soviet 

warheads need to be balanced quantitatively, but that 

qualitative improvements in the Soviet arsenal need to be 

matched. The argument is that at strategic level the 

Soviet Union took gross advantage of American restraint in 

the 1970s and initiated a massive qualitative and 

quantitative build-up, particularly of more acurate 
land-based systems, which were seen by the other side to 

threaten a possible first strike. And at intermediate 

level, among other things, a whole class of mobile, 

multiple-warhead longer-range systems (the SS2os), capable 

of reaching any target in Western Europe from the Soviet 

Union, threatened to overturn the theatre balance. The 

Soviets also enjoy a substantial numerical advantage in 

shorter range nuclear forces. Not to have gone some way 

towards matching t1se challenges would have gravely 

weakened deterrence, and reduced all incentive for 

bilateral and multilateral negotiation. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (10), SCHLESINGER (257), WEINBERGER (291-2), 

YOUNGER (307-8). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The scenario outlined above is flatly rejected here. The 

claim is that the West has initiated most phases of the 

nuclear arms race, has a significant (and, to the Soviet 

Union, alarming) lead in nearly all areas, and has all 

along enjoyed superiority in effective firepower at 

strategic and theatre levels-even before recent 

'modernization' programmes were launched. At strategic 

level, Soviet ICBM deployment is more than matched by US 

predominance in SLBMs and bombers, and Soviet crude 

megatonnage is trumped by the larger numbers of US 

warheads and their far greater accuracy and 

sophistication. At theatre level, estimates for the 

arbitrarily defined Longer Range Intermediate Nuclear 

Forces (LRINF) include Soviet missiles deployed along the 

Chinese frontier, but disingenuously exclude submarine 

launched missiles and nuclear capable aircraft assigned to 

NATO, as well as shorter range missiles which can reach 

Eastern Europe, but not the Soviet Union. The Soviet 

Union, mortified by the discrepancy in power revealed 
during the Cuba missile crisis, has been trying to catch up 

with the West. It is highly destabilizing for the West to 

be pulling still further ahead now, using these fabricated 

figures as an excuse. ' 

1 CARVER (25-6), DAVIES (58), HARRIES (107), HOWARD (123), 

JOHNSON (141), KENNY (157), KENT (173), McNAMARA (205), 

O'CONNELL (218), OWEN (236), THOMPSON (276). 

COMMENT: 

This disagreement is a complement to that in B(i). Here 

again the reader is likely to bemused by appeals on both 

sides to statistical fact, together with accusation and 
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ode 
count accusation of transparent manipulation of it. It 

nay also seem surprising that, whereas one claims that 
deterrence is stable but delicate, the other maintains 
that it is unstable but robust. Legitimate difficulties 

over problems of definition, when there is such 
geographical, operational and force-structure asymmetry 
between the two blocs, is compounded for the reader once 
again by pärtisan polemics. 

FREEDMAN (92) is ambivalent. 
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(v) Are NATO 'forward defence' and 'deep strike' strategies 

essential for effective deterrence? 

OR 

Should NATO exploit her lead in 'emerging technology' to 

explore less provocative alternative strategies? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

'Forward defence', that is to say, roughly, the declared 

policy of holding the inner West German frontier, rather 

than being prepared to trade space for time, is more a 

prerequisite for West German cooperation than a strategy 

recommended by military analysis. There are a number of 

supplementary measures which could be taken were this not 
the case. The West Germans are not prepared to plan for a 

conventional war on German soil, and are reluctant to 

build elaborate defensive fortifications which might seem 
to make the division of Germany permanent. 

But 'deep strike' is essential, in view of Soviet plans 
for the massing of successive waves of assault against 

chosen axes of attack. It cannot be called 'provocative' 

for the West to counter by threatening to strike at the 

follow-on forces. The Soviet Union will only be deterred 

if it knows that its own territory and that of its allies 

will not be immune in the resulting conflict. The 

so-called 'emerging technologies' of multiple-launch 

rockets, precision-guided systems, and so on, do, indeed, 

offer the prospect of strengthening NATO's non-nuclear 
forces, and reducing dependence on the likely early use of 

nuclear weapons - which is why a NATO initiative to 

exploit them was launched in 1982. But, in order to 
'lower the nuclear threshold' in this way, we will again 

need to be able to use these weapons to strike at 

airfields and massing concentrations of armour deep in 
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enemy territory. In any case, Emerging Technology is 

expensive and will take a long time to develop and deploy, 

and we must not forget that the Soviet Union is also 

engaged in a similar excercise. Nuclear weapons are still 

relatively cheap, and do not significantly inhibit a 

parallel strengthening of conventional defence. In short, 
it is the Soviet concentration on the massing of the kinds 

of heavy equipment needed for invasion which is 

'aggressive', not NATO's plans for countering this threat 
in the only way it can. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (11), FREEDMAN (92-3), HARRIES (107), HOWARD 

(123), SCHLESINGER (258), WEINBERGER (292-3), YOUNGER 

(308). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

NATO's reliance on the illusion of nuclear deterrence 

means that there is no incentive to plan for adequate 

non-nuclear defence. It is a counsel of despair. And yet 

the great wealth, manpower and technological superiority 

of the nations of the Western Alliance makes it 

unnecessary and absurd that NATO shöuld still be clinging 
to this traditional mixture of belligerence and 
defeatism. There is simply no reason why the Eastern 

bloc's conventional threat, such as it is, should not be 

met by Western conventional forces. Particularly today, 

there are large numbers of possibilities to be exploited, 

which include a more effective use of reserve manpower, 

the construction of proper defensive fortifications, and 

the applications of those advanced technologies in which 

the West holds such a commanding lead. The opportunity is 

there to be seized, as new technology threatens to make 

capital intensive systems, such as tanks, heavy aircraft 

and large surface ships, decreasingly cost-effective and 

vulnerable to cheaper precision-guided missiles and 

rockets, some of them hand-held. It is disgraceful that 

NATO governments are doing so little in these directions, 

as a result of the inertia which habitual dependence upon 

nuclear deterrence has engendered. The heavily armed NATO 

dinosaur must be made to adapt, or it will carry all of us 

with it into extinction. ' 

1 CHESHIRE (40), DAVIES (58), KENNY (158), KENT (173), 

McNAMARA (205), O'CONNELL (218), OWEN (237) so far as 

concerns ET), THOMPSON (276). 
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COMMENT: 

Much of the arguing here is technical, and therefore 
difficult for those who are not experienced in current 
strategy to assess. One side is accused of being 

short-sighted and inflexible, and the other of being 
ignorant and naive. Clearly, the scope that there is 

thought to be for the replacement of nuclear with 
non-nuclear options will depend upon a prior assessment of 
how great the non-nuclear threat from the Soviet bloc is. 

So the reader may interpret this part of the debate in the 
light of conclusions, which have perhaps already been 
drawn from earlier sections. 

CARVER (26), FINNIS (74) are ambivalent 
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(vi) Is it the presence of American front-line troops and the 

tying-in of theatre nuclear forces to the American 

strategic deterrent that guarantees W. European security? 
Should American policies therefore be supported? 

OR 

Is it domination by the two superpowers that poses the 

greatest threat to European integrity? Would Europe be 

safer decoupled from the superpower nuclear 

confrontation? Should Europe be nude a nuclear 

weapon-free zone? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

To those who support current policy, this argument is 

axiomatic. Western European security is in the end 

underpinned by the presence of American troops along a 

clearly defined frontier, and by the linkage between those 

troops and the undeniable and prohibitive power of the 

American strategic nuclear deterrent. Western Europe 

clearly has the resources to form itself into a potent 

deterrent force, and successive US administrations have 

been keen for the European contribution to the Alliance to 

be strengthened. But political divisions and a reluctance 

to devote further resources to defence makes significant 

change in this direction unlikely in the middle term, so 

that for the foreseeable future, the Atlantic Alliance 

remains essential to European security. Seen in this 

light, the anti-American feeling among many European 

radical nuclear disarmers is difficult to sympathize 

with. Clearly there cannot be an exact identity of 
interest between a number of smaller regional states, and 

one of the two greatest global powers. But it is an 

absurd travesty to suggest that the United States is as 

much of a 'threat to European integrity' as is the Soviet 

Union. Compare the fact that a freely elected British 

government can demand the removal of the few American 
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bases in this country, with the situation in Eastern 

Europe. Radical nuclear disarmers often forget that it 

was Western European governments which implored the United 

States to base troops in Europe, and it is Western 

European governments which insist that American nuclear 

weapons should be based on European soil. 1 

CARRINGTON (II), CARVER (26), CHESHIRE (40-41), FREEMAN 

(93), HARRIES (108), HOWARD (124), McNAMARA (205 but not 

as nuclear guaran or), OWEN (237-8), SCHLESINGER (258-9), 

WEINBERGER (293), 'YOUNGER (308-9) 
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RIGHT-HAND. SIDE 

From this perspective, the argument presented opposite is 

an attempt to make the Yalta settlement permanent. Europe 
is to be for ever in thrall to the two superpowers and 

exposed to all the dangers of their global nuclear 
confrontation. The incredible concentration of weaponry, 

nuclear and non-nuclear, if it ever was necessary for 

European stability, is certainly not so now. On the 

contrary, it is a grave menace to it. 

What is the remedy? There are essential short-term 

measures to be taken, and a clear long-term goal. Neither 

is remotely 'anti-American', and both are evidently in the 

interests of US defence policy. In the short term, the 

aim must be to clear the nuclear weapons from the European 

mianland. Battlefield weapons should be removed from a 

corridor either side of the frontier, and longer range 
land-based systems should be swiftly phased out by mutual 

agreement, as already suggested by the superpowers. 
European governments should no longer ridiculously resist 

these moves. If both superpowers want to retain reserve 

second strike strategic nuclear forces, that will be 

something which cannot be determined within the European 

theatre. The longer term aim, of course, will be for 

Soviet troops to be withdrawtfrom Eastern Europe and US 

troops from Western Europe, a development which, once 

again, would be enthusiastically welcomed in the United 

States. What is certain is that no progress can be made 
in this direction if the brittle and inflexible 

intransigence expressed opposite is allowed to continue to 

dominate European councils. The proposals made here are 

no more than a pragmatic recognition of processes which 

are taking place anyway. 1 

1 DAVIES (59), JOHNSON (142), KENNY (158), KENT (173-4), 

O'CONNELL (219) 
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COMMENT: 

Perhaps this partial mutual contradiction and partial 

mutual misunderstanding can be left to speak for itself. 

There is probably more in common between the two positions 

than either thinks, and what is not in common is largely 

made up of divergences which we have already considered 

elsewhere. In fact, this is an area in which there seems 

to be an almost continuous spectrum of opinion, including, 

towards the extremes, the attitudes of Western Europeans 

who are more hostile to the United States, l and of 
Americans who are more indifferent to or resentful of 
Western Europe, than is suggested here. 

1 For example, THOMPSON (276-7) 
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(vii)Would Western unilateral nuclear 

invite Soviet blackmail? Are sui 

should take the lead in offering 

initiatives the thin end of this 

nuclear disarmers consciously or 

Soviet interests and threaten to 

defences? 

OR 

disarmament 

; gestions that the West 

unilateral disarmament 

wedge? Do radical 

unconsciously serve 

undermine Western 

Are unilateral initiatives as part of a general programme 

of nuclear disarmament the only way to reverse the arms 

race? Is talk of 'multilateral disarmament' insincere in 

the mouths of those who reject all suggestion of a 

Comprehensive Test Ban Tread, a Nuclear Freeze, a European 

Nuclear Weapon Free Zone, or a declaration of No First Use? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

It is evident that complete and immediate nuclear 
disarmament in the face of a determined nuclear-armed 

enemy would invite blackmail, which, if resisted, would 

precipitate nuclear war, and, if not, would force 

surrender. The choice in that case would indeed be to be 

'either red or dead'. For this reason, unlateralists 

usually choose to emphasize measures which initially stop 

short of that. It is fashionable for them to deny that 

they are 'unilateralist' on the grounds that they are only 

advocating 'unilateral' steps as part of some supposed 

general process of world-wide nuclear disarmament. But 

this is disingenuous. Either through ignorance, or 

through deliberate political calculation, they tend to 

pass over the threat from totalitarian communism, and to 

reserve their critism for Western governments, especially 

that of the United States. Radical nuclear disarmament 

pressure groups are almost all to be found in the West. 

They would not be tolerated for a moment within the 

Eastern blocs. And we have already seen the effect that 
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this policy would have. It would undermine Western 

cohesion and strength, and set back the whole process of 

negotiated disarmament. Unconditional western cuts would 

permanently entrench Soviet advantage, and remove all 
incentive to negotiate nuclear and non-nuclear force 

reductions. There are unilateral moves that the West can 

make to advantage-such as the significant reduction in the 

numbers of battlefield weapons that is in any case now 

under way. But it is foolish to suggest that what would j 
in effect be a process of progressive unilateral nuclear 
disarmament can ever be central to prudent Western policy. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (12), CHESHIRE (41), FREEDMAN (93), HARRIES 

(108), HOWARD (124-5), McNAMARA (206), OWEN (238), 

SCHLESINGER (259), WEINBERGER (293), YOUNGER (309). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Here, the view above is seen to be nothing more than an 

argument for the indefinite perpetuation of the nuclear 

arms race. It is a transparent device adopted by those 

who have a vested interest in it. Every avenue which 
might lead to a reduction in tension or to a slowing down 

in the rate of escalation is blocked in advance on one 

pretext or another. It is entirely forgotten that 

escalation itself is made up of 'unconditional' or 
'unilateral' moves, such as the American Strategic Defence 

Initiative, which will carry the arms race into space. 
Any suggestion that much more modest moves could be made 
in the opposite direction is met by the blanket charge 
that 'unilateral disarmament' will mean 'nuclear 

blackmail'. Four points can be made in refutation of this 
familiar and empty accusation. First, no one is 

suggesting unilateral Western nuclear disarmament. This 
is a deliberate exaggeration to divert attention away from 

what is being proposed. The only way ahead lies through 
both sides being prepared to offer and reciprocate a 

graduated series of unconditional initiatives in the 
direction of general nuclear disarmament, in order to 
break the vicious spiral of escalation embodied in the 

case presented above and build the mutual confidence 

needed for further progress. This was how important 

advances were made in the early 1960s after the Cuba 

Missile Crisis. The Soviet Union has recently made 

gestures of exactly this kind, such as the unilateral 

moratorium on nuclear weapons testing, and it is gross 
hypocrisy for those who argued against reciprocation at 
the same time to oppose Western initiatives on the grounds 
that the Soviet Union may not respond. Secondly, as we 
have seen, the size of current nuclear arsenals means 
that, even within terms of nuclear deterrent theory, large 

numbers of unconditional initiatives are possible without 
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the slightest question of destabilization. Thirdly, there 

is no reason why both superpowers should not keep minimum 

nuclear forces during the process of build-down. And, 

finally, the whole idea of the nuclear blackmail of a 

non-nuclear by a nuclear power in any case lacks 

plausibility. It did not happen in Vietnam; it is not 
happening in Afghanistan. The accident at Chernobyl shows 

that an aggressor would be likely to suffer from his own 

aggression if he carried out his threat. 

