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ar deterrence

Everybody makes
mistakes ...

In a follow-up to his article in SA3/85, BERNT CARLSSON
examines the logic — or rather, the lack of logic — behind a
defensive strategy based on nuclear deterrence, and evaluates
some cf the alternatives being discussed:

arth is a planct alive. As such it is
Every vulncrable. It could casily be
destroyed by a nuclear war. the
ultimate environmental disaster. Earth
could be turncd into a gigantic morgue.
The idca that the strength of a nation
can be measurcd in nuclcar megatonnage
is like thinking that building up a large
supply of a very contagious and dcadly
virus to be used as defence makes a
country powerful. A nuclear war is
analogous to a chess game in which the
picces have been programmed to annihil-
ate those of the adversary, by blowing up
the board, the pieces and the players, by
eliminating the game rather than winning
it. Nuclear war negates a basic principle of
strategy stated by Clausewitz, that war is
the continuation of politics by other
means. A nuclear war would result in the
final end of humanity — and of politics.
Nuclear weapons per se are dangerous
only for their owners. Several accidents
with nuclear weapons have occurred,
though rone has yet caused an explosion.
There are certainly enough nuclear
weapons to kill everybody on earth
several times over. But there arc also
bullets enough to do that.
Nuclear weapons become dangerous to

Bernt Carisson

is deputy minister for Nordic affairs in
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the Socialist International, and from
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views only.

others when combined with a capacity to
dcliver them to an adversary. The killing
capacity of bullets is limited because the
power to decide to use them is dispersed
to the point that it is impossible to kill all
of humanity in this way. However, nuclear
weapons® killing-capacity is centralised in
the cxtreme. Nuclear weapons constitute
concentrated death on a global scale. It is
not only possible to kill all of humanity
with nuclear weapons, it is increasingly
likely that it could happen.

Morc than 95 percent of existing
nuclear weapons are owned by the super-
powers. The overwhelming part of their
megatonnage is integrated into gigantic
delivery systems, ‘Doomsday Machines’,
capable of annihilating the adversary in
thirty minutes and, due to the effects of
the nuclear winter to follow, all humanity
in somc months. By using only a very
limited part of the force of the Doomsday
Machines the communication capacity of
the adversary could be blocked by high-
level cxplosions of nuclear charges. The
talk of nuclear weapons being carried in
suitcascs misses this important aspect of
the Doomsday Machines. Only high-alti-
tude nuclear explosions can threaten the

. global communications systems on which

depend the control, command and intelli-
gence of the nuclear forces of the super-
powers and which arc prerequisite to the
delivery of a second strike after being
attacked.

I hc two major tcchnical disasters
which occurred during 1986 were
very different in character. But the

explosion on 28 January of the US spacc
shuttle Challenger and the fire in one of

the nuclear powcr reactors at Chernobyl”

in the USSR on 26 April both illustrate the
possibility of very advanced technological

systems going fundamentally wrong, by a
combination of technological failure and
human error.

The space shuttles were considered to
bec very safc vchicles. Investigations after
the accident reveal that there werce at lcast
760 tcchnical failures which could go
wrong resulting in the destruction of the
vehicle and the death of the crew.

As is well known incidents have
occurred within the Doomsday Machines.
One of these was in 1980. The US Dooms-
day Machinc was then being tested on its
ability to react on submarine-launchcd
missiles aimed against the United States.
By a computcr mistake the exercisc sct off
an alarm that the United States was under
rcal attack. The officers in command did
assumc, however, that the alarm was due
to a mistake. The scepticism and caution
of these officcrs made them wait the six
minutes  until  impact  would have
occurred. Thc world was saved. It is of
somc comfort to know that therc are
officers in the nuclear forces who will not
function likc robots at a time of crisis when
the future of humanity might be at stake,
no matter how loyal, disciplined and pro-
fessionally competent they arc. But it is
not sufficiently reassuring.

The overwhelming risk factor for the
start of a nuclear war is that of a technical
accident, inside the Doomsday Machines.
A nuclear war could be caused by scparate
or simultancous malfunctioning in one or
several of the computer systems of the
communications, control, command and
inteiligence of the nuclear forees of cither
or both of the superpowers.