4 

The fundamental problems are political, not military, and 

so must the solutions be. But military, and particularly 

nuclear, confrontation, makes political accommodation 

almost impossible. The confidence-building gestures being 

proposed here are essential components in the process of 

reconciliation. Subsequent bilateral and multilateral 

agreements are also, of course, equally essential. But 

the latter can only be achieved within the context created 

by the former. Those who persistently oppose every 

conciliatory move on the grounds that it is a step towards 

'unilateral 
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disarmament', are wedded to the indefinite perpetuation of 

cold war antagonism between East and West, and are 

prepared to sacrifice future global security, if not 

survival, to it. l 

1 CARVER (27), DAVIES (59-60), FINNIS (75 with 

reservations), JOHNSON (142-3), KENNY (159), KENT (174), 

O'CONNELL (219), THOMPSON (277-8) 

COMMENT: 

This confrontation sums up the difficulties facing the 

reader in the debate. The disagreement has reached the 

point where opposite judgements are made about the same 

proposal because each interprets it against a background 

of elaborate and incompatible prior argumentation. For 

example, what is described on the left-hand side as 
'Western determination' and seen as an essential cause of 

current apparent progress towards arms control agreement, 
is described on the right-hand side as 'Western 

belligerence' and seen as the main threat to it. Each 

sees the other as undermining common and collective 

security. No one element can be singled out for separate 
consideration. What is at issue is a complex, made up of 

all the arguing that has gone on before. And the 

vocabularies that are used are themselves caught up in 

it. Each tries to resist the other's terminology. Those 

who want to refer to a 'nuclear arms race', or a 
'military-industrial complex', or a 'nuclear warfighting 

strategy', at the same time want to reject the concepts 
built into terms such as 'extended deterrence', 'nuclear 

umbrella', or 'arms control'-and vice versa. Are we 
talking about 'independent initiatives' or 'unilateral 

disarmament', about 'nuclear confrontation' or 'nuclear 

deterrence', about 'provocation' or 'defence'? So 
divergent have the two perspectives become by this stage, 
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that neither of the protagonists can see substance, let 

alone force, in the other's case at all. If the other 

nevertheless persists with it, then it can only be for 

political reasons. We are no longer faced with arguments 
to be refuted, but with rationalizations to be set aside. 
The debate is on the verge of breaking down, as 
disagreement about issues degenerates towards a 
juxtaposition of mutually uncomplimentary judgements about 

people. 
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C BRITISH POLICY 

In section I below we deal with Britain's independent 

nuclear forces. This means, above all, the four 'Polaris' 

submarines, which are committed to NATO, but also play an 

independent strategic role. In addition, there is a 

dual-capable theatre force of nine Tornado and two 

Buccaneer squadrons, which can deliver free-fall British 

nuclear bombs. Sea Harriers, and Sea-King and Lynx 

anti-submarine helicopters are also dual-capable. 

Although the distinction is not as clear cut as is 

suggested here, in Section 2, we move on to deal, first, 

with the British Army of the Rhine (BOAR) battlefield 

nuclear capability, including one Lance missile regiment 

and five regiments of guns able to fire American nuclear 

warheads under dual-key control (C2(i)). And, second, 

with the American nuclear weapon bases in this country-in 

particular, the Poseidon submarine base at Holy Loch, the 

F-III air bases at Upper Heyford and Lakenheath, and the 

ground-launched Cruise missile bases at Greenham Common 

and Molesworth (C2(ii)). 

Apart from her nuclear contribution, Britain is usually 

seen to support NATO in three other ways: by securing the 

British home base, by garrisoning West Germany, and by 

protecting the sea-lanes of the Eastern Atlantic and the 

English Channel. Further commitments outside NATO include 

the defence of the Falkland Islands, and the maintenance 

of other Out-of-Area capabilities in general. 
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I THE BRITISH DETERRENT 

(i) Is Britain's deterrent a weapon of last resort which 
guarantees her sovereignty and independence and protects 
her from nuclear blackmail? 

OR 

Would all possible uses of Britain's 'deterrent' be 

suicidal? Is its only effect to encourage proliferation? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this usually say that Britain's 
involvement in nuclear weapon development and deployment 

can only realistically be debated against the background 

of Western defence, as we have just outlined it. 

Although, in the last resort, Britain retains undisputed 

sovereign control over her own independent nuclear 
deterrent forces, which can, as a result, be said to 

protect her against the possiblity of nuclear blackmail, 

they are committed to the NATO alliance, and are disposed 

and targeted accordingly. The defence of Britain is 

inextricibly tied up with the defence of the West, and it 

is senseless to try to consider Britain's role in 
isolation. Nevertheless, in a world in which, so far as 

can be seen, nuclear weapons will remain a reality for 

some powers and a perpetual possibility for others, well 

on into the next century, there is no doubt that Britain's 

possession of her own nuclear forces serves as an ultimate 

guarantee of her sovereign independence and freedom. That 

is why the British deterrent has always been strongly 

supported by a majority of the British people. It would 
be a pointless and foolish gesture to hand it away 

gratuitously. 

1 CARRINGTON (12), FINNIS (75), FREEMAN (94), HARRIES (108), 

HOWARD (125), OWEN (239), SCHLESINGER (259), WEINBERGER 

(294), YOUNGER (309) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The first thing that is stressed here is that, if Britain 

did not already have her own so-called 'independent' 

nuclear forces, she certainly would not be acquiring them 

now. Her original motives were less to do with 

considerations of strategy than with the instinct of a 

great imperial power to have whatever the other great 

powers had. The decision was taken by a tiny handful of 

men ford reasons which today seem quaint. Since then, 
despite the transformation that there has been in global 

politics, in the nature of nuclear weaponry, and in our 

own position in the world, the process has been carried 
forward equally blindly and equally undemocratically by 

the kind of technological, institutional and psychological 
forces that we have described above. Official arguments 
in favour of the British deterrent are, therefore, little 

more than rationalization. They do not stand up to 

scrutiny. 

For example, it can never be rational for Britain to use 
her strategic nuclear deterrent against the Soviet Union, 

and the idea of tactical or strategic nuclear weapons 
being used against other powers is equally irresponsible. 

It is virtually impossible to imagine a scenario in which 
Britain on her own is faced with the threat of nuclear 
blackmail. Both the British and the French nuclear forces 

are nothing more than political symbols, expensive and 
dangerous expressions of ex-imperial delusions of 

grandeur. Militarily they are irrelevant to security. 
Moreover, being dependent in Britain's case upon US 

technology, they can hardly be called 'independent', and, 
if anything, serve further to erode our economic and 

political sovereignty, not 'guarantee' it. All that 

Britain's nuclear forces do internationally is to 

complicate supwerpower arms control negotiations, help to 



150 

hold-up measures such as a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 

and contribute to the general proliferation of nuclear 

arsenals. 1 

1 CARVER (27), CHESHIRE (42), DAVIES (61), JOHNSON (143), 

KENNY (159), KENT (174-5), O'CONNELL (220), THOMPSON (278) 

COMMENT: 

Lurking behind this area of the dispute is, one again, 
the problematic relationship between 'deterrence' and 
'use'. But, in general, both sides agree that much of the 

arguing here is based upon supposition. A number of those 

who support the right-hand argument concede that a nuclear 
force of this kind might offer protection against nuclear 
blackmail in certain circumstances, and most of those who 

support the view on the left agree that such an 

eventuality appears to be a very remote one. This part of 
the discussion is more to do with instinct that inference, 

and is, perhaps, less vulnerable to reasoned refutation as 

a result. 
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(ii) Are British nuclear forces valuable to European allies 
because they provide a specifically European second centre 

of decision nuking? 
OR 

Is the 'second centre of decision making' an illusion when 

there is no independent strategic role to be played? Are 

European allies unenthusiastic about a parochial British 

force likely to inhibit her commitment to European defence? 

We now look at the British deterrent from a European point 

of view. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Here we reach what is for many the maiin justification for 

the retention of an independent British nuclear force. 

Does Britain's traditional investment in independent 

nuclear forces, supported by every British government 

since the war, contribute towards the greater security of 

the Alliance, or detract from it? There can really only 

be one answer to this question, and that is the answer 

unanimously given by our European and American allies. 

Not one of our European partners wants us to give up our 
independent deterrent-not Italy, nor West Germany, nor 

even France. It is seen to be a small, but significant, 
increment to NATO's nuclear capabilities, and, above all, 

to be a European-controlled force. This guards against 

the possibility of a Soviet perception of American 

inhibitition, and greatly strengthens the European pillar 

of the Transatlantic Alliance. It also keeps open the 

option of future cooperation with France, if it is thought 

that the evolution of Western European defence should move 
in the direction of further integration. Certainly, 

British unilateral renunciation would mean that Western 
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Europe would become even more dependent upon the American 

nuclear deterrent, and would lose the possibility of 
greater independence and freedom of action. ' 

CARRINGTON (12), FREEMAN (94-5 with qualifications), 
HARRIES (109), HOWARD (125), KENNY (159-60 so far as 

concerns a European deterrent), OWEN (239-40), SCHLESINGER 

(260), WEINBERGER (294), YOUNGER (309-310) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

From this perspective, the 'second centre of decision 

making' argument is seen as just one more official 

rationalization. The claim that without British nuclear 

forces the Soviet Union might think that the United States 

might be inhibited from defending Europe for fear of 

retaliation is regarded as an attempt to say that the 

Americans might be unreliable allies without offending 

them. Why should Britain be thought to be any more 

willing to sacrifice herself for her allies than is the 

United States? It seems unconvincing that the main 
justification for the existence of the small British 

deterrent should be the lack of credibility of the large 

American one. This just demonstrates once again the 

bankruptcy of nuclear deterrence theory. 

The same applies to the concept of a 'European 

deterrent'-which suffers from the further drawback that it 

is in any case entirely unfeasible. European governments 
have not even been able to coordinate conventional 

weaponbuilding programmes, and there is no indication that 

things would be different with nuclear forces. Even if 

Anglo-French cooperation could be achieved, in what sense 

would this be a 'European' force? And how would the 

Soviet Union be likely to react if West Germany were 
implicated in the creation of a strengthened second 

Western deterrent? All of this is both unrealistic and 

dangerous. Britain's contribution to the Alliance is much 

better served by a significant strengthening of the 

conventional land, sea, and air forces upon which true 

security depends. 1 

1 CARVER (28), DAVIES (61), JOHNSON (143), KENT (175), 

O'CONNELL (220), THOMPSON (279) 
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COMMENT: 

The broad question behind these considerations is this - 
in which direction should Western European defence 

evolve? It seems to be generally agreed that we cannot 

expect the relationship with the United States to remain 

unchanged indefinitely. Sooner or later adjustments must 
be made. But what should the role of British nuclear 
forces be in this process? Those who argue as opposite 
tend to think that we must continue to rely on the 

American nuclear guarantee until the threat from Soviet 

nuclear and non-nuclear forces is removed (we will call 

this, position A); or to envisage the possibility that the 

future unity and independence of Western Europe may 

require the creation of a European nuclear deterrent (we 

will call this, position B). For the former, British 

nuclear forces are a useful addition, for the latter, part 

of a possible future substitute, for the US deterrent. 

Those who argue as above, however, reject the concept of a 

nuclear-armed Europe altogether. They see nuclear 

weapons, whether American, British, or French, as 

endangering, not enhancing, European security (we will 

call this, position C). From position A, the other two 

seem dangerously unrealistic and destabilizing; from 

position B, the other two seem in different ways to be 

betrayals of European integrity; from position C, the 

other two seem to do no more than compound the lunacy of 

past policy. 

As presented here, these alternatives may have been 

overdrawn, but they are, nevertheless, representative. 
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(iii)Does the US favour shared responsibility and do 

British nuclear forces guarantee full US commitment to 

Europe and Soviet recognition of it? 

OR 

Are US forces committed anyway and independent British 

initiatives more likely to trigger Soviet retaliation than 

US involvement? 

We now look at the British deterrent from a US point of 

view. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

There are those who have suggested that Britain's 

independent use of her nuclear forces might involve the 

United States in an impending European war, which she 

would otherwise be reluctant to enter. This argument is 

rarely heard today, and will from now on be ignored. 

The main suggestion here is that the United States is 

firmly in favour of Britain's independent deterrent, as 

can be seen by her continued willingness to contribute 
towards it. She welcomes the shared responsibility, and 

rightly fears that, no matter what may be claimed at the 

time, British nuclear renunciation will, in the end, be 

found to be part of a significant weakening in Britains 

overall defence effort. Little of what is said by those 

most vociferous in support of renunciation can be seen to 

allay this fear. Transatlantic ties are more likely to be 

loosened by European weakness that by European strength. 
And European strength must include a nuclear component-1 

1 CARRINGTON (12-13), FREEDMAN (95 with qualification), 

HARRIES (109), OWEN (240), SCHLESINGER (260), WEINBERGER 

(294), YOUNGER (310) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The idea that Britain's nuclear forces somehow help to tie 

the United States in to European defence is rejected. The 

Unites States is in Europe, because it is in her own 

interest to be there. Any independent British initiative 

would more probably trigger separate Soviet (or even 
American) retaliation than American involvement. Emphasis 

on the need for multiple decision-centres of this kind 

indicates a lack of cohesion within the Alliance, and, if 

anything, is likely to invite, rather than deter, Russian 

adventurism. 

Most American commentators are seen as being relatively 
indifferent to a British deterrent, at most tolerating it 

out of loyalty to an old ally. If anything, it is 

regarded as an irritating anomoly in arms control 

negotiations with the Soviet Union. 1 

1 CARVER (28), DAVIES (61), HOWARD (126), KENNY (160), KENT 

(175), O'CONNELL (220) 

COMMENT: 

As presented here, there is general agreement about the 
importance of US commitment to the defence of Europe, but 

not about the role of the British nuclear deterrent in 

securing it. This is only regarded as critical by those 

who see nuclear deterrence as essential to European 

defence, and a European contribution as essential in 

persuading a number of Americans to continue to support 
full involvement. 

In saying all this, what we have not done justice to is 

the view of those who do not want Transatlantic ties to be 

maintained at all, but would welcome the withdrawal of the 

US presence from Europe. 1 This is not part of the policy 

of any of the three main political groupings in this 

country. 

1 For example, JOHNSON (143), THOMPSON (279) 
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(iv) Is the cost of the British deterrent small in view of the 

vital defence role it plays? Are alternatives likely to 
be more expensive? 

OR 

Can Britain's nuclear forces only be afforded at the 

expense of conventional strength and of other more 
important economic priorities? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

For some, the role of the British deterrent is vital to 

national security, so that the price must be paid whatever 
it is. The question of relative cost does not arise if 

the priority is absolute. France, for example, is 

prepared to pay much more that Britain for her nuclear 
independence, because she regards it as indispensable. 

For others the argument is that the percentage of the 
defence budget absorbed by the nuclear weapons programme 
(2-3 per cent of the defence budget in 1982-3) is not 
large enough to force difficult choices by precluding 

other major options, and that alternative measures would 
be decisively less effective and relatively more 

expensive. The claim that money saved would be spent on 

conventional arms is seen to be irrelevant. If these 

putative improvements are considered vital (which is hard 

to conceive, because they are marginal increments in 

already existing capacity), then the money could just as 

well come from areas less crucial than the British nuclear 
deterrent; if not, then we will be better off without 

them. Either way, the argument about cost is usually 
invoked disingenuously by those, who, given their head, 

would drastically reduce defence spending as a whole 

anyway. We are being asked to make an entirely false 

economy, which can only have the result of accelerating 

British industrial decline as the nuclear programme is 

wound down, and reducing long-term security. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (13), FREEDMAN (95), HARRIES (109), HOWARD 

(126), WEINBERGER (295), YOUNGER (310) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Here the crux of the argument is that, against a 
background of mounting balance of payments contstraints, 
Britain will only be able to afford the next generation of 

weapons at the expense of her broader and more important 

conventional commitments. It is pointed out. that the 

overall cost of the nuclear weapons programme is much 
higher than officially estimated, when all the overheads 

are taken into account; that the Trident programme will 

raise this very substantially; and that, in any case, the 

defence budget is being severely cut back in real terms 

over the next few years. Britain already cannot afford 

all her present defence commitments. What is urgently 

needed is a proper review of defence priorities, which 

have not been adequately worked out. We have now reached 

the moment when we have to choose between major areas of 

commitment, and, in these circumstances, there can really 

only be one conclusion: the money being squandered on 

nuclear weapons, which make no significant contribution to 

our defence, should be reallocated within the traditional 

Armed Services, where it will generate far more benefit 

for the economy, and contribute far more substantially to 

our security. l 

1 CARVER (28), DAVIES (62), KENNY (160), KENT (175), OWEN 

(240-1 so far as concerns Trident), SCHLESINGER (260), 

THOMPSON (279) 
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COMMENT: 

Once again, we have neglected the arguing of those who do 

not want defence spending to be maintained at its present 
level, but would prefer money saved by nuclear 

renunciation to be spent instead on industrial investment 

and social welfare. ' 

So far as concerns the alternatives being offered here, 

the choipe clearly depends upon how important the defence 

role of an independent deterrent is seen to be. If it is 

seen to have no importance, then any price would be too 
high; if an absolute importance, then no price would be 

too great. But, between these extremes, the reader is 

again faced with an area of the debate in which statistics 

and counter-statistics regularly confront one another. It 

does seem that we are moving into a period in which 

constraints on the defence budget will force difficult 

choices. But, whereas one side attributes this very 
largely to the mounting cost of the British nuclear 
deterrent, the other denies that this is central at all. 
So it is difficult to assess this question without at the 

same time assessing overall defence priorities. 

1 For example, JOHNSON (144), O'CONNELL (221) 
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(v) Would unilateral British nuclear disarmament 

have no effect on other countries and only serve to weaken 
British influence and allow France unchallenged ascendancy 
in Europe? 

OR 

Does the British deterrent encourage proliferation and do 

nothing to enhance British prestige? Would British 

disarmament within the context outlined in B help to break 

the nuclear log-jam? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

The idea that British unilateral nuclear disarmament might 

act as an example to the world and serve to 'break the 

nuclear log-jam' is seen to be misconceived. British 

forces are relatively too small to make a significant 

difference to the overall strategic balance between the 

superpowers (although Soviet leaders will make encouraging 

noises about phasing out equivalent systems in order to 

strengthen the disarmament lobby), while, so far as the 

rest of the world is concerned, British 'example' counts 

for much less than insular-minded unilateralists would 

like to think. As it is, Britain's possession of an 

independent deterrent reinforces her close relationship 

with the United States, and allows her considerable 

influence, as shown in the Camp David accords of December 

1984. That France should be left as the only nuclear 

power in Europe is a prospect which may offend British 

pride, but, more importantly, it is also regarded with 

dismay by our European allies-including France herself. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (13), HOWARD (126), OWEN (241), WEINBERGER 

(295), YOUNGER (311) 



165 

RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Within the general context of what has been argued 

earlier, a firm commitment to nuclear disarmament by Great 

Britain could at last help to throw the momentum of the 

arms race into reverse-particularly if the Soviet response 

confirmed the principle that build-down can be achieved by 

graduated reciprocation of unconditional initiatives. 

Pressure would then perhaps build for the United States to 

respond as well, and the nuclear weapons debate might be 

opened up in France. Above all, as the first post-nuclear 
power, British renunciation must, if anything, be a brake 

on proliferation, and would be likely to increase, rather 
than decrease, her international prestige and influence. 

As it is, her nuclear status as an American client does 

not enhance her standing in the world, nor even 
significantly affect her ability to modify the policies of 
her patron. If France wants to waste her money on what 
is nothing more than a polithal symbol, then let her. 1 

1 DAVIES (62), JOHNSON (144), KENNY (160), KENT (176), 

O'CONNELL (221), THOMPSON (279) 

COMMENT: 

This is not at the moment considered to be a crucial area 
of the debate by any of the three main political groupings 
in this country. But there are others who find it 

central. Behind it could perhaps be said to lie different 

concepts of what Britain's future role in the world should 
be. There are those who would like to maintain the 

present position, including the 'special relationship' 
with the United States (A); there are those who would 
rather move more in the direction that France has taken 

within a stronger Europe (B); and there are those who find 

the vigorous internationalism of some of the Scandinavian 

countries a more inspiring model (C). As an ex-Imperial 

power and member of the Commonwealth, with a permanent 
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seat in the Security Council, and close Transatlantic 

ties, Britain does not share the experience of a number of 
her European partners. She may be said to have found it 
harder to adjust to her dramatically changed status in the 
world. And all of this is connected to her economic 
difficulties, and to the deep divisions in her domestic 

political life. Visions of a future international role 
for Britain are not separate from ideas about how British 

society itself should evolve. 

CARVER (28), FREEDMAN (95) are ambivalent 
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(vi) Is investment in Trident the best way to continue to 

ensure effective British strategic defence into the 21st 

century? 

OR 

Would commitment to Trident exacerbate all the drawbacks 

listed above? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Position A 

If Britain wants to maintain an effective independent 

nuclear deterrent, then there can be no doubt that Trident 

will be the best system for the quarter century that 
begins in the 1990s, just as Polaris has been in the 

quarter century before that. There just are no cheaper 

alternatives that can pose as credible a deterrent 

threat. For example, submarine-launched Cruise missiles 

would be less effective, because, among other things, the 

submarines would have to move much nearer to the target in 

order to fire them, and would therefore be easier to 

detect; and more expensive, because we would need many 

more of them. Trident will provide protection at least 

until the year 2020. If we want a deterrent, then we 

should have the best available. And it will still be a 

minimum deterrent. It is not the intention to arm the 

submarines to full warhead capacity. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (13), FREEDMAN (96 with qualification), HARRIES 

(109), SCHLESINGER (261), WEINBERGER (295), YOUNGER (311) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Position B 

Trident can and should be cancelled. It can be cancelled, 
because the costs of doing so are not yet prohibitive, and 

could in any case be mitigated in various ways. It should 
be cancelled for three main reasons. Fjrst, Trident would 

represent a huge leap in targeting potential over Polaris, 

encouraging further escalation and proliferation quite out 

of keeping with the concept of a minimum deterrent. 

Second, there are cheaper alternatives, which do not 

commit us to vast expenditure for years ahead at a time 

when the defence budget will in any case be coming under 

severe constraint. Other essential programmes will 

undoubtedly suffer if we persist with Trident. We can 

prolong the life of Polaris in order to give us time to 

make a proper review of options, and to see whether 
superpower negotiations are likely to lead to a 
build-down, as part of which, at a later stage, Britain 

can safely relinquish her nuclear capability altogether. 
Third, Trident means a permanent locking in to American 

technology, since the essential missile components will be 

built there. We should explore the possiblity of 
cooperation with our European partners. 1 

Position C 

Trident should be cancelled as part of an immediate switch 

of emphasis within British defence policy, away from the 

whole illusion of nuclear deterrence, and towards a proper 
strengthening of conventional forces. 2 

1 OWEN (242), possibly KENNY (160) 

2 DAVIES (62), JOHNSON (144), KENT (176), O'CONNELL (221) 

THOMPSON (279) 
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COMMENT: 

'A' argues for the importance of indefinite nuclear 
deterrence with independence of use and operation; 'B' 

argues for temporary nuclear deterrence conditional upon 
international negotiation, with, if possible, independence 

of supply and support as well as use; 'C' argues that 

nuclear deterrence is a dangerous delusion. From the 

standpoint of A and B, C seems unrealistic and 
irresponsible; from that of B and C, A seems inflexible 

and misguided; from that of A and C, B seems to get the 

worst of both worlds. The choice confronting the reader 
is not an easy one to make. 

CARVER (28) sees Trident as best if there is to be an 

independent deterrent. HOWARD (126) rejects arguments in 

favour of Trident. 
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2 NATO FORCES AND US BASES 

(i) Must Britain continue to share responsibility for manning 

the NATO nuclear systems upon which her security depends? 

Would refusal to do so fatally weaken the alliance? 
OR 

Should British obligations to NATO be met by strengthening 

conventional forces where necessary within an overall 

non-nuclear strategy as recommended in B? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

What would the effect be if a future British government 

unilaterally refused to man the systems currently deployed 

with BOAR and RAF (Germany)? Clearly, it would be 

profoundly damaging, and incompatible with continuing full 

membership of the NATO Alliance. It is disingenuous to 

pretend that we can carry through the logic of such 

policies, and at the same time reaffirm our commitment to 

NATO. The whole of NATO strategy has been, is, and for 

the foreseeable future will continue to be, based upon the 

complementary deterrent use of conventional and nuclear 

capabilities. The reasons why this must be so have already 

been given. It is not within the power of a British 

government to alter this through unilateral action. So, 

it is either British policy to accept NATO strategy, or to 

reject it. There is no half-way position. If NATO 

strategy is accepted, then the refusal to man'nuclear 

delivery systems in Europe becomes a gratuitous political 

gesture. The burden of deterrence is shifted to allies, 

and Britain is prepared to reap the benefits of their 

effort without sharing the responsiblity. If, on the 

other hand, NATO nuclear deterrent strategy is rejected, 

then it is evident that Britain can no longer claim to be 

a full member of an Alliance which is firmly committed to 

it. Either way, such unilateral renunciation would 
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gravely damage the cohesion and strength of the Alliance, 

weakening particular sectors of the front, and making 
integrated command, where troops from one country serve 
under officers from another, almost impossible. It is not 
certain that the Alliance would survive. 

The argument that there are smaller powers within the 
Alliance which do not man or host nuclear forces is 
irrelevant. They are not comparable to Britain'. France, 
Italy, and West Germany, vihich are comparable, all 
contribute in their different ways to the nuclear defence 

of Europe. 1 

I CARRINGTON (14), CARVER (29), CHESHIRE (43), FREEDMAN 
(96), HARRIES (110), HOWARD (127), OWEN (242), SCHLESINGER 
(261-2), WEINBERGER (295-6), YOUNGER (311) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The major premise here, of course, is that NATO's current 

nuclear deterrent policy is disastrous, and that the 

Allies could and should move decisively towards a proper 

non-nuclear defence. This, and only this, is in the 

long-term interest of all those whom the Alliance is there 

to'protect. A further important premise, as we have seen, 

is that this transition can be effected safely. The 

rationale behind this has already been elaborated. So the 

question becomes: how should a member of an Alliance act, 

when it sees the Alliance itself as essential to communal 

security, but current policy as a grave and unnecessary 

danger to it? Clearly, the only rational option in these 

circumstances is for the member to do whatever lies within 

his sole competence safely to do, while continuing to 

contribute to it, and trying to persuade the other members 

to'act accordingly. The claim that by doing this we shift 

the burden to others, and divide the Alliance, is empty. 

The 'burden' in this case is a militarily unusable and 

highly destabilizing capability, which endangers those it 

is meant to defend. If others choose to persist with it, 

that will be up to them. We will go on trying to dissuade 

them. And it is the nuclear deterrent policy which 

divides and weakens the Alliance already, not a 

renunciation of it. Already seven of the sixteen NATO 

countries refuse to have nuclear weapons on their soil, 

including Canada which took this step in 1978. The 

initiative towards sound non-nuclear defence is one which 

will be accompanied by full consultation, and, above all, 

by a major injection of resources into those components of 

Alliance strategy which do constitute a proper defence. A 

nation which continues to devote ninety-five per cent of 

its defence budget, and five per cent of its national 

income, to NATO cannot be accused of being half-hearted. 
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In short, this is the only rational and'responsible 

policy, and, far from being a dilution of effort and 

commitment, it is an emphatic reaffirmation of it. 1 

1 DAVIES (63), KENT (176), O'CONNELL (222) 

COMMENT: 

We have reached the heart of the matter. It is here that 

we can see most clearly that the controversy about the 

future direction of British defence policy presupposes 

what has gone before. It is only within the terms already 

set out in previous sections that the full significance of 

these alternatives can be appreciated. If nuclear weapons 

are essential to deterrence, and there are no stable 

non-nuclear alternatives, then to relinquish the nuclear 

option is to weaken the Alliance and put the liberty and 

security of future generations at risk (A). If nuclear 

weapons endanger rather than protect, and there are safer 

non-nuclear alternatives, then to persist with the nuclear 

pretence is to undermine proper defences and to take an 
inexcusable gamble with the lives of our children and 

grandchildren (C). And, between these two positions, 
there is a third (B), which is that, although it is true 

that current NATO nuclear strategies are dangerously 

flawed, so long as the Alliance as a whole is committed to 

them, and the Soviet Union has comparable nuclear 

capabilities, a member state, such as Britain, must 

continue to support them. Her proper response should, 
therefore, be to work energetically towards an overall 

shift of Alliance strategy towards non-nuclear defence, 

but in the meantime to play a full part in implementing 

current policy. She must on no account sow dissension 

within the Alliance. 
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We must also mention a fourth view, not subscribed to by 

any of the three Hain political groupings in this country, 

which is that Britain should withdraw from NATO at once, 

and join the non-aligned states. 1 

It is, perhaps, underlining the obvious, to say that, 

whether policies A, B or C are seen to strengthen or 

weaken the Western Alliance, depends upon the context 

within which the policies are understood to be defined, 

whatthe nature of the Alliance is conceived to be, and 

where future security needs are thought to lie. 

In short , we cannot confidently assess these 

recommendations for British policy unless we have come to 

a conclusion about the broader regional and global 
judgements from which they are drawn. A major aim of the 

second part of this book is to make this possible. 

1 FINNIS (77), JOHNSON (144-5), KENNY (161), THOMPSON (280). 
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(ii) Would the forced withdrawal of US nuclear bases from 

Britain make US defence of the West impossible? Is 

American interference in British affairs negligible? 

OR 

Do the large numbers of nuclear facilities yielded to the 

US erode British sovereignty? Would their removal do no 

more than restore a normal peacetime relationship? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

The forced removal of American nuclear weapons from 

Britain strikes many, who argue as on the left-hand side, 

as the most disastrous single action that could be taken, 

short of leaving the NATO Alliance altogether. The 

presence of American frontline troops in Europe, and the 

clear connection which the Soviet Union sees between those 

troops and the threat posed by the American strategic 

nuclear deterrent, are thought to be fundamental to 

continued Western European security. To jeopardize this 

is regarded as the height of irresponsibility. To remove 

American nuclear weapons from this country (and, by 

implication, to support their removal from other European 

countries as well), would be to deprive the American 

troops who are here to defend us of the protection that 

they clearly need in the face of Soviet nuclear 

capabilities. It would be a profound shock to the Western 

Alliance, and would send a signal to Moscow that NATO was 

beginning to break up. 

That this should be done by the country upon whom the 

American had thought that they could rely most, would make 

the shock all the greater. As the reverberations died 

away, those elements on the other side of the Atlantic, 

particularly in Congress, which favour isolationism, would 

be greatly strengthened. It is not at all certain that 

the Transatlantic Alliance would survive. 
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It is absurd to say that the American presence 'erodes our 

sovereignty'. It was the Europeans who asked for weapons 

such as Cruise. to be based here. They cannot be used 

without the agreement of the British Prime Minsiter-as the 
Libyan raid showed. They expose America as much to 
British manipulation as vice versa. And the very fact 

that we can contemplate their forced removal demonstrates, 

where sovereignty lies. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (14), CARVER (29), CHESHIRE (43), FREEDMAN 
(96), HARRIES (110), HOWARD (127), OWEN (242-3), 

SCHLESINGER (262), WEINBERGER (296), YOUNGER (311-2). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

To those'who argue like this, however, it seems clear that 

at the moment Britain is seen as little more than a large 

American aircraft carrier, and is targeted by the USSR 

accordingly. Mobile systems, such as Cruise, mean blanket 

targeting. Britain will inevitably fall an early victim 
in any global superpower confrontation, even if that 

confrontation has its origin in another part of the 

world. There can be no houbt that British independence in 

defence and foreign policy is severely restricted by 

current nuclear strategies - as the French understood a 

number of years ago. Even Britain's 'independent', 

deterrent is dependent upon the United States for missile 
technology, warhead materials, testing, navigational 
facilities and targeting information. And the idea that 

in a crisis a British veto on American use of her bases in 

this country will count for much is an illusion. The 
lameness with which American policy has been, endorsed at 

every turn in recent years, even when most out of line 

with majority opinion in this country and in Europe, shows 
the debilitating effects of such tutelage. 

In any case, the range and accuracy of modern weapons 

systems means that Britain is no longer needed as a 
forward base, even within the context of nuclear 

deterrent strategy. (This applies to the airfields, and 

to the submarine base at Holy Loch. Cruise missiles have 

never been a necessary component of Western defence). So 

the function of these weapons has become political, not 

military. There are many in the United States who 

recognize all of this, and the United States will 

certainly not give up her vital European interests just 

because she is asked to remove nuclear weapons from 
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1 

1 

Britain. In fact, even with their removal, there will 

still be large numbers of American facilities left. So 

the proposed policy is not nearly as radical as that 

unilaterally imposed by France in 1967. This is not in 

any way an anti-American policy. It is an attempt to move 

towards a sound defensive strategy, which will be of 

long-term benefit not only to Britain, but to her Allies 

as well. 1 

DAVIES (63), FINNIS (77), KENNY (161), KENT (177), 

O'CONNELL (222). 