The political concepts of deterrence and
mutually assured destruction arc based on
the assumptions that a superpower must
be capable of launching a nuclear first
strike, to attack, and that a nuclear attack
will be answered by a nuclear attack. The
first attack will thus not occur nor will
policies bc pursued which might lead to it.
Nuclear wcapons are the best guarantee
against nuclear war and for world peace in
general, it is argued, and thusalso prevent
major conventional wars. Nuclear arms
are thereby supposed to guarantee peace,
according to the deterrence doctrine.

The military strategy of a second strike
in reply to a nuclcar attack cnvisages it
being launched upon impact, that is not
until the first nuclcar bombs of the attack-
ing side have cxplodcd. The supcrpowers
are now rcplacing that stratcgy with a new
onc, to launch the missiles upon warning
that the adversary is attacking, before any
impact. Unfortunatcly such a warning
eould be causcd by technical errors. Even
more unfortunately somc might not be
identificd as such during the short timc
available for checking on it. The idea of a
superpower lcader woken up in the
middlie of the night to makc a decision on

44

SOCIAUST AFFAIRS 2/86




whether to launch nuclear missiles in reply
to an alarm of an impending attack is in
itself absurd. There will not be time for
cven that anymore. The decision-making
process is becoming computerised and
pre-programmed.

The superpowers have been reluctant to
admit that this profound change of
military strategy is taking place but it is
obvious that the ever-increasing speed by
which a nuclear war would be initiated is
forcing such developments. The impti-
cations for humanity are such that the
answer can only be to call for the Dooms-
day Machines to be dismantled, both the
major ones of the superpowers and the
Mini Doomsday Machines of the other
nuclcar powers.

Information is not commonly available
in dctail on how the complex systems of
communications, control, command and
intelligence of the Doomsday Machincs
actually work. The extent of the possi-
bility for scrious errors is perhaps known
by the scientists and officers working
within them. Two factors can however be
stated beyond any doubt: that there is a
risk and that it is incréasing as time goes
by. A nuclear war by accident is not
supposed to happen. Yet it might. And it
makes illusory the entire concept of
deterrence.

otwithstanding the imagery of

some  groups of the pcace
movement, the risk of a nuclear war
deliberately started by a great power for
political rcasons is probably very small,
especially as concerns Europe. It would
probably be of advantage to world peace
though if the Sovict armies in Germany
would stop its apparent habit of rchears-
ing an invasion of the Federal Republic of
Germany. A possibly somcwhat more
likely political reason for a nuclear war to
emerge however, is out of a military con-
flict wn the Middle East., developing in a
totally unforeseen and destabilising way.,
It is argued that a nuclear war could also
begin by a mix of political and technical
factors such as in a naval incident. Exer-
cises like the US naval manocuvre held
outside of Vladivostok in December 1984
can hardly be said to contribute 1o
stability.

Another political risk factor is that of
terrorism. for example by an extremist
right-wing group attempting o take over
a strategic missile base. The low level of
ground security on some bases in the
western United  States  illustrates  the
possible deficiency of military planning on
this matter.

Decterrence and  mutually  assured
destruction  operate  against  ruationally
calcufated decisions. They are meaning-
less against irrational.  acctdental and
unexpected triggering cvents.

he four methods usually associated

with ouclear arms control are
frecze. reductions, foree restructuting and
stabilising  mweasures. None  of  these
explains how the world is to get out of the
grip of deterrence. away from the Dooms-
day Machines.

Nuclear-free zones  such s the
Tlateloleo treaty for Latin America are
legitmately viewed as stepping stones
towards o nuclear-weapons-free world.
But they should not be taken as gouls in
thenselves. The peaple of Latin America
are gotng ta perish if there i o global
nuclear war. regardless of Tlatelolea.

There is no alternative but the dis-
mantling of the Doomsday Machines. For
this purpose radical. even  draconian
solutions wre reguired. Time is short. the
sttuation too urgent for a gradual, retorm-
istapproach (o be applied.