COMMENT: 

In this case, we are concerned, not only with the 

strategic implications of alternative policies, but also 

with their effect on politically significant opinion in 

the United States. It is striking that those whose 

arguments are in line with the arguing on the left tend to 

maximize, and those who argue as on the right, to 

minimize, the strategic and political implications of a 

forced withdrawal of American nuclear weapons from 

Britain. That is because, unlike some other 

commentators, l both agree about the importance of 

maintaining strong Transatlantic ties. The necessarily 

theoretical nature of the deterrent role attributed to 

nuclear weapons allows scope for disagrement about the 

former; and the diversity of American public life allows 

scope for disagreement about the latter. Perhaps not 

surprisingly, the assumption in each case is that, since 

the strategic arguments behind the particular policy are 

evidently rational, it must be the case that rational 

commentators in the United States will agree with them. 

JOHNSON (145), THOMPSON (280) want all American forces out 

of Britain. 
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(iii)Will. Britain continue to be targeted by Soviet 

warheads whether or not she unilaterally disarms? 

OR 

Is Britain seen as an American aircraft carrier and 

targeted by the USSR accordingly? Will Britain fall an 

early victim in any superpower confrontation unless bases 

are removed? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

The idea that Britain can turn herself into a nuclear-free 
haven as a result of unilateral nuclear disarmament is 

dismissed summarily by those who argue like this. Apart 

from fallout and other effects of nuclear war on the 

continent of Europe, Britain's geographical position and 

resources mean that she will inevitably become involved, 

whether or not she remains within the NATO Alliance. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (14), CHESHIRE (44), FREEDMAN (97), HARRIES 

(110), HOWARD (127), OWEN (243), SCHLESINGER (262), 

WEINBERGER (296), YOUNGER (312). 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

This argument has widespread popularity, although it is 

not emphasized by any of the main political groupings in 

this country. It is an instinctive feeling that we must 
at least escape the worst consequences of nuclear war, if 

we have nothing to do with nuclear weapons - particularly 
if we distance ourselves from the two armed camps which 
deploy them. 1 

1 CARVER (29), FINNIS (77), JOHNSON (145), KENNY (161), KENT 

(177) 

COMMENT: 

The political parties probably shun the argument on this 

page, because none of them wants to be associated with the 
'Little England' attitude, which it seems to imply. It is 

the same with locally declared 'nuclear weapon-free 
zones', which are also considered naive and unrealistic. 
And yet the sense of outrage that millions of people 

should be targeted as a result of policies to which they 

do not subscribe is deep and widespread. Perhaps it can 
be given vent in no other way. 

DAVIES (63), O'CONNELL (222), THOMPSON (280) are ambivalent 
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(iv) Can non-nuclear defences only safely be afforded by 

countries prepared to shelter beneath the American nuclear 

umbrella? 
OR 

In a nuclear-free Europe, decoupled from the superpower 

nuclear confrontation, would Britain no more expect to 

depend upon the US 'umbrella' than any other Western 

ally-or than Eastern Europe upon the USSR? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

If Britain unilaterally pulls out of NATO's deterrent 

strategy, by the logic inherent in such a move she must 

inevitably drift towards neutrality. This may seem an 

attractive option to some, and much play among 

unilateralists is made of the non-nuclear defences of 

countries like Sweden or Switzerland. But, in view of the 

realities of European power politics, this is an 

indulgence which is once again only safe so long as others 

are bearing the brunt of an effective defence. It means 

nothing to say that we will not shelter under the American 

nuclear umbrella. It is American front-line troops and 

the American second strike strategic nuclear force which 

continue to protect Western Europe. If Western Europe as 

a whole adopted such a policy, the entire region would 

automatically slide into the orbit of Soviet power and 
influence without a shot being fired. Either way, the 

effect of these policies must be to disrupt and weaken the 

West, causing dismay and incomprehension among our 

European allies, and understandable resentment in the 

United states, which, as we have said, is already bearing 

so much of the burden of the defence of Western Europe. 

Britain would not be able to turn herself into a 

sanctuary, immune from nuclear war. She would simply 

become an anomalous fellow-traveller, as in so many other 

areas of public life in recent years, preferring to 

indulge an insular illusion rather than to play her part 

in the real world. 1 

1 CARRINGTON (14), CARVER (30), CHESHIRE (44), FREEDMAN 

(97), HARRIES (110), HOWARD (138), OWEN (243-4), 

SCHLESINGER (263), WEINBERGER (296-7), YOUNGER (312) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The fundamental fact to be understood at the outset here 

is that there is no such thing as an American nuclear 

'umbrella' over Europe. The explanation has already been 

given. Ever since the Soviet Union gained a comparable 

strategic capability, it has been evident that there is no 

way in which an American president will immolate the 

United States by launching a nuclear attack on the Soviet 

Union in defence of Europe. 'Extended deterrence' is an 

entirely empty concept-as all informed commentators on 

both sides of the Iron Curtain know. All that mutually 

held strategic nuclear forces of this kind can do is to 

cancel one another out. If the United States and the 

Soviet Union choose to keep such forces, that is something 

which is not in our power in Europe to decide. But it is 

irrelevant to pretend that anyone outside the United 

States or the Soviet Union will be sheltering under 

anything. And that also disposes of the outmoded idea 

that we would be laying ourselves open to 'nuclear 

blackmail'. Enough has already been said about this in 

B(vii). 

The truth of the matter, as all our earlier argument has 

shown, is that continuing reliance on the myth of nuclear 
deterrence undermines our defences, sows disension within 

the Alliance, and carries us ever closer to the 

catastrophe of nuclear war. To call this a 'nuclear 

umbrella' is a grotesque contradiction in terms-1 

1 DAVIES (64), FINNIS (77), JOHNSON (145), 

KENNY (161), KENT (177), O'CONNELL (223), THOMPSON (280) 
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COMMENT: 

Behind the alternative policies being offered to the 

British electorate lie coherent, elaborate and powerful 
interpretations of past history, present circumstance, and 
future direction. With this final question, we see how an 

assessment of British policy must depend upon a judgement 

about the nature of global deterrence with which we 
begin. And, nothing shows us more clearly the paradoxical 

nature of the nuclear age than that what is described by 

one as the fundamental underpinning of the whole of global 

security, is described by the other as what threatens 

global security most. The potency of nuclear weapons is 

not in question, but almost everything else is-the lessons 

that we can learn from the past, the situation that we 
find ourselves in at the present, and the prospects that 

alternative policies open up for us in the future. 
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The Disagreement about Morality 

In this analysis we do no more than touch on the deep 

problems associated with the morality of nuclear weapon 

deployment. Because our aim is to clarify, not 

complicate, we will assume distinctions, which fuller 

discussion would begin to call in question 

(i) Is it morally right to pursue the policy least likely to 

cause human suffering? May this sometimes involve doing 

things which in other circumstances would be wrong? 
OR 

Are there actions which are in themselves wrong no matter 

what the situation? Is the alternative to excuse almost 

any act of barbarism? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

For those who argue like this, the implied statement on 

the right-hand side is an attempt to apply the simple 

moral absolutes, which may be appropriate in private life, 

to the complexity of public affairs, where they are 

usually irrelevant. We can all think of examples, such as 
deliberate genocide, which are wrong in all conceivable 

circumstances. But these are not typical. Usually we 
find ourselves confronted with a choice between 

alternatives, none of which we would ideally have wanted. 
It is a question of weighing up which is the lesser or 
least of two or more evils. In short, we are faced with 

moral dilemma. But those who take the opposite view do 

not seem to recognize this. They think that they somehow 
have access to a privileged position, from which they can 

make categorical judgements, and impose them on others. 
The consequences of doing this are often disastrous. 

No-one is more dangerous in public life than the naive, 

self-proclaimed idealist. 1 

1 FREEDMAN (97), SCHLESINGER (263) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

For those who argue like this, the implied statement on 

the left-hand side opens the door to the kind of 
dehumanized computation, which has been regularly used to 
justify unspeakable barbarism. Consequentialism-the 

calculation of the value of likely consequence-is a useful 

tool, but it does not on its own yield moral conclusions. 
It does not tell us w we should prefer one course of 

action to another. All that we learn is what the 

quantifiable probabilities and relative costs will be. To 

argue as opposite is to collapse the moral into the 

prudential sphere. It is not to be speaking about morals 

at all. l 

1 FINNIS (78), HARRIES (111), KENNY (162), KENT (178), 

O'CONNELL (223 by implication), THOMPSON (281) 

COMMENT: 

These alternatives are overdrawn. Most people are tempted 

to keep a foot in both camps. Nevertheless, when pressed, 

we may tend one way or the other, and this may turn out to 

mark a fundamental divide, not only between the ways in 

which different people look at different moral questions, 
but between different conceptions of what counts as 
'moral' in the first place. We will return to this 

briefly at the end. 

CARVER (30), CHESHIRE (44), HOWARD (128) are ambivalent 
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(ii) In formulating policy should we weigh up the probability 

of success and the relative costs in terms of human 

suffering of alternative nuclear and non-nuclear 

strategies? 

OR 

Is the only relevant point here that a nuclear exchange of 

almost any kind would in itself cause unimaginable 

suffering to largly civilian populations? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

This is an application of the general principles 

established in (i). It says that, when we are responsible 
for formulating public policy, we can work out what should 
be done (what is morally right) by weighing up, first, the 

probabilities of success, and, second, the relative 
benefits and costs, of alternative policies (what is 

sometimes called their 'expected value'). The kind of 

categorical statement implied on the right, even if true, 
is so far morally neutral. For example, the dropping of 
the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki was morally 
justified if it shortened the war and saved millions of 
lives in a way that no less costly action could have 

done-even though it harmed large numbers of innocent 

people. 1 

In fact, those who argue in this way usually deny that 

what is implied on the right-hand side is true. They say 

that there are uses of nuclear weapons which do not 'cause 

unimaginable suffering to largely civilian populations'. 

The reference after + is to Hiroshima and Nagasaki in M(iv) 

1 CHESHIRE (44-5) + (45), FREEDMAN (97) + (98), HARRIES 

(111), HOWARD (129) + (130), SCHLESINGER (263) 

p 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

To those who argue like this, the reasoning on the 

left-hand side is incomprehensible. In the case of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, anyone with an awakened moral 

sense must see at once that these actions were in 

themselves wrong, no matter what the supposed alternatives 

may have been. The crucial point is that what is morally 

wrong is to do this. What we think that other people may 

or may not do as a result of our refLsal to act immorally 

is not a reason for acting immorally. It will not turn an 
immoral act into a moral one. 

So far as concerns the morality of the possible future use 

of nuclear weapons, the only relevant fact is that all 

such use will cause worse damage to civilian populations 

than did the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs. l 

1 DAVIES (64), FINNIS (78-9) + (80), HARRIES + (112), 

JOHNSON (146-8), KENNY (162), KENT (330) + (330), 

O'CONNELL (223-4 with reservations), THOMPSON (281) 

COMMENT: 

Here we have a remarkable disjunction. It is hard to see 
how the two sides relate to one another at all. In fact, 

this discontinuity is usually concealed, because neither 
is prepared to argue on the other's ground in the first 

place-in other words, each denies the others factual 

premises. In the case of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, those 

who argue as on the right-hand side usually deny that the 
dropping of the atomic bombs was the only alternative to 

an invasion of Japan; in the case of the possible 
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future use of nuclear weapons, those who support the view 

on the left-hand side usually deny that this necessarily 
implies unacceptable civilian casualties. But what is 

startling is what happens on the rare occasions when each 
does accept the other's premises-even if only for the sake 

of argument. In these circumstance, each discovers that 

the other seems to understand something different by 

'dropping the bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki' and 'the 

future use of nuclear weapons'. For example, in the 
former case, in what sense are both pointing to the same 

thing, when one says 'that was an evil which had to be 

done in order to. prevent a greater evil', and the other 

says 'that is what can be seen to have been absolutely 

wrong in itself'? If we say that all the facts are 

agreed, then what divides them? We are on the edge of a 

realization that we cannot explore further here. It is 

what lies at the heart of this disagreement. 

CARVER (30) + (31) is ambivalent 
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(iii)So far as concerns intention, need we look 

further than the fact that our sole aim in deploying 

nuclear weapons is to prevent their use? 
OR 

Is there no such thing as a fully deployed weapons system 

which is a bluff, so that to deploy nuclear weapons is 

undoubtedly to intend to use them in certain circumstances? 

As we move away from a consideration of our use of nuclear 

weapons in war to a consideration of our intentions in 

deploying them as a deterrent, we add another level of 

complication to the debate. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Many of those who argue like this do not see that a 

conditional 'intention' to use nuclear weapons is implied 

in deterrence at all, or, insofar as it is, that this has 

central moral significance. Since the purpose of 
deterrence is to deter from war, our intention in 

deploying nuclear weapons is to defend liberty and 

preserve peace. This is eminently moral. 

Those who insist that we must 'intend' what would happen 

if deterrence failed, should equally accept, that they must 
'intend' what would happen if immediate nuclear 
disarmament failed. If we would be morally responsible 
for a nuclear exchange, they would be morally responsible 
for loss of liberty and a Third World War. Their habitual 

refusal to accept this shows that they care more for, as 

they think, keeping their own hands clean, than for the 

fate of the millions who would be affected by their 

policies. This is a profoundly immoral attitude. 1 

1 CHESHIRE (45). The question of conditional intention is 

ignored by CARRINGTON (15), WEINBERGER (297), YOUNGER (312) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

The case presented opposite seems outragous from this 

position. It is an abdication of moral responsibility to 

refuse to recognize that the deployment of nuclear wepaons 
involves a conditional willingness that they should be 

used. Apart from anything else, weapons crews are 

committed to carrying out orders to use them, and voters 
have approved a declared policy which says that those 

orders would be given. So long as thqre is the slightest 

chance that deterrence might fail, these murderous 
intentions are already complete. The likelihood of future 

outcomes does not affect the profound immorality of these 

present intentions. There is simply no parallel between 

this, and the risks admitted to be inherent in a policy of 
immediate nuclear disarmament. The former involves the 

conditional intention of an agent to act immorally; the 
latter involves a risk that others nay act immorally. To 

allow the first because of the second is to say 'because 

the worl is evil, I will do evil, too'. It is precisely 

that that is evil. 1 

DAVIES (64), FINNIS (79), JOHNSON (146-8), KENNY (162), 

KENT (178), THOMPSON (281) 

In addition, CARVER (30-1), HARRIES (111-2), HOWARD (129), 

O'CONNELL (224) also recognise that deployment implies 

conditional intention to use, but their responses are 

tempered in the light of their answers under M(ii). 
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COMMENT: 

For many people, the alternatives presented here are too 

sharply drawn. For example, they may be persuaded by 

those who argue as on the left that at the moment nuclear 
deterrence carries fewer risks than nuclear disarmament, 

and by those who oppose them that it is nevertheless 

morally wrong to deploy nuclear wepaons with a conditional 

willingness that they should be used. This is, as it 

were, to internalize the debate, and considerable anguish 

can be felt as a result. A number of church leaders in 

the West have responded like this. The attempt of some of 

them to drive a wedge between the threat implied in 

deterrence, and the intention to carry out that threat 

should deterrence fail, and of others to make a 
distinction between deployment and implied threat, have 

been controversial. 

Returning to the two alternatives here, it may be worth 

pointing out that this is where the 'watershed' between an 

emphasis on 'deterrence' and an emphasis on 'use', which 

we first noted in the Disagreement about Rationality, 

again becomes critical. For those who argue as on the 

left-hand page, the more stable nuclear deterrence is 

thought to be, the less we need concern ourselves about 

the morality of what we intend to do should it fail. For 

those who argue as on the right-hand page, given the fact 

that there is even a possibility that it might fail, it 

is what we intend to do in those circumstances which rules 

out nuclear deterrence as immoral from the start. 

Probability affects morality for the former, but not for 

the latter. 