The superpowers are striving (o pre-
sernve nuclear peace and to defend. oreven
toexpand. the interests of their states and

ideological  systems. Obsessed by the
pereeived orreal threat of theiradversary,
neither has paid enough attention w the
threat to themselves and to the rest of the
world their own policies entail,

ow. however, both superpowers

are suggesting wavs to extrieuate the

world from this threat. A nuclear war
cannot be won and should not be fought.
This was the joint position stated by
President Ronald Reagan and General
Sceretary Mikhail  Gorbachey at the
summit meeting in Geneva i November
last year. Both [leaders have called for
making nuclear weapons obsolete or abol-
ishing them. President Reagan proposed
in a speech on 23 Mareh TSI that this
showld  beachicved by technological
means — the Strategic Detense Indiiative
(S s supposed o establish o defence
shicld muking nuclear weapons absolete.
Rescarch and development for SD1is o
o on untl 1993 Then o decision on
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production and development is to be
made, SDILL if deployed. would represent
a guantwim leap in weapon technology
similar to or ¢ven greater than that of the
introduction of the H-bomb in 1950, of the
intercontinental ballistic missiles in the
carly sixtics and of the MIRVced missiles
in the carly seventics.

According (o President Reagan’s pro-
posal. the SDI system was to be linked
with the climination of offensive nuclear
weapons. That is not happening, how-
cver. Quite the contrary. It would thus
appear that the proposal of the president
is being ignored by the US Department of
Defense.

Critics arguc that SDI would bring
about a chaos in the planning of strategy
with a fundamental destabilisation of the
East-West military situation as its result.
To criticise the strategy of SDI does not
fully describe the situation. however. It
appears that the Reagan administration is
avoiding the entire problem of a strategy
for  strategic  defence. It is not
providing the answers. In this way it has a
supply-side approach to military strategy.
If a new technology can be built, it will be
developed, especially when seen to pro-
mote industrial development, regardless
of the consequences for military strategy
and arms control. Others will then have to
try tofit the new technology into a strategy
to guarantee nucicar stability and peace.
[t is thus to be left to successor adminis-
trations o try to figure out how to apply
the SDI system. including its potential
offensive aspects. It could possibly be
used against surface targets — a develop-
ment which would bring warning time
down to zero or clase to it. The world
would consequently be in cven greater
danger.

n a spcech on 15 January this year
General Seceretary Mikhail Gorbachev
proposcd that all nuclear weapons be
abolished before the year 2000, This is to
ne achieved through a three-stage plan,
beginning with a reduction of the number
of stratepic weapons by 50 percent.
Though presented first to the public and
only later placed on the negotiation table,
the proposal should not be dismissed as a
picce of propaganda. The sheer magni-
tude of its scope makes it a policy
statement of enormous import.
However, the main difficulty with the
plan is apparcnt. It proposcs that the
nuclcar arms race should be taken nght
back to the time before it was started by
nazi Germany in 1939, But it is impossible
to disinvent nuclear technology. Pro-
posals for abolition will thercfore have to
be accompanied by ideas on how abolition
can be verified, how the simultaneous
steps to a non-nuclcar-weapons world
should be taken and how it should be

—
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maintained once established.

These drawbacks have led some to
conclude that the superpowers are merely
altempting to influence the opinion of a
gullible public. There is more toit. ftmust
be kept in mind that the superpowers are
not only trying to influence global public
opinion. They are also in command of
their Doomsday Machines. It is not to be
excluded that on the basis of their knowl-
cdge of the working of the Doomsday
Machines the leaderships of the super-
powers have in fact drawn the conclusion
that the present nuclear arms race cannot
go on. Itwill end in cither of two ways: by
a nuclear war which would abolish nuclear
weapons by using them. or by a deliberate
political decision and policy to get away
from them.

To sum up. the US proposal indicates a
iwayv to stabilise a non-nuclear-weanons
world orice abolition has taken place. The
cthod suggested, the Strategic’ Defense
Alnitiative, may well have the opposite
ffect. however, due to its inherent
dffensive  aspects. Nor does  the US
proposal explain how abolition is in fact to
be achieved. The Sovict proposal sets a
goal, a timc limit and a policy for
climinating nuclear weapons but does not
jexplain how to verify the process or how

to maintain the situation once abolition

3 has been achieved.

{ And while making these proposals the
supcrpowers arc further cxpanding the
speed and capacity of their Doomsday
Machines.

he contradictions between the

policies of the superpowers and
their pronouncements scem to indicate
either that their dedication to eliminating
nuclecar weapons is merely propaganda
posturing or that there possibly are
divisions of opinions within the leader-
ships of both countrics. Another way to
put it, perhaps, is that the concern is
genuine but its applications so far have
been mainly propagandistic. Concrete,
mutually acceptable policies to turn ideas
into action have not cntered the proccss,
yet some elements have cmerged, such as
the provisional Sovict halting of nuclear
WCApONS ests.

A path towards beginning the abolition
process has been outlined by the Five
Continent’s Pcace Initiative of Argentina,
India, Mexico. Sweden and
Tanzania. The most immediate task is a
nuclear test ban. That would put an end
to the risk of further proliferation. A test
ban would gradually make cxisting stock-
piles of nuclear weapons obsolete, as
samplcs of existing stockpiles could no
longer be tested. if depending on that
process only, the policy of non-testing
would have to last for a considerable time,
perhaps a hundred years, until the

1
!

and not vainly try to restore the pre-1939

Doomsday Machines had wasted away.
This is indeed a very long period given the
instability and danger of the present
situation.

The most important result of a test ban
is thus that it would stop a further devel-
opment of the Doomsday Machines.

. Another idea of similarly great urgency

is & ban on missile flight testing. A third
step would aim at increasing the length of
warning time - to get away from. the
extremely dangerous strategy of launch
upon impact. Among steps 10 be taken are
abolishing intermediate range missiles
and preventing strategic submarines and
bombers from patrolling too close to the
coasts of the adversary.

Those wha argue for a total abolition
must however propose some answers on
how to guarantee the stability of such a
nolicy in order to move forward to 1999

non-nuclear world. It would appear that
some form of anti-missile defence systems
must be developed by both sides.

tis a sad state of affairs when the great
utopian drcam is that humanity will
not blow up the entire world, when to call
for abolition is described as a non-serious
non-starter. What could be more serious
than to call for the survival of humanity?
The crucial decisions will be taken by
those with the nuclear weapons. Others
san contribute by helping to foster an
appropriate  politicat climate for the
decisions to be taken. The nuclecar arms
racc must be stopped by a political
decision by the nuclear powers. and
especially the superpowers, on abolition
and how to secure and stabilise mutual
relations in a world free from nuclcar
weapons. It is obvious that the dis-
mantling of the Doomsday Machines will
have to be accompanicd by an improve-

ment in superpower relations, both
between governments and  between
citizens.

Thosc in the lcaderships of the super-
powers who work for such solutions
should be given worldwide cncourage-
ment and support by public opinion. The
declared intent by President Reagan and
General Sceretary Gorbachev to get away
from the dominance of nuclcar weapons
must be acknowledged and built upon.

The policy  proposal by  Mikhail
Gorbachev for the total abolition of all
nuclear weapons by the year 1999 ought

to be supported. The Doomsday
Machines must be  dismantled. The
concern for verifications and  defence

against violation are legitimate, however.
The means of moving toward abolition
while preventing anyone — from super-
power to small nation, or even terrorists —
Irom violating the process exist or can be
found, now. Itis a matter of political will.%
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The Barbarossa/Pearl
Harbor Syndrome

in a strikingly different approach to arms control and disarmament issues,

BERNT CARLSSON offers this strictly personal view. He argues that abolition

of nuclear weapons and defence against nuclear attack are integrally linked
issues — including a possible role for space weapons.

there is an emerging worldwide consensus that a nuclear

I war is not a policy option, that it must never be fought.
The question of how to avoid nuclear war is the number

one priority of humanity. Millions are concerned enough
about the nuclear arms race to work actively against it in the
peace movement, now a very large popular force. All the
citizens of the earth, whether
from large or small countries,

range ettects it may have. The possibility that it will breed a
cuiture of death, with a4 very damaging impact on long-term
social developments, cannot be l;xcluded.