But the main point in all this concerns the moral 

significance of intention. From the perspective of those 

who argue as on the right, it is the intentions of agents 

which make actions and policies moral or immoral. From 

the perspective of those who support the views expressed 
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on the left, the intentions of agents are not what is 

important. What matters are beneficial or harmful 

consequences, and actions and policies are moral or 
immoral insofar as they maximize or minimize one or the 

other. This has often been seen to mark a fundamental 

polarity in human moral thinking. Insofar as it does, it 

is a divide across which it is difficult for either to 

understand the other. 

FREEDMAN (97-8) and SCHLESINGER (263-4) are ambivalent 
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(iv) Are there possible uses of nuclear weapons which are 

allowed by Just War theory? Can there be a theory of Just 

Deterrence? 

OR 

Is a conditional intention to cause indiscriminate 

suffering of this kind ruled out Just War theory? 

Here we sum up what has been worked out in (i) to (iii) 

and apply it to the morality of nuclear deterrence. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

We have seen in (ii) that there are possible uses of 

nuclear weapons, which are no more ruled out by the 

principles of Just War, than are the uses of any other 

weapons. We have seen in (iii) that an effective nuclear 
deterrent can be based on the threat of such use. And in 

any case, as we have also seen in (iii), the main moral 
justification of a nuclear deterrent policy is that it is 

more likely to prevent this and similar suffering than is 

the alternative of nuclear disarmament. l 

1 CARRINGTON (15), CHESHIRE (46), FREEDMAN (98), HARRIES 

(112), HOWARD (130), McNAMARA (207), OWEN (244), 

SCHLESINGER (263-4), WEINBERGER (297), YOUNGER (312) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

We have seen in (ii) that any likely use of nuclear 

weapons would in itself cause unacceptably indiscriminate 

and disproportionate suffering to civilian populations, 

and would in addition carry an intolerable risk of 

escalation to all-out nuclear war. We have seen in (iii) 

that nuclear deterrence necessarily involves a conditional 

willingness that nuclear weapons should be used in these 

ways. For this reason, there can be no theory of 'Just 

Deterrence'. To argue otherwise is to abrogate morality 

altogether. 1 

1 DAVIES (64), FINNIS (80), JOHNSON (146-8), KENNY (162), 

KENT (178-9), THOMPSON (281) 

COMMENT: 

Whether or not readers are happy with the 'Just War' 

terminology, in which so much of this has been debated, 

the substantial question of whether it is moral to go on 
deploying nuclear weapons remains. We have seen enough 

now to realise that, if each accepts the otherlfactual 

premises, we reach a strange situation, which borders on 

mutual incomprehension. And it is how that relates to the 

actual deployment or non-deployment of nuclear weapons, 

which is the central question raised in this part of the 

book. 

CARVER (31), O'CONNELL (224-5) are ambivalent 



R ETIENCES 

LEFT-HAND SIDE WE ALREADY HAVE JUST NUCLEAR DEVERR91CE 

CHESHIRE I07-132 

ELIOT ' FROST , TOWLE 74-80 

FISHER 116-126 

HARMES 134-145 (ý) 

HOCKADAY 80-85 

QUINLAN 137-154 (1) 

RIGHT-HAND SIDE THERE CAN BE NO JUST NUCLEAR DETERR TCE 

CONS EU FNTI ALI STS 

CHRISTIANS ON NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT 7-8 

CHURCH AND THE BOMB 143-154 

FINNIS at al 323-364 

NO N-CO PI3 FRU ENTIALI STS 

LACKEY 125-141 

McMAHON 319-339 (with reservation) (ý) 

NEITHER JUST NUCLEAR DErERREICE IS POSSIBLE 

HARVARD NUCLEAR STUDY GROUP 243-249 

NYE 110-115 

O' BHt II 191-220 

PASKINS 94-116 in short teiin , by implication (t 

SHUE 

206 



207 

(v) Is there no relevant connection between the development 

and deployment of nuclear weapons, and worldly poverty and 
disease? 

OR 

Is it a scandal that such huge resources are devoted to 

the development and deployment of nuclear weapons, and not 

to the alleviation of suffering? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

From this perspective, because nuclear weapons 

successfully deter from world war, their deployment by the 

great powers clearly benefits mankind as a whole. There 
is simply no connection between this and world poverty and 
disease. Global nuclear disarmament would just add 

another threat to those that already hang over us. 1 

1 CARVER (31), CHESHIRE (46), FREEDMAN (98-9), HOWARD (130), 

SCHLESINGER (264) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

For many of those who argue like this, because nuclear 

weapons endanger the lives of us all, their deployment by 

the great powers is an unpardonable scandal. What is 

wrong with nuclear weapon deployment is not the detail, as 

debated in the Disagreement about Rationality, but the 

whole picture. Nuclear weapons represent the logical 

terminus for everything that is most brutish and inhuman 

in the world. Instead of beginning by identifying 

ourselves with our fellow human beings and asking what our 

global priorities should be, nuclear weapon deployers 

start by projecting the image of a hated enemy, and then 

turn image into reality by militarizing and brutalizing 

the society that they claim to 'protect'. There can be no 

more callous disregard for mankind than is shown by those 

who unilaterally manufacture and target weapons which 

threaten the existence of millions in other parts of the 

world. Nuclear weapons represent the logic inherent in 

the domination of the North over the South, the rich over 

the poor, the white over the black, the male over the 

female. It is, perhaps, fitting that those who take the 

sword should perish with the sword, but why should all 

other living creatures be dragged into oblivion with them? 1 

1 KENNY (162), KENT (179), O'CONNELL (225), THOMPSON (281) 

COMMENT: 

The depth of emotion behind these positions-especially 

that outlined above-makes discussion almost impossible. 

For those who support the left-hand view, their opponents 

are illogical, hysterical, and silly. Conversely, those 

opponents find them crass, self-satisfied, and inhuman. 

When worlok-views as divergent as this are in conflict, it 

is hard to see that there is even enough in common for us 

to be able to describe it as 'disagreement'. 

DAVIES (65), FINNIS (80-1), HARRIES (112-3) are ambivalent 
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(vi) Does Christian teaching allow the deployment of nuclear 

weapons? 
OR 

Does Christian teaching condemn the deployment of nuclear 

weapons? 

The fact that we have made no mention of Christian 

teaching before this paragraph means that, for some 

readers, nothing that we have recorded so far ha been 

adequate to the /issue we are considering, and that, if we 

want to reach to the heart of the matter, we will have to 

re-run the whole debate in Christian terms. Others would 
be happier for the question of Christian teaching to be 
left out altogether. Does this set of questions contain 

all the others, or should it be treated as an optional 
extra? Clearly, the framework of questions used here is 

not neutral in this respect. The question of Christian 

teaching has been included as distinct from, but on an 
equal footing to, others. It is presented as if it were 
possible, first to settle the main moral issues, and then 

either to answer it or to ignore it. The framework of 
analysis has once again broken down. And once again we 
will just note the fact and move on. 

*** 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Here we will record two contrasted criticisms of the 
argument that Christian teaching condemns nuclear weapon 
deployment as immoral. 
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First, the reader is reminded of the argument set out in 

full at the end of the Argument about Morality in the Case. 

in Favour of Continued Nuclear Weapon Deployment (page 

30). The two main points were, first, that the official 

churches have not condemned such deployment. And, second, 

that in a fallen world, Christian leaders have a duty to 

restrain the wicked and protect the innocent. This is 

borne out in the whole tradition of Just War teaching in 

the past, and Just Deterrent principles today. Central to 

the latter are the facts that the purpose of nuclear 

weapon deployment is to prevent oppression and to deter 

from war; that the deterrent threat does not involve a 

conditional intention to transgress against the principles 

of proportion and discrimination; that the likelihood of 

success is high; and that the likelihood that alternative, 

non-nuclear, option would succeed is low. In these 

circumstances, the Christian magistrate is morally right 

to act in this way. Not to do so would be an abdication 

of responsibility. Nuclear pacify m is no different to 

pacifism in general in this respect. 
I 

Second, Christian teaching is, in essence, purely 

spiritual. Christ did not concern Himself with public 

policy at all. It is not necessarily more Christian to 

oppose a policy of nuclear weapon deployment than it is to 

defend it. Neither of these is the proper business of the 

Christian in the first place. The Christian should 

concern himself only with the things of the spirit, as did 

Christ Himself. 'Render to Ceasar the things that are 
Ceasar's'. Politics should be left to the politicians. 

1 CHESHIRE (46), HARRIES (113), HOWARD (131), SCHLESINGER 
(264), O'CONNELL (225 in fact, not ought) 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

In answer to the first argument: 
Our Christian love of our neighbour is the love of a 

person for another person, in full awareness of what it is 

to be a person. To love our neighbour is for him to 

become as real to us in the eternal significance of his 

being as we are to ourselves, and for us to embrace his 

ultimate interests as our own. It is to love the Christ 

in him. The dehumanized quantitative language in which 

nuclear weapon use and deployment is described and 

defended is the opposite of this. It is to lose sight 

entirely of the reality of persons and to deal only with 

abstractions. For example, reference to 'exchanges', 

'targeting', and so on, is a disgusting glossing over of 

the fact that what we are talking about is our readiness 

to murder people. No Christian can possibly have anything 

to do with this. Christian love is love of real persons, 

not expendable ciphers. Moreover, although our Christian 

love of our neighbour is usually expressed through action, 
it is in itself a disposition of our hearts and minds. An 

action of ours, which happens fortuitously to benefit our 

neighbour, is not as such a Christian action. A christian 

action is one which is intended to benefit him-even if, in 

the event, it does not. Similarly, an action of ours, 

which happens to harm him, is not un-Christian, so long 

as, in doing it, we did not intend to harm him or know 

that he would be harmed. So it is strictly irrelevant how 

'probable' it is that our nuclear weapons will, as it 

turns out, be used-as also our claim that, by deploying 

them, we hope to decrease that probability. What will or 

will not happen in the future will be the result of 
factors which we can neither foresee nor, in the end, 
control. What is of absolute significance for us as 
Christians is our present wickedness in having already 

acquiesced in the possiblity of that use in our hearts. 
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It is here that our transgression of the Second 

Commandment lies. The moment we admit that there is -Ln. 

slightest possiblity, however small, that our nuclear 

weapons will be used, our wickedness is complete. As 

Christians we take full repsonsiblity upon ourselves for 

our thoughts and for the actions that we know may spring 
from them. We do not attribute our moral or immoral 

intentions to 'society at large', or blame 'the wickedness 

of the age' for the evil that we do. Our nuclear 

;. 4rsenals did not just 'happen' to come about, as certain 

processes in nature may be said to have done. They have 

been manufactured, deployed, targeted and manned by us as 
individual persons, capable of discrimination and 

choice-and they are direct expressions of our will. If we 
had nothing to do with the kind of thinking that produces 
them, they would not exist. They are manifestations of a 
deeply wicked disposition on our part, of our hatred for 

one another and readiness to use them against one another 

should certain circumstances arise. The Christian love of 
his neighbour is universal, total and absolute. It does 

not admit of exception or degree. By His teaching and 

example, Christ revealed the transforming power of this 
love to us. In loving one another, we are loving Him. 

Nothing could be more grotesquely incompatible with this 

than the actions and intentions involved in nuclear weapon 
deployment. To try to argue otherwise is either 
deliberately to misrepresent Christian teaching, or to 
have no conception of what it is. 

In answer to the second: 
What is objectionable in nuclear weapon deployment-our 

present condoning of the destruction of innocent lives by 

our weapons in possible future circumstances-is not a 

political misjudgement, but a mortal sin. For example, it 

is blatant casuistry for Christians, who are directly 
involved in the nuclear weapons business, at the same time 
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to pretend that their spiritual lives are 'above' 

politics. Whether they are politicians, civil servants, 

manufacturers, military commanders, members of weapons 

crews, it is they who are personally responsible for whole 

grossly immoral and sinful enterprise. Nor can other 

Christians, who say that they are not directly involved, 

claim that as a result they are freed from having to 

condemn nuclear weapon deployment as un-Christian when the 

subject is raised. By admitting that it would be wrong 
for us to become involved in the nucleariýqeapons process, 

we have ipso facto said that it wrong for others as well. 

Christian moral judgements are universal and binding. 

Christians must be prepared to witness against evil 

whatever form it takes and whenever it appears. 1 

1 DAVIES (65), FINNIS (81), KENNY (162-3), KENT (179) 

COMMENT: 

The controversy about the application of Christian 

teaching to nuclear weapon deployment is deep and 
disquieting to many Christians. The whole debate, as we 
have surveyed it so far, is argued out in Christian 

terms. This can raise questions, not only about how 

Christian teaching applies, but also about what Christian 

teaching is. For instance, a number of Christians say 
that, as Christians, we would be morally justified in 

launching a retaliatory strategic nuclear second strike 

against targets in or near enemy centres of pcfalation if 

the enemy had attacked our cities first. To other 
Christians this kind of thinking is so monstrously 
incompatible with New Testament teaching that it calls in 

question how those who advocate such actions can be 

Christians at all. Although this is an extreme example, 
the tension between the two opposing arguments, which 
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causes anguish to those who are pulled both ways, also 

creates great difficulties for Church leaders, who are 

trying to avoid scandal by acommodating these potent and 

apparently incompatible positions within official 

pronouncements. They tend to try to rise above the debate 

by saying that they respect what is being said on both 

sides, and to contain, if not resolve, it by emphasizing 
distinctions, such as those between deployment and threat, 

threat and conditional willingness that the weapons should 

be used, conditional willingness and conditional intention 

to use them, conditional intention and use itself. But, 

as is frequently the case in such circumstances, they are 

only able to do so by seeming to deny a number of the 

terms within which each is often argued. For example, on 

the one hand, they may prohibit almost all possible uses 

of nuclear weapons, and tolerate their continued 
deployment only as a temporary measure, while a process of 

global nuclear disarmament is being accomplished. On the 

other, existing practices may, in the meantime, be 

condoned in general, and the claim that full deployment of 

nuclear weapons necessarily implies a conditional 

willingness to use them may be denied. This leaves them 

open to criticism from both sides. Severe critics on one 

side say that it is well known that there is no prospect 

whatsoever of immediate global nuclear disarmament, so 

that it is naive or disingenuous to pretend that there 

is. The Church must face up to the fact that it is 

morally right for Christian communities to continue to 

rely on effective nuclear deterrence, as generally 

understood by political and military leaders, for the 

foreseeable future. Critics on the other side condemn 

what they say is, in effect, an indefinite endorsement of 

the status quo. They are scornful of what they see as the 

pretence that it does not involve serious preparations for 

use and a readiness on the part of all those involved to 
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give and obey orders to that effect. Critics on both 

sides tend to see official proouncements of this kind as 
deliberate exercises in diplomatic ambiguity, rather than 

as considered formulations of traditional teaching. 

Nowhere else are the moral implications of nuclear weapon 
deployment debated with more thoroughness and intensity 

than within the Christian community. Such is the rack on 

which Church leaders are stretched. It is a measure of the 

honesty and seriousness with which the debate is conducted 

that it causes so many of them so much anguish. 

CARVER (31), THOMPSON (282) are ambivalent 
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A 
. 
NOTE ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DISAGREEMENT 

RATIONALITY AND THE DISAGREEMENT ABOUT MORALITY 

Does the argument about rationality tell us, morally, how 

we should act? 
OR 

Does the argument about rationality show us the expected 

values of alternative policies without telling us which is 

morally right? 

LEFT-HAND SIDE 

Two apparently different approaches will be considered 

together here. As we have seen, the first explicitly 

refutes the Moral Argument, on the right, on the grounds 

that preoccupation with ones own personal guilt is not 

appropriate to the search for the policy most likely to 

benefit the public at large. The second would prefer not 

to argue in moral terms at all. 'I'm not very good at 

morals. I would rather leave that to the theologians'. 

What both approaches share is the conclusion that, whether 

or not we want to call this 'moral', the Argument about 

Rationality tells us which policy we should adopt. That 

is the crucial step which is rejected by the objectors. 
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RIGHT-HAND SIDE 

Those who argue like this deny that they are immorally 

preoccupied with their own guilt at the expense of public 

welfare. They do not recognize a distinction between 

private and public morality of this kind. Morality is to 

do with our personal repsonsiblity for our own actions and 
intentions. And it is vital that public life is not 
dehumanized by our losing sight of this. There have been 

too many examples of criminal acts carried out in the name 

of the 'public interest' by people who appeal to 
'rational' calculations of overall 'benefit'. We must not 

allow ourselves to become cogs in that kind of machine. 
Morality is qualitative. It cannot be deducted from 

quantitative computations. 

COMMENT: 

It is of interest that almost all those who accept the 

views expressed on the left-hand page in the Argument 

about Rationality reject those shown on the right in the 

Argument about Morality, and that almost all those who 

support the views shown on right in the Argument about 
Morality reject those on the left in the Argument about 
Rationality (the other 'crossover', for obvious reasons, 
is not so critical). That this is not necessarily so is 

shown by the few who accept both arguments and are faced 

by moral dilemma in consequence. 

The fact that these are so few in number shows, perhaps, 
how reluctant we are to admit such tension into our own 

thinking. We have reached the point where the 

disagreement about the rationality and morality of nuclear 

weapon deployment begins to involve disagreement about the 

nature of rationality and moarality itself. Disinctions 

invoked by both sides, such as that between 'fact' and 
'value' begin to break down. For example, for those who 
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support the right-hand view, the fact of the damage done 

by the Hiroshma and Nagasaki bombs is the moral point. It 

is what can be seen to have been morally inadmissible. To 

their opponents, the fact of the damage is in itself 

morally neutral. We have not yet begun to determine 

whether or not it should have been inflicted. Conversely, 

for supporters of the left-hand view, the fact of the 

different probabilities of various equal-value outcomes is 

the moral point. It is what decides which we should 

prefer. For those on the other side of the argument, the 

probabilites of the outcomes are morally neutral. We have 

not yet asked whether or not it would be morally 

legitimate in itself to bring any of those outcomes about. 

It is in this and in similar ways that the disagreement 

about nuclear weapon deployment is found to involve wider 

questions about our understanding of the situation we are 

in, and our thoughts concerning how we should behave, in 

general. 
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A Note on the Alternatives being 

Offered to the British Electorate in 

1987-8 
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Each of the three main party groupings claims to be working 

towards the strengthening of the NATO Alliance, the reduction 

of tension between the power blocs of East and West, and the 

resolution of the great global scandals of poverty, disease and 

war. Each stresses the importance of consolidating West 

European unity in equal partnership with the United States and 

of maintaining effective Western defences, while at the same 

time encouraging dialogue and exchange of all kinds with the 

Soviet bloc, in a search for the peaceful modus vivendi, which 
is widely recognized to be in the common interest of all. 

But the disagreement begins when it comes to the question of 
how we are to achieve all this. As in most periods when 

political consensus is breaking down, the polarization of 

arguments is further widened by inter-party polemics. Party 

programmes are essentially composite platforms. But, since 

each is trying to present a distinct and uniquely appealing 

alternative tö 
electorate, differences between the policies 

tend to be mutually exaggerated, and rival positions 

caricatured. Each hopes in this way to identify its own policy 

uniquely in the public mind with those general principles, to 

which, as we have seen, nearly all subscribe. 

The Labour Party 

The Labour Party answers 'NO' to the Recommendation (LEFT), and 

'YES' to all the proposals in Recommendation (RIGHT). These 

recommendations are repeated as an alternative on page 38. The 

rationale behind this programme can be found in policy 

documents, such as 'A Modern Britain in a Modern World', 

published at the end of 1986. In general, it tends to endorse 

the arguments presented on the right-hand 
_£. 

our analysis. 
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Briefly, there are two main areas of emphasis, the first to do 

with NATO strategy and global politics , and the second to do 

with British defence priorities. 

The background to the former is provided by a frontal assault 

on the dangers and delusions inherent in so-called 'nuclear 

deterrent' policies. The unusability of mutually deployed 

nuclear forces is pointed out and the concept of extended 
deterrence consequently rejected. The dangerous likely effects 

of time-urgent first-strike weapons and nuclear war-fighting 

strategies on crisis instability are stressed. The idea that 

there is a Soviet military advantage which cannot be matched at 

non-nuclear level is denied. NATO reliance on nuclear weapons 
is seen to do no more than inhibit a proper modernization of 

conventional forces and defensive strategies (described as 
'defensive deterrence'). The leaders of the two superpowers 

are applauded for recognizing this, and their proposals for the 

elimination of strategic ballistic systems by 1996, and for the 

removal of all land-based theatre nuclear weapons from Europe 
(the zero-zero option) are welcomed. The Conservative Party is 

castigated for trying to block both possiblities, the former 

largely because this would threaten to sweep away the Trident 

option, upon which conservative paranoia is now fixated. 

Motivated largely by pressure from the 

military-economic-bureaucratic establishment, whose interests 

the Conservative Party represents, and by the outmoded 
delusions of grandeur to which so many Conservative politicians 
cling, the government is seen as having systematically turned 
its back on all the more progressive movements in the world. 
Britain has become a client of the United States, tied to it by 

nuclear apron-strings. Foreign aid has been effectively cut, 
the Commonwealth has been weakened by the refusal to take 

action against apartheid, and the opportunity to achieve an 
historic rapprochement between East and West, by responding to 

overtures from the new reformist government in Moscow, is being 

squandered. 
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The charge that Labour Party policy will divide and weaken NATO 

is denied on the grounds that a majority of NATO members 

already reject a nuclear deterrent strategy anyway, and that 

the United States will come to understand that its true 

European interests will be not only safeguarded, but enhanced, 

as a result of Labour policy. A new agreement about the status 

of remaining US bases and facilities in Britain will 

re-establish the partnership as a relationship between equals. 

But the main thrust of this part of the argument is the 

accusation that it is a hypocritical Conservative government, 

which, while paying lip-service to the importance of 

maintaining defences, is in fact covertly undermining them, by 

its unpublicized reductions in the defence budget, and by its 

heavily increased spending on nuclear weapons. The resources 

now being unnecessarily poured into the 'defence' of the 

Falkland Islands, and into other out-of area operations, should 

also be reduced, and procurement procedures tightened and 

rationalized, in order to get proper value for money from 

defence contracts. The money thus saved will enable a future 

Labour government to arrest and reverse this serious decline in 

the strength of Britain's conventional forces by air, land and 

sea. It is the Labour Party, and not the Conservative Party, 

which stands for sound defence. 

The Conservative Party 

The Conservative Party answers 'YES' to the recommendation 
(LEFT), and 'NO' to all the proposals in Recommendation 

(RIGHT), except no. 7. The rationale behind this programme can 

be found in a number of government publications on defence and 

national security issues, such as the annual Statement on the 

Defence Estimates. In general, it tends to endorse the 

arguments presented on the left-hand sý1q, t our analysis. 



225 

The main claim is that the policy of strength and flexibility, 

deterrence and detente, which has successfully protected us for 

forty years, and has led to the present stability and mood of 

accommodation between East and West, must be maintained. In 

view of Soviet non-nuclear as well as nuclear military power, 

the threat of nuclear retaliation must remain integral to 

Western deterrent strategy. Significant progress towards 

nuclear disarmament can only safely be made as part of a 

broader settlement which must include a build-down of Soviet 

chemical and conventional forces. And this in turn can only be 

done through mutual negotiation and reciprocal action. It is 

Western strength that induces the Soviet Union to engage in 

this process. Britain's independent nuclear deterrent, and 

support for NATO and US nuclear policies, are, therefore, 
important contributions to the strategy upon which her 

integrity and future security depends. 

The two main Opposition Party charges are rejected. First, it 

is not true that the Conservative Party obstructs progressive 

movements. Leaving aside false accusations about Foreign Aid 

and the Commonwealth, this is to misunderstand the 
international situation. The Conservati'C. Party welcomes all 

measures towards reconciliation and tension reduction, as, 

among other things, full support for the standing Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe shows. The ultimate aim is, 

indeed, to reduce all armed forces on both sides of the Iron 

Curtain, non-nuclear as well as nuclear. But a number of the 

measures proposed by the opposition Parties, far from 

facilitating this, would instead set it back. For example, 

proposals 10 or 20 in Recommendation (RIGHT) are one-sided, and 

therefore counter-productive, for the reasons already explained 

on the left-hand pages in earlier sections. A number of the 
'global' proposals 1 to 9 sound attractive, but are either 

meaningless in practice (like No. 6, if applied to Europe), or 
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too clumsily formulated (like No. I, which would freeze the bad 

along with the good; and No. 3, which would at the same time 

prevent necessary modernization and improvement in safety). So 

far as concerns No. 5, the Conservative Party welcomes mutually 

agreed deep cuts, but warns against over-hasty moves which 

would upset the strategic balance prematurely. The way ahead 
is to tackle the chemical and conventional imbalance at the 

same time, because that is what underlies the need for extended 

nuclear deterrence. 

The second Opposition Party charge, that conventional forces 

suffer as a result of Conservative Party policy, is rejected 

out of hand. This is seen as a transparent device for trying 

to draw attention away, in particular, from the catastrophic 
implications of Labour Party plans. Apart from the gratuitous 
irresponsibility of handing away Britain's own nuclear 

capability, the logic behind the policy is clearly unilateral 

nuclear disarmament for the West. The disastrous consequences 

of this are too familiar to need repeating. The fact that no 

other major Western Power will act as irresponsibly may protect 

us from these consequences, but only at the expense of the 

integrity of the Alliance. There is nothing whatsoever to be 

said for such a policy, either on prudential or on moral 

grounds. Since there can be no rational justification for it, 

it is seen to be little more than a sop to buy off domestic 

left-wing pressure. It is interpreted as a further stage in 

the capture of the Labour Party by its own extremists, which, 

in the eyes of all responsible people, must rule it out as a 

serious candidate for reliable government. 
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The Alliance Parties 

The Alliance Parties answer 'NO' to the Recommendation (LEFT), 

and, roughly, 'YES' to most of the Global proposals in 

Recommendation (RIGHT), but 'NO' to what they see as the 

radical unilateralist proposals 16-20. 

The rationale behind their programme can be found in a number 

of individual policy documents produced by each party 

separately, as well as in formulations of recommended joint 

policy, such as the Defence and Disarmament report, published 

by the SDP-liberal Alliance Commission in June 1986. The 

Alliance differs most radically from the Conservative Party on 

the global setting to British policy, and from the Labour Party 

on its specific immediate recommendations for it. We will deal 

with each in turn. 

Although the reality of Soviet nuclear and non-nuclear power is 

seen to rule out precipitate unconditional measures, the 

Alliance Parties accept that NATO and WTO nuclear war-fighting 

strategies are irresponsible, and that NATO's dependence on the 

likely early use of nuclear weapons, in particular, is 

fundamentally and dangerously misguided. The removal of all 
land-based nuclear weapons from the European theatre must be a 

central aim of Western policy, and the greater accuracy of 

modern longer-range systems means that there is scope for bold 

moves in this direction. The Conservative Party's perpetuation 

of cold war paranoia, and clinging to the myth that there is a 
'delicate' theatre nuclear balance in Europe, have seriously 

obstructed progress towards detente and a nuclear weapon 

build-down. It is digraceful that the British Government 

should have so lamely endorsed American adventurism, and 

opposed every opportunity to secure an end to nuclear weapon 

testing, a nuclear weapon free corrider in central Europe, the 
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zero-zero option for removal of intermediate systems, and the 

elimination of ballistic systems by the superpowers. Instead, 

the British Government should be vigorously pressing for a 

whole range of arms-reduction and confidence-building measures, 
in a search for common security between East and West, and 

should be urging Western restraint in order to facilitate this. 

But the search for common security through detente and 

restraint must go hand-in-hand with robust collective security 

within the western Alliance. If Conservative Party policy 

jeopardizes the former, by failing to recognize that long-term 

security can only be achieved through cooperation, Labour Party 

policy jeopardizes the latter by failing to understand that 

Britain can only take a lead in working towards this goal 

through her membership of a strong and united Alliance. Both, 

in their different ways, are forms of escapism. What we have 

described as 'Position B' in CI(vi) and C2(i) sum up Alliance 

policy for Britain's independent nuclear forces, and for 

Britain's role within the wider NATO nuclear deterrent, 

respectively. The longer-term aim is for Britain to negotiate 

away her independent deterrent as part of a general East-West 

settlement, and for NATO to move away from dependence on the 

early use of nuclear weapons. Trident must be cancelled, and 

any money saved spent on strengthening conventional forces. 

This would all be part of the move towards common security. 

But Britain must on no account undermine collective security 

by pointlessly throwing away the possibility of contributing to 

European nuclear independence, or by unilaterally pulling out 

of Western defence commitments. The direction ahead should lie 

in strengthening links with European partners in order to build 

a more equal balance between the European and American pillars 

of the Western Alliance. The polarization of Conservative and 

Labour policies in recent years means that it is only the 

Alliance which points to the way in which Britain can take a 

lead in working towards greater global cooperation and 

security, through the closeness of her association with her 

European partners, and the strentgh of her friendship with the 

USA. 
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The Radical Alternative 

This book is not long enough to offer an adequate analysis of 

the policies of smaller political groupings. But we should at 
least take note in general terms of a programme subscribed to 

by considerable numbers of people, and not reflected in any of 

the main party platforms. 

There are three distinguishing elements in it. First, 

rejection of Proposal 17 in Recommendation (RIGHT). Money 

saved by the renunciation of British nuclear weapon 

capabilities should not be spent on conventional defence. 

Indeed, defence spending as whole should be substantially cut, 

and the resources transferred to domestic industrial and 

welfare enterprises, and to foreign aid. Second, Proposal 18 

is also rejected. Britain should withdraw from NATO 

immediately, and join the other non-aligned countries which 

belong to neither armed camp. Third, proposal 19 is expanded. 

Not only should American nuclear weapons be withdrawn from 

Britain, but the whole American military presence should be 

removed. Apart from anything else, facilities such as the 

Ballistic Missile early warning station at Fylingdales in 

Yorkshire, and the Submarine tracking station at Brawdy in 

Pembrokeshire, play a much more important role in US deterrent 

strategy than do F-III airfields or Cruise Missile bases. 



Z30 

OONCLUDIIf THJtI}TS 

Now is it that humane , informed , and intelligent people , who 

agree that the overriding aim of public policy in the international 

arena here must be the prevention of nuclear war , nevertheless 

disagree so radically with one another about how this is to be 

achieved ? Of the 18 contributors who responded to the 20 

suggested recommendations ,6 answered 'yes' to all of there (or 

wanted something more radical on numbers 17 , 18 and 20) , and 7 

answered Ono' to all of them (except number 7) . Such is the 

polarisation of opinion . How can it be , moreover , that what 

is pointed to by some as the only road which will lead to lasting 

security , is warned against by others as precisely the path 

down which the greatest dangers lie ? Are they addressing the 

same state-of-affairs , and taking account of the same evidence ? 

If so , then why do they come to such strikingly different 

conclusions about it ? If not , then how can they be said to 

have enough in common to be disagreeing about the same thing at all ? 

What are we to make of what is recorded in Part II , and how should 

we be responding to it ? In this brief conclusion we will have 

to confine ourselves to a few general observations . 

(1) ON THE INPERNAL CONSISTENCY OF DIFFERI RATIONALES 

First of all , we must simply note the fact that , just as sets of 

recommendations tend to go together , so ' too , do sets of arguments 

which are said to justify them . The chart on the next page gives 

a rough idea of the nature of contributor; responses . 'L' indicates 

that the answer tends towards the Left-Hand Side 0 as expounded in 

Chapter 3' and 'R' indicates that it tends towards the Right 
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These are only very rough approximations , but that does not matter , 

because the point that is being made is a very general one .A line 

through a square means that no answer was given . What is strikirg 

is the consistency with which those who answer 'yes' or 'no' to all 

(or nearly all) of the Recommendations (marked 'Y' or 'N' in the final 

column) , also tend -to -lean one way or the other throughout the 

whole range of their responses . The fact that a contributor like 

CARVER does not , is perhaps enough to suggest that this is not 

just the effect of the way the questions were asked , and readers 

can , of course , check the aptness of the symbols in the chart for 

themselves . 