A number of very committed idealists may draw anarchist
conclusions and decide that the nuclear arms race must be
fought through terror. They may well decide to strike at what
they sec as the root of the
probiem, at those who are

are potential victims and have
the right, even the responsi-
bility, to speak up and to present
their own views on how to dcal
with the threat of humanity’s

annihilation.
There are the perennial
optimists about this threat,

those who take the view that as
there has not yet been a nuclear
war, it is not likely to happen.
And there are those who display
despair, indifference or

‘Both superpowers have
accelerated the production and
deployment of new offensive
systems such as the MX and the
SS-24 missiles — a programme
which might be called the ‘SOP’,
the strategic offensive initiative.’

responsible for it. They might
argue that there is a moral
imperative to threaten the
superpowers  with  terrorism
rather than allow them to go on
menacing all of humanity with
genocide.

Terrorists might attack not
only individuals, but also target
large communities. Time is short
for those who want to stop the
nuclear arms race through arms
control because those who

cynicism.

To the optimists, however,
the knowledge that the armed
forces of the superpowers are stockpiling enormous amounts
of morphine and other analgesics and anaesthetics as a part of
their preparatory plans for nuclear war should be somewhat
unscttling.

A pessimistic counterrcaction is the proposal to stockpile
cyanide in preparation for mass suicide in case of nuclear
attack, an initiative by the students at Brown University in
Rhode Island, USA - an understandable but defeatist
response. Many people react to the threat of nuclear war as
they do to the prospect of their own death. ft is a known end,
but inevitable, and best disregarded in favour of continuing
one’s daily life.

But it cannot be denied that there might be a profound
change in the attitude of humanity, as a result of the perma-
nent threat of nuclear annihilation. It is not known what long-

Bernt Carlsson

has been international secretary of the Swedish Democratic
Party (SAP), and was general secretary of the Socialist
international from 1976-1983. He is now a special ambassa-
dor for the Swedish government. This article represents his
personal views only.

would argue for direct action
will gain strength if superpower
negotiations bog down,

Recent events indicate just how complex a defence against
terrorism is, what appalling risks and costs it imposes. And
the world has never yet cven faced the horror of terrorist
nuclear blackmail.

The United States and the Soviet Union are now showing
interest in getting the arms race under control. However, even
after the launch of the Geneva talks, they have accelerated
the production and deployment of new offensive systems of
death and destruction such as the MX and the SS-24 missiles.
Both superpowers are planning to increase their production
of weapons-grade plutonium. In reality. they arc thus continu-
ing to build up their strategic offence systems — a programme
which might be called the ‘SOI’, the strategic offence
initiative. It remains to be seen whether the talks between the
superpowers will produce any real arms reductions or arc only
gestures designed to reassure a profoundly and increasingly
worried world public opinion.

In defiance of all the speeches, demonstrations, seminars,
scientific colloguia, conferences, resolutions and appeals, and
despite the resumed negotiations, the nuclear arms race
continues rclentlessly, and at a terrifying pace. Technology
has leapfrogged and is outpacing arms control efforts. Vertical
proliferation is increasing all the time. There are the risks of
horizontal or multi-state proliferation. A seemingly irrevers-
ible momentum of nuclear buildup has developed.
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The mirror images

It is obvious that there are some persons in the Reagan
administration who are not interested in arms control in any
torm, who aim for military supremacy. But the nuclear arms
race did not begin on January 20, 198!, when Ronald Reagan
was inaugurated as US president. It began again after the
sccond world war and nas escalated in stapes since then. The
current phase began in the tate 70s.

Those who arpuc that the biame Yies on one side only serve
te promole the competition of the superpowers. To an vutside
observer, there is a strange similarity in the arguments
presenicd by the superpowers. They uppear as echoes or
mirror images of these of the adversary.