When laid out explicitly in front of us , as it is here , this may 

strike us as a remarkable phenomenon , which carries very significant 

implications . To take the example of McNAMARA and SCHLESINGER in 

the Disagreement about Rationality , it is extraordinary that 

there is not a single instance in which the former leans to the 

Left'. -Hand Side , while the latter leans to the Right . This 

carries right across the spectrum of answers , even when they are 

not logically dependent upon one another . Why , for example , 

does a person who is convinced of the incoherence and instability 

of current nuclear deterrent policies , also believe that the threat 

which is usually said to justify them is not as great as is often 

made out ? And why , conversely , does a person who is convinced 

that the threat can be met in no other way , also believe that the 

policies do not carry a significant risk ? The pattern of 

divergence is uniform s on the lessons to be learnt from history 

(AI(i), A2(B)(v)); on the past , and likely future , effectiveness 

of nuclear deterrence (AI(ii)-(iv), B(iii)) ; on the control 

exercised by policy-makers over technology and vested interest (AI(vi)) ; 

on the dangers inherent in current nuclear deterrent strategies- 

(A2(A)(i)-(iii)) ; on the links between great power policy and 
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the process of nuclear proliferation (A2(A)(vi)) ; on the nature 

of the non-naclear military balance in Europe (B(i)) ; on how to 

deal with the Soviet Union (B(ii)) ; on the scope for ' and 

significance of , alternative defence strategies (B(v)) . To 

be politically committed in this way , it seems , is to subscribe 

to elaborate sets of clearly defined beliefs , not only about 

matters of broad political judgement , but also about matters. 

of empirical fact . Developed rationales are conceptual entities , 

dependent for their coherencte and integrity upon the mutual 

interdeperrience of the various components which go to make them up 

The same can be seen in the area of moral debate 9 if we similarly 

compare the answers of CHESHIRE and KENT' . As pointed out in the 

Comment on page %19 
, in nearly every case contributors argue as 

on the Left or as on the Right , both in the Disagreement about 

Rationality , and in the Disagreement about Morality . The single 

exception of FINNIS shows that there is, no necessary reason why 

someone who finds our action iri continuing to deploy nuclear 

weapons prudentially wise , need at the same time dismiss the 

moral objection about our conditional intentions as agents . 

Conversely , nor need a person who concludes that such a policy 

is prudentially unwise:, also" have-to-hold that it'. is immoral. 

on those grounds . -And yet-this uniformly seems- to be the case. -, 

for reasons which we cannot delve further into now . Returning 

to the questions within the section on Morality , it is striking 

that , whereas CHESHIRE accepts a broadly consequentialist 

approach (M(i)(ii)), defends the use of nuclear weapons in 1945 

(M(iv)), denies that deployment implies a conditional intention to 

use (M(iii) ), condemns the alternative as a preferring of private 

scruple to public welfare (M(iv)), does not accept that there is a 

significant moral link between nuclear weapons and world deprivation 
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(M(v)), and claims that Christian teaching allows a nuclear 

deterrent policy (M(vi)) 
, KEN1 , on the other hand , rejects 

consequentialism (M(i)), condemns the use of atomic bombs in 1945 

(M(iv)), insists that deployment implies conditional intent to use (M(iii))s 

does not recognise that the alternative is likely to jeopardise 

public welfare (A2(3)), accepts that there is a moral link between 

nuclear weapons and world poverty and disease (M(v)), and claims 

that Christian teaching is incompatible with nuclear deterrence (M(vi)) 

The conceptual consistency of these configurations is once again 

remarkable e It even extends to the question of whether or not the 

Roman Catholic hierarchy in fact condemns continued nuclear weapon 

deployment as part of operational deterrent strategy . Again we 

wonder why it is that a person who thinks that the Church should not 

do so 9 also believes that she does not ' whereas a person who 

thinks that she should ' also believes that she does 

The examples cited here can be multiplied by any reader prepared to 

correlate other sets of answers in a similar way . What they show 

is two things t 

a) FIRST , they demonstrate how vital it is for anyone who wants to 

appreciate the force of what is being said in the debate , to 

compare these rationales with one another in their entirety 

Since this is such a central point , we will briefly elaborate 

it with reference to the alternatives presented to British voters 

by the two main parties during the election campaign . Both 

DAVIES (pages 60-61 in the preamble to Section C) and YOUNGER 

(page 309 in his answer to CI(i)) agree that the policies being 

proposed in Section C make no sense unless they are seen to be 

derived from prior judgements made in response to earlier 

questions in Sections A and B. This is the only context within 

which nuclear weapons options can sensibly be discussed in a 
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country like Britain , all of whose nuclear forces 9 and nearly all 

of whose non-nuclear forces , are committed to NATO . And yet this 

is precisely what did not happen during the General Election 

campaign . Conclueiona reached about a possible 'independent' role 

for Britain's nuclear forces (SectionCL) 
, on the one side , or 

about the scope for 'independent' or 'unilateral' initiatives 

(Section C2) , on the other , were never mutually related to the 

pranisses (Sections A and B) from which they were drawn . The 

result was that the force of these rival rationales was not simultan- 

eously brought out ' so that what was substantially at issue between than 

could never clearly be seen 9 Instead 9 as pointed out at the 

beginning of Chapter 4, both parties tried to identify their 

platforms uniquely with the middle ground , which , in fact , each 

of them shared , and to deny it to the other by presenting him in 

the most unfavourable light . The result was mutual caricature . 

The cases that were attacked and dismantled were simply not the 

cases that were being made . The real debate never took place . 

If we say that there are three main functions for the nuclear weapons 

currently deployed by NATO % (I) to deter an enemy from using , or 

threatening to use , his nuclear forces ; (2) to deter an enemy 

from using , or threatening to use , his non-nuclear forces ; 

(3) to bri ng hostilities to a swift , and , if possible 9-favourable 

conclusion should deterrence fail , then the Conservative party 

tried to subsume function (2) under function (I) 
, in order to 

discredit opponents as unilateral nuclear disarmers , prepared to 

leave us open to nuclear blackmail ' while the Labour party tried 

to subsume function (2) under function (3) 
, in order to discredit 

opponents as 'nuclearphiliacs' , planning for the possibility of 

nuclear war-fighting . But , as DAVIES' answer to question B(vii) 

on pages 59-60 , and YOUMER's answer to question B(iii) on page 307 , 

show 9 the central debate is not between unilateral nuclear disarmers 
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and nuclear warmongers . It concerns the relationship between 

Britain's nuclear forces and the status of function (2) within 

the broad context of NATO defence strategy . This is what should 

have been the starting-point for informed general discussion - 

and the fact that it was not I led to an impoverishment of the 

public debate which was damaging and dangerous in a democracy 

So , to summarise the first point , since a developed rationale 

is an elaborate interconnection of parts , each of which is 

supported by and in turn reinforces the others ' what is being 

said cannot be properly understood at all unless it is attended 

to as a whole 

b) SOND , the examples cited here indicate why it is that 9 when 

it does take place 9 the public debate often seems to be so 

intractable . Particularly during times of political polarisation 

in response to a central challenge of this kind 9 attitudes and 

beliefs can be seen to order themselves with re larkable consistency 

across a vast range of empirical , evaluative , hermeneutical , 

inferential , and moral areas of disagreement . So it is difficult 

for two outlooks which diverge in this kind of way to get effectively 

to grips with one another , unless the engagement takes place 

simultaneously across the whole of the spectrum . Since this very 

rarely happens , it is more usual for preliminary skirmishing to 

reveal mutual incomprehension ' than substantial disagreement , and 

for the dialogue to be broken off prematurely as a result - often 

accompanied by mutual recrimination . 

But here we have guarded against such an outcome by asking contrib- 

utors to respond to the same set of questions . So , what happens 

when they do ? 
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(2) ON THE EXTERNAL' DISCONPINUITIES 13ETWEEN THEM 

Again we will have to be selective , 'o we will concentrate 

first on certain aspects of the Diaagreement about Rationality 9 

and then on certain aspects of the Disagreement about Morality 

(A) The Disagreement about Rationality 

Let us compare a central argument in favour of a continuation of 

NATO's current policies , with a central argument against . 

LET-HAND SIDEt :. unction (2) should be upheld 9 because 

I The totalitarian nature of the Soviet regime and its disprop- 
ortionate non-nuclear military strength make this essential 
(Bi, Bii, (Biv)) 

2 The graded nuclear options known to be available to the West 
continue to deter Soviet military adventurism and to underpin 
the security of the free world 
(Biii+AI) 

3 suggest that there is a credible alternative is unrealistic 
and irresponsible 
(Bv + A2B) 

RIGHT HAND SIDE: Function (2) &iould be abandoned 9 because 

A The carrying-out of NATO'a threat to use nuclear weapons 
to halt a Soviet non-nuclear advance would damage NATO more 
than the Warsaw Pact 9 so the threat lacks credibility and 
deterrence is undermined 
(Biii + Al) 

B Yet continuing reliance on the myth of nuclear deterrence means 
that non-nuclear defences , which could be made adequate , are 
neglected 
(Bv + A2B) 

C Meanwhile, the vain attempt to restore credibility by deploying 
increasingly accurate and time-urgent offensive nuclear weapons 
and increasingly complex and vulnerable command-control systems 
means that in times of acute political crisis, mutual fear of 
preemption will be increasingly likely to precipitate a collapse 
into war 
(A2A) 

How do these two arguments relate to one another 9 and what happens 

when they are correlated ? 
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Let us say that they relate like this s i) I 
ii) 2+A 
iii) 3+B 

(iv) C 

In other words 9 we have four areas of disagreement 9 marked (i) - (iv) 

By looking at what is recorded in Part II 9 we can see how a 

rationale which confines itself to the Left-Hand Side and takes its 

startirg-point from Premise I, and a rationale which confines itself 

to the Right-Hand Side and takes its starting-point from Premise C 

will miss one another . This is what is happening between 

VIII NBEII; ER and LEBE L. It has been commented on in Part I 

on pages 31 and 40 . The implications are very serious so far as 

concerns the prospects for accommodation between the two superpowers 

but here we will just note the fact and move on . 

Taking each of the four areas of disagreement in turn 9 we uncover 

four fundamental DISCONTINUITIES 9 which only emerge when rationales 

are properly correlated in this way 

(i) Here we may well have what is described in Chapter 3 (I17) as 

'a gulf in perception which spreads out to include the whole of 

politics' . But 9 as noted in the supplementary paragraph on page 

112 9 if so ,. then this raises issues which underlie everything else 

written here and for that reason reach beyond the scope of this thesis 

So we will concentrate instead on the more specific scandal of the 

disagreement about relative force strengths 9 whether nuclear (Biv) 
, 

or non-nuclear (Bi) .A comparison between LE3EDEY's analysis (182-5) 

and WEINBEI FR's charts on pages 291 and 292 shows how radical the 

discrepancy is so far as concerns the fo=er , while the latter 9 

, which has already been commented upon in chapter 3 on pages 110-112 

can be illustrated by the references cited there . In fact , the 

extent of the scardal was graphically brought out during the General 

Election campaign 9 when the same set of figures published in the 

IISS Military Balance were said by the OONSERVATIVE PARTY to show 
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that "there is a serious military imbalance" between NATO and the 

Warsaw Pact in the latter's favour , which is "not quite the three to 

one advantage that an attacker is commonly thought to require , but 

rather too close for our comfort" (George Younger speech to IISS) ; 

by the ALLIANCE PA. ID'S to show that "the conventional balance in 

Europe is still such as to make general military aggression a highly 

risky undertaking for either side" (Report of the Joint Liberal- 

SDP Commission) ; and by the LABOUR PARTY to show that "Warsaw 

Pact band NATO forces are fairly evenly balanced" ('A Modern Britain in 

a Modern World) . 

This demonstrates in general how what is widely assumed to be an 

elemental distinction between 'fact' and 'inte'rpretation' is itself 

integrally caught up in the process of disagreement . Within the 

context of a disagreement, empirical fact is 'empirical fact' 

This is a phenomenon of capital importance , whose significance is 

rarely properly appreciated . It is. th" first central DISOONPINUITY in 

the arguing . 

(ii) The. second DISOONTINUITY has already been commented upon in 

Chapter 3 on pages 49-50 and on page 122 . For those who are 

on one side of this extraordinary conceptual watershed 9 the effectiveness 

of function (2) means that we cannot be said to be seriously planning 

for function (3) ; for those on the other side 9 the incoherence of 

planning for function (3) fatally undermines function (2) 
. Each 

begins from a different starting-point and reinterprets the other's 

starting-point in terms of it . So neither sees the ground the other 

is standing on . The debate does not take place 9 And 8t it 

reinforced on both sides by the varying interpretations made of the 

history of the past forty years in Section AI . The comments on 

pages 42 , 
62 and I06 ' in Chapter 3 note the significance of the way 

in which our understanding of what we can learn from the past is itself 

substantially caught up in the d"ýrýýreý. ýoýº, t. 
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(iii) The THIRD DISCONTINUITY reaches out from the technical 

intricacy of disputes about how much scope there is for 

particular non-nuclear defence options in Western defence planning 

(Bv 
t see pages 128 to 131 in Chapter 3) ' towards the deep divergency 

in perception uncovered in Section A2(B) . So far as . concerns 

the latter , we are confronted by a profound mismatch of world- 

views here , which is commented upon in Chapter 3 between pages 

93 and 104 sq: and , once again t is exemplified by the passages 

in Part II referred to there . 

(iv) The FOURTH DISCONTINUITY concerns the whole question of the 

stability of conti ruing'nucl ear deterrent policies explored 

in Section A2(A) , and commented upon in Chapter 3 between pages 

63 and 92 . In addition to what is noted there , we might also 

underline here what has already been pointed out in the first 

section of this conclusion : the remarkable correlation between 

contributors' responses in area (i) and their responses in 

area (iv) 
. Readers can see this for themselves by looking 

under the appropriate columns along the rows of the chart on 

page 231 .A particularly striking example of this is the way 

in which question A2(A)vi is ariawered , in the light of the 

comment in Chapter 3 on page 85 . And the significance of the 

way in which each area of debate is integrally dependant upon 

the others can be seen by comparing SCHLESIM R's and McNAMARA's 

answers to question A2(A)i . The former denies that there is a 

danger of a deliberate first strike ; the latter insists that 

there is a real danger of unprGneditated collapsainto nuclear 

war . In other words ' for whatever reason , both interpret 

the question in a different way 0 according to the overall context 

within which eaab is arguing 
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Taken together , these four discontinuities represent a formidable 

obstacle 
_t 

not just to mutual accommodation , but to mutual 

comprehension . They are only made explicit when responses are 

exactly correlated in this way , and , insofar as they can be said 

in general to underlie the whole process of this debate , they 

more often remain submerged and serve only to disrupt the dialogue 

before it has properly begun , as disputants instinctively shy 

away either side of them . 

(B) The Diaagreement about Morality 

Here we will adopt the same technique in order to bring out the 

significance of what is shown in Part II 

LEFT-HAND SIDE We are morally justified in continuing to deploy 
nuclear weapons 9 because 

I The aim of our nuclear deterrent policy is the morally 
good one of defending liberty and preventing war 

2 This aim can be achieved in no other way 

RIGHT-HAND SIDE It is immoral to deploy nuclear weapons 0 because 

A It is immoral to use nuclear weapons 

B To deploy nuclear weapons as a deterrent threat is already to 
have committed ourselves to using them in possible future 

circumstances 

We will correlate the arguments like this : (v) A 
(vi) B+I 
(vii) 2 

So here ' once again , those such as CARRIMTON 9 WIINBE ER ' YOUN)ER r 

who confine themselves to the premises of the first argument , simply 

do not meet the second argument at all . In other words , there is 

no substantial communication between them , and , say , DAVIES , 

KENNY , KEW . This raises the whole question of the sense in 

which an-exchange like this can be called a disagreement about 
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morality in the first place 

"What. you are doing in developing and deploying 
nuclear weapons systems is deeply immoral" 

"I am only concerned with effective defence .I 
would rather leave morals to the theologians" 

Whether it is or not is part of the disagreement . So moral 

is 'moral' here , and we have entered a bewildering world in which 

differing conceptions of what counts as 'moral' miss one another 

entirely . 