The causes of the nuclear arms race go very deep. They are
linked hot to the flow of human progress and to the inability
of humanity to rid itself of the instinets of aggression and fear
suitable to and inherited from an curlier cra of biotogical
evalution,

The road to oblivion

When blame is 1o be apportioned for starting the nuclear arms

. race, it mast focus on nazi Germuany,

The nuclear era can be said to have been opened in 1905
when Albert Einstein published his thesis on special relativity.
In 1938 Otto Hahn, the German physicist, managed the first
successful nuclear fission experiment. It was followed up in
1939 by the French physicist, Joliot Curie. During the same
year, nazi Germany started its nuclear weapon development
programme. The nuclear arms race bad begun.

The fear inspircd by the nazi programme helped provoke
the US Manhattan project. Once ready they were used by the
United States in attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August
1945 — a terrible month in human history whose fortieth
anniversary is marked this year.

During the second world war, the US and the UK bombed,
deliberately and repeatedly, the nuclear research and pro-
duction facilities of nazi Germany. [t was an early, if
unreliable, form of anti-proliferation policy. After the war, it
was discovered that Japan had also been working on the
development of nuclear weapons.

The timing of Hahn's experiment was perhaps the height of
bad luck for humanity. Imagine if it had been conducted
fifteen yeurs later, at o safe distance from the second world
war. The knowledge of how to produce an atomic bomb,
perhaps then widely and generailly understood, would have
been tempered by the memory of the horrors of the war. An
understanding of the scale of the devastation such a bomb
would inflict might then have served as a deterrent in itself.

However, that is but speculation, for the fact is that a bomb
was ready to be dropped in July 1945, just forty years after
Einstein’s first thesis.

The nuclear arms buildup did not stop with an end to the
second world war though. On the contrary, il rapidly got out
of control. As early as 1948 the then chairman of the US
Atomic Energy Commission, David Lilienthal, was horrified
at the rate at which the US Air Force was demanding more
atomic bombs. The generals were beginning to order atomic
weapons like ‘mess kits and rifles’, he noted at the time.

In 1949 the Soviet Union exploded its first atomic bomb.
The momentous decisions by both superpowers in 1950 to po
ahead with the production of the H-bomb followed. The age
of overkill was born.

In 1985 the United States and the Soviet Union have 50,000
nuclear warheads, of which 20,000 are strategic, with a total
cxplosive power of approximately 16,000 megatons, the

cquivalent of 16,000,000,000 tons of TNT.
There arc now large vested interests in the nuclear arms race

‘on both sides. The industrial-military complex in the United

States and the burcaucratic-military complex in the Sovieg
Union are its greatest ¢ngines. Both have a considerable
number of people wha depend on the race continuing. Insti-
tutional inertia, as well, helps prevent a break in the nuclear
arms race.

The nuclear arms race long ago left the realm of reason and
logic. It is literally & race to oblivion. The nuciear numbers
gume in many ways resembles the fascination of an older
generation of military strategists with numbers of artillery
pieces — sumewhat irrcievant to predictions of supremacy
then. Tatally so now.

The efforts to construet an intellectual justification for the
nuclear arms race can be seen as some form of highly
sophisticated computerised chess. [t appears on one level ag
analytic and rational, on another as a form of psychepathy,

As pointed out by US pbysicist Hans A. Bethe and others,
the policy of mutual assurcd destruction (MAIDDY), did not come
about us the result of careful military pianning, MAID s not 4
pelicy or a doctrine but simply a fact of life, or death. [t
descended like a medieval ptugue, the inevitable consequence
of the ecnormous destructive power of nuclear weapons, and
the impotence of political institutions in the face of such
moementous technological innovations.

Nuclear deterrence bused on the strategy of MAD, still
valued in many quarters, is becoming increasingly fragile.
There are serious flaws — one accident or unauthorised firing
of a single missile could bring all-out nuclear conflict. The
main argument of the deterrence based on MAD is that it has
worked. Thisis 4 powerful argument but it does not guarantee
the future.

It is rather like predicting that somcone will live to be a
hundred, having successfully avoided committing suicide or
falling under a bus for their first twenty-five years.

Some claim that the possession of a large number of nuclear
weapons on both sides creates ¢ dynamic range in the relation
between the superpowers, as each could accept losses in a
nuclear exchange and still be able to retaliate. In other words,
tbe more nuclear weapons, the safer the world. The argument
is however limited to some aspects of the problem only. It
could also be said that the more nuclear weapons and the
longertime they are around, the greater the risks of accident.

MAD has been weakened by developments such as euro-
strategic weapons and Soviet missile-carrying nuclear
submarines patrolling closer to the east coast of the United
States. Warning times are getting cven shorter. The present
trend to greater precision and minjaturisation of nuclear
weapons and their delivery vehicles is aggravating the
situation, It is further destabilising as it blurs the distinetion
between nuclear and conventional weapons.

Both sides are being forced to move closer to a launch-on-
warning strategy in which the fate of humanity will be decided
in a few minutes. Decisions will be required so quickly that,
in part, they will he pre-programmed in computer control
systems. People may not be trusted to make such momentous
decisions, but it is surely madness to leave the fate of humanity
largely in the hands of computers!

Is it really possibie that the policy of deterrence will remain
successful under such circumstances? And for how long? For
another decade? A century? The rapid technological develop-
ments are leading to 4 situation in which the launch of a second
strike looks increasingly problematic. The focus of the arms
race is shifting from the technological aspects of the weapons
systems themselves to the combined political and tech-
nological problems they present and to guestions of
intelligence, communication, control and command of the
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nuclcar war, (as was widely held until recently to be a
rcasonable upper limit for fatalitics in a nuclear exchange),
and the death of every person on earth, as now seems possible,
is only a matter of one order of magnitude.

But the difference is considerably greater. Restricting our
attention only to those who dic as a consequence of the war
conceals its full impact. If we are required to calibratc human
extinction in numecrical terms, it should include the number of
people in future generations who would not be born. A
nuclear war imperils all of our descendants.

But as the British biochemist James Lovelock has pointed
out, humanity is not likely to be capable of wiping out all life
forms on carth, Inscets will probably survive.

Who bencfits? The ants and the cockroaches.

The Barbarossa / Pearl Harbor syndrome

The basic problem is thus political. It is the lack of confidence
or trust which keeps the nuclear arms race going. In both
superpowers, the view of the adversary is marked by outright
distrust and hostility. The question is open whether increased
mutual confidence and cooperation is the prerequisitc for
arms control or vice versa.

A significant fact, little noted perhaps, is that the generation
now in power, both on the political and military level, in both
superpowers, were in their formative years when their
countries were drawn into the second world war forty-four
years ago. They then suffered treacherous surprisc attacks
which caught them both quite unprepared.

Thosc now in command have rcason to remember the year
1941, when on Saturday evening, June 21, the Soviet Union
was at pcace, and at 0300 hours on Sunday, Junc 22, nazi
Gcermany attacked with all its strength focussed in a gigantic
effort, codenamed Operation Barbarossa. Similarly, thc

e

United States was at pcace on Saturday cvening, Dccember
6, 1941 and at 0755 hours on Sunday morning, December 7,
imperial Japan attacked the United States.

In spite of their knowledge that a major war had been raging
for years, ncither the Sovict Union nor the United States was
prepared for these attacks. Perhaps it is not so surprising if the
echo of Operation Barbarossa and Pearl Harbor still resounds
in this fear of a surprise attack, so prevalent in the ‘logic” of
the nuclear arms racc.

Now these leaders are gearing their countries to react on
the basis of instant nuclear threats. It is thus possible to
identify a very specific mentality, a state of fear which could
be labelled the Barbarossa / Pcarl Harbor syndrome. In the
present situation this mentality, though understandable. is at
the root of the instability. The fear on both sides can be seen
as the primary nuclear war generating factor.