Now we see what happens when contributors are prepared to recognise 

and respond to the same framework of questions : 

(v) On the question'of the morality of use , we set aside the 

issue of whether or not an effective deterrent strategy can be 

constructed which does not depend upon the threat of attacks against 

enemy centres of population ( for this 0 see HARRIES 9 page III , on 

one side , and FINNIS , page 80 , on the other) . We also note 

that none of the contributors attempts a moral justification for 

deliberate strikes against cities per se ( see the ambivalence of 

CARVER 9 page 31 ,- and SCHE ESr3ER 9 page 264 , on this) . But 

there are those who hold that restricted use might be morally 

acceptable in future. (for- example ' HOWARD on page 130) ' and who 

defend the actual use in the past against Hiroshima and Nagasaki 

(for example 9 CH93HIRE on page 45) . Confining ourselves to the 

latter , on pages 195-6 in Chapter 3 we have already commented on 

the extraordinary discrepancy between those who do and those who 

do not think that those attacks were morally justified . This is 

what we are calling the FIFTH DISCONTINUITY . It raises the question 

of whether or not the disputants can be said to be referring to the 

same thing at all . 
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(vi) When we move on to the question of intention , we reach 

the SIXTH DISQONTINUITY . It divides those for whom 

the conditional intentions of agents are of central moral concern 

whether those actions are in the event ever carried out , from those 

for whom what matters are likely outcomes , no matter what the 

original intentions may have been . The latter argue that 

preoccupation with our own guilt at the expense of public-. welfare 

is a fora of selfishness which is inexcusable in public life 

(see 
, for example , CHESHIRE at the top +ýf page 46) ; the 

fpzmer argue that , unless each of those involved is prepared to 

accept personal responsibility for the implications of their 

actions by refusing to be associated with policies' which are clearly 

immoral-in themselves ' then public life is fundamentally and 

fatally corrupted (see 
9 for example , KEW in answer to Miii on 

page 178) . This is commented upon in more detail in Chapter 3 

between pages 201 and 202 . Beneath it lies the profound dis- 

junction illustrated in the responses to Mi between those who 

accept and those who reject an essentially consequentialist basis 

for public morality . What is revealed is the extraordinary 

situation which arises when one person simply does not recognise 

what is morally central to the other . 

(vii) The SEVENTH DISCONTINUITY is intimately linked to the 

third . The dispute about whether continued nuclear 

weapon deployment is likely to enhance or endanger global security , 

would normally be seen to be 'prudential' rather than 'moral' 

But for a number of those who argue that it is profoundly 

dangerous ' this constitutes grounds for moral criticism I which 

are independent of the question of conditional intention . THOMPSON 

on page 281 ' and JOHNSON on page 146 1 exemplify this . The 

disagreement is commented upon in Chapter 3 between pages 207 
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and 208 . Looking across the divide in one direction , we see 

hide-bound traditionalists , entrenched in positions of executive 

power , ignorant of their own alarming narrow-mindedness ; looking 

across it in the other direction , we see self-appointed prophets 

and agitators 9 able to indulge in the luxury of captious criticism 

because they have not had to experience the responsibilities of 

office . The comments in Chapter 3 on pages 60 and 143-4 sum up 

what happens when ideologies fall apart in this way , and the 

disagreement breaks down . Substantial engagement of arguments 

is lost as the language of debate comes to be itself involved , and 

mutual discussion ad rem degenerates towards mutual recrimination 

ad hominem . We reach the limit of rational debate , and with it 

the boundary to what can be encompassed here 

ý3) ON THE POSSIffiLITY OF AGREIIKENP OR COMPROMISE I THE SEARCH 
FOR OONSENSUS 

So far we have concentrated on pointing out two things . First t 

the way in which rationales must be treated in their entirety if 

individual points within them are to be properly understood , and , 

second 9 how the correlation of conflicting rationales uncovers 

deep discontinuities which are only revealed when they are 

coordinated in this way . Neither of these is usually done , 

which is why the public debate so often does not develop beyond an 

initial sporadic interchange of judgements delivered from radically 

diverse base positions which hardly relate to each other at all 

The fact that each contributor has been taken through the full 

analysis here ensures the first 9 and the fact that they have all 

answered the same sets of questions guarantees the second 
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But how are we to carry on from here ? What advantage do we gain 

when we establish the whole debate on a systematic basis in this way ? 

In this section we ask briefly if it might be possible as a result 

to find ground for mutual accommodation ' if not agreement . In 

the following sections we ask how we ought to respond to what 

nevertheless still remains unresolved . In both cases ' since 

these are more suggestions for a future development of the programme 

than conclusions drawn with reference to what is- already clearly 

established here 9 we will do no more than outline them 

? irrt , in line with what was pointed out in the Introduction on 

pages i and ii , we may note that all the contributors agree about 

the overriding importance of preventing nuclear war . So this 

may encourage us to hope that it should also be possible to 

achieve a similar agreement about how to do it . The trouble , of 

course , as pointed out on page iii , is that , not only is there 

no consensus as to which policies should be adopted , but 

contributors who disagree mutually accuse each other of supporting 

courses of action which are very likely to lead to precisely the 

disasters that we dread most . It is an extraordinary situation 

The discrepancy in long-term projections made , such as those given in 

response to question A2(B)iv ' and in the list of Recommendations 

proposed , seems daunting . 

But there are important areas of convergence to be found in the 

answers given in Part II , and it is possible that these may be 

further extended 9 both by broader political developments at great 

power level 9 particularly within the Soviet bloc ' and also by the 

way in which initial progress ' however modest 9 can itself then 

change the overall context within which the whole process is 

taking place . 
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The main area of flexibility among those who support current policy 

is found in their answers to questions AT-iv , A2(A)iv and A2(A)vii 

The comments in Chapter 3 on pages 53 , 75-6 , and 90-I , elaborate 

this . YOUNGER , on page 304 , for example , recommends 50% cuts 

in strategic weapons , an INF agreement , and further constraints 

on nuclear weapons testing . On page 313 he comments favourably 

on the possibility of a build-down towards some kind of 'minimum 

strategic force' . 

The main area of fl exi bi lir ty among those who radically reject 

current policy is found in their responses to Recommendation 9 

Only JOHNSON (148) refuses to accept the idea of the retention of 

a minimum deterrent for an extended period by' the two superpowers 

DAVIES (65) 
, KENNY (163) 

9 KEA' (179) 
1, o'00NNELL *(225) 

THOMPSON (274 and 282) accept it 

So the question is 9 can the idea of a 'minimum strategic force' 

provide the ground for significant consensus ? Among the forest 

of difficulties in the way of anything like this ' we will 

concentrate on two . 
(For example , we will set aside the question 

of the American SDI , noting only that the appropriate column in 

the chart shows it to have less support than any other item and 

registering FREEL 4AN's judgement (88) that "in ten years time it 

will be seen as little more than a footnote") . First there is 

the problem of the nature of the weapons-systems making up a 

'sufficient' minimum force , and then there is the problem of its 

function ' the former being integrally dependent upon the latter 

Looking at the list of Recommendations made in Part II I we see that , 

whereas a majority rejects Recommendation 89a majority also accepts 

Recommendation 4. In other words ,a cumber of experienced 

commentators , who accept function (I) and are ready to see minimum 

nuclear forces retained by the superpowers in order to act as a" 

general restraint and to deter from the possible use of nuclear 

weapons by both sides ' at the same time reject function (2) and 
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see no role for nuclear weapons as part of traditional defence 

planning against non-nuclear attack . If we now look down the 

columns in the chart under Sections A2(B) and B, we find that 

there are two contributors who argue as on the Left in the former , 

and as on the Right in the latter , and may therefore be said to 

occupy this putative central ground : CARVER and McNAMARA . 

On page 200 McN NARA suggests a reduction to a minimum of at the 

most 500 warheads on either side (with China , France and, Britain 

included in the latter stages) , while on pages 19 and 30 CARVER 

advocates the elimination of all static-land-based systems (and 

the relinquishing of independent control of British forces) . 

It seems likely that a scenario of this kind is at the moment more 

acceptable to those who accept Recommendation 8 and tend towards the 

Right-Hand Side , than-to those who - rej ect Recommendation 4 and 

tend towards the Left " .. The, latter may- see the INF agreement , 

for example , as an unwelcome threat to function (2) 
, and may 

want to minimise its impact by deploying compensating numbers of 

air- and sea-launched missiles , and by making shorter-range 

tactical nuclear weapons , which for many critics are the most 

destabilising , non-negotiable ; the former may see it as a 

welcome move in the direction of reducing the dangers inherent in 

planning for function (3) 
, and may want to accompany it by parallel 

moves to establish a battlefield nuclear weapon-free corridor in 

central Europe , and to work towards an eventual 'triple-zero' 

option for the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons and dual- 

capable systems as well . In the first case , we may also fear a 

consequent weakening of the American commitment to the defence of 

Western Europe , and advocate the creation of some kind of independent 

European nuclear force to make up for it ; in the second case , we 

may argue that the forward deployment of ground troops already fully 

commits the United States , and say that in any case a European nuclear 
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force is neither feasible nor necessary . So , as pointed out 

in the comment in Chapter 3 on pages 90-I , it is the role of 

'extended deterrence' which is the key to all of this r and perhaps 

it is to wider developments in non-nuclear force adjustment j, to 

general political accommodation between the superpowers , and to 

a slow dissolution of the monolithic Cold War power blocs , that we 

must look if we want to see a new consensus forming on the ground that 

we have sketched out 

It is worth pointing out as an addendum , however 9 that this would 

not solve the problem for those who object to nuclear weapon 

deployment on grounds of the immorality of conditional intention 

Indeed ' it might make it worse t because the counter-population 

retaliatory element in minimum strategic second-strike forces of 

this kind would be more nakedly evident . So the difficulties 

acknowledged by CARVER on page 31 0 and by SCHLESIN3ER on page 264 , 

remain 

(4) ON VOTIW, : THE FO iULATION AND IMPL34ENMATION OF PUBLIC 
POLICY IN THE FACE OF CONPINUII) DISAGREFNENP 

But what if , as now , there is no consensus ? How is publi c 

policy to be determined in a democracy , when those who are 

recommending disparate courses of action accuse each other of 

irresponsibly gambling with the future survival of us all ? For 

example 9 are quinquennial general elections adequate 9 when there 

is no provision for single-issue voting , and when none of the 

decisions which has brought us to our present position has been 

voted on , or even been properly debated in Parliament first ? 

Is this allowable when what is at stake is a policy which carries 

such momentous global implications ? Here we can do no more than 

raise these difficult questions 
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(5) ON ATCUTAC : THE IMPORTANCE OF RR000NISIAG THE SIGIQIPICANCE OF 
THE PROCESS OF DI SAGRE IENP IN THE NUCLEAR AGE 

Here again we can only touch on a vast subject of great general 

importance . The most ambitious claim made in these pages is that 

the fact of disagreement - what is actually happening when we 

disagree with one another - is very rarely acknowledged . and that 

it is a far more remarkable and significant phenomenon than we 

normally sup)ose . What could be more extraordinary than the 

discontinuities uncovered in the course of this investigation ? 

And what could be more striking than the way in which they do not 

seem to be recognised as of central importance by those who are 

engaged in the process of debate ? And yet our future depends 

upon our ability to come to terms with the fact of disagreement . 

Whatever the policy we advocate , there is general agreement that 

political tensions must be resolved through negotiation and not 

through war , and that failure to achieve this historic transform- 

ation will almost certainly lead to universal catastrophe . So , 

at conceptual level , insight into what is happening when serious 

intelligent , and humane people disagree radically with one 

another about fundamental issues , is integral to our hopes for 

survival . For example ' beneath everything else which appears 

here , lies the great question of how we are to achieve an ahi stori c 

compromise' between socialistic and capitalistic ways of organising 

society . We cannot hope for an end to disagreement 9 as we hope 

for an end to war . But it may not be too much to claim that , 

unless we learn to understand the former more deeply , we may well 

not be able to prevent the latter . 
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(6) ON UND RSTANDIN : WHAT THE FACT OF DISAGREET'IENP TELLS US MOUT 
OURSELVES AND THE WORLD 

And now , finally , how does what we describe in (4) relate to 

what we propose in (5) ? How does voting relate to arguing ? This 

is a, deep question . It is deeper than can be fathomed here . We 

have been carried to the edge of it on a number of occasions in the course 

of this enquiry , and 9 in a sense 9 it underlies everything 41se that 

is written here . In the end , if we do not succeed in resolving the 

disagreement to general satisfaction , it seems to be what we are left 

with 

First ' there is the fact of disagreement itself . How are we to 

understand it ? We are almost bound to do so on the analogy of what 

we see when we look at what is contained in Part II . Those whom we 

have consulted live with one another in the world , and so the state- 

ments that they make 9 and , by extension 9 the beliefs that they hold 

are seen to 'coexist' in a similar kind of way . There they are 

set out beside one another in the pages of this book . Whether we 

call them 'statements' or 'beliefs' or 'opinions' or 'arguments' or 

'Judgements' or 'policies' or 'perspectives' , we are happy to refer to 

then in the plural as familiar and commonplace entities And 

insofar as what is recorded in Part II can at the same time also be called 

a 'disagreement' } it , too , is just such another familiar and 

commonplace feature of the world . We are quite used to the idea 

that there are arguments or opinions , which appear to be incompatible 

with one another . We have no difficulty in declaring "I understand 

what you say , and I disagree with it" . In this ' and in other ways 

we refer to disagreements as sets of coexisting 9 mutually incompatible 

judgements . 
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But what does the fact of -the implementation of public policy 

show ? Ixet us imagine that I have won the vote , and am now able 

to put my own preferred policy into operation . How do I behave ? 

I insist upon doing exactly what , in the disagreement , you have 

been imploring me not to do with all the eloquence at your command . 

I impose as public policy what you have clearly said is both grossly 

immoral and inexcusably reckless and dangerous .I do this , 

despite the fact that you have repeatedly told me that it will put 

the lives and well-being of millions of people at risk , including 

not only those who have voted the other way or abstained 9 but also 

those who have not had the chance to vote at all . It is not so 

much that actions speak louder than words 9 as that what I am doh 

shows you what it is that I have been sayirg . My 'statements' and 

'beliefs' are no longer familiar and commonplace . They. are something 

horrifying and beyond your comprehension . Conversely , the fact 

that your appeals , however apparently politely received , are 

entirely set aside with seeming equanimity , shows you that I feel 

nothing of their force .I demonstrate how much I appreciate what 

you say by riding rough-shod over it without apparent disquiet . You 

realize that what I refer to as 'your beliefs' are in the important 

sense simply not your beliefs .I just have not seen what you 

have been pointing at . In the world as defined by the implementation 

of my policy , you discover to your cost that your opinion does not 

exist at all 

We have reached the edge of the central discontinuity ' which lies 

beneath all the others . The fact that only one of two incompatible 

policies is implemented shows the sense in which the rationales behind 

those policies do not coexist either . What had before seemed 



Zn. 

familiar and commonplace , all at once becomes bewildering; and 

strange . When we look back at what is contained in Part II , 

we are no longer confident that we can understand it . Beneath 

the reassuring fact that here 9 side by side 9 we have statements 

and beliefs to be analysed and compared , lies the alazmi rg 

fact of what happens when the vote goes one way rather than 

another . It calls in question the sense in which they do 

lie 'side by side' , or can be referred to in the plural at all . 

It calls in question what 'they' are . The discontinuities , 

which again and again threatened to interrupt our comprehension 

of what we were reading 9 were perhaps after all not just 

unfortunate peripheral discrepancies 9 to be 'ironed, out at leisure 

if possible ' and ' if not , to be set aside as incidental 

It may turn out that they are intimations of what lies at the very 

heart of the disagreement itself ' signposts to guide us towards an 

understanding of what it can mean to say that we share the world 

with one another as fellow-citizens ' and that we want above all 

to live in it together in justice and in peace . 
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