Mikhail Gorbachov said, in April this year. to the Central
Committee of the Communist Party: ‘We will spare no cfforts
for the defence of our country and our allies, to cnsurc that
nobody will take us by surprise’.

This fear is now so institutionalised that it is hard to conceive
of even a younger generation of lcaders in cither of the
superpowers being free of it.

Abolition now!
The superpowers, indeed all countries, and all of humanity,
arc caught in a trap of world history, where the lines of action
seem frighteningly predetermined. Is there any escape? The
answer must be that all nuclear weapons should be abolished
now. That demands a resetting of the prioritics in the arms
control efforts.

Nuclear weapons do not only kill and destroy, they arc also
a form of war against futurc generations.

They are, as described by Soviet physicist Yevgeny P,
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Velikhov, ‘a planetary cancer’. Either this cancer is cradicated
or the planet will be. Why delay their abolition? If nuclear
arms arc not abolished then the nuclear armis race may come
to an end in another way — the annihilation of humanity.

It is not possible to disinvent nuclear technology. But it is
possible to abolish nuclear weapons and their delivery
systems. This may scem to be an absurd ideca, but the Con-
vention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological Weapons points the way for
it to be done. The discussion must now focus on how to make
the cntire world a nuclear-weapons-free or cancer-free zone
within this century.

It is up to the superpowers to show leadership in ending the
nuctcar arms race. It is up to them and the other nuclcar
powers to negotiate the abolition. It will be an extremely
difficult process which must proceed at a symmetrical pace. If
mismanaged it could easily bring about the opposite effect.
The problems will increase as abolition brings the total
megatonnage down to the level where a war could be waged
without triggering a nuclear winter, and will incrcase cven
more dramatically as it is approaching zero.

Negotiations would have to start with the safeguards for a
world free of nuclear wecapons — and managing a world of
sophisticated conventional weapons would present great
complexities — and then move on to the mechanics of the
abolition itself.

The starting point could be a general and comprehensive
test ban treaty to be followed by a quantitative and qualitative
freeze on development, production and deployment of new
nuclear weapons and vehicles. Research will admittedly be
very difficult to monitor. The argument that a comprehensive
test ban treaty would be difficult to monitor is phoney. It is
easier to monitor a total ban than the size of ongoing tests.

The pledge of ‘no first use’ might increase stability in a

MAD strategy if accompanicd by the necessary redeployment
of the nuclear forces. But it might also create a false sensc of
security, delaying the abolition process.

Mcthods might be devised to diminish the fears of a first or
decapitation strike, but thc risks will remain until nuclear
weapons are abolished.

The policy of aiming at partial reductions of the number of
strategic warheads must be scen only as a stepping stone. Even
great reductions of the strategic nuclear forces of the super-
powers, down to half the existing stockpiles or more, will not
make any difference in terms of the risks or the outcome of
confrontation. Were the numbers to be cut as low as 2,000 it
would be a giant step forward but still insufficicnt as a goal.

Even a war employing ‘only” 100) mcgatons might under
some circumstances trigger a nuclcar winter. The debuilding
of the megatonnage and of the number of warheads must reach
Zero.

Mecasures would have to be taken with respect to the nuclear
threshold states. The world would have to abandon its
hypocrisy about the secret nuclear states and deal with their
destructive capacities as well. Some — perhaps pessimistic —
experts have estimated that by the year 2000 more than thirty
countries will have the capacity to produce nuclear weapons.

International cooperation to prevent the non-state and
terrorist use of nuclear weapons would be essential. The intro-
duction of such steps might make the maintenance of human
rights difficult. Society risks becoming a garrison state that
would gradually abolish at lcast some concepts of civil liberty
and human rights.

It seems clear that control of terrorist attacks is diminishing,
not improving — there is a proliferation in their countries and
groups of origin, sophistication, and ferocity. A nuclear-
weapons-free world will require a successful prevention of
terrorist access to tools of mass destruction.

Nuclear explosions . = __Strategic nuclear Explosive power of
Numberof tests, before and after 1963 “warheads T nuclear stockpile - -
Partial Test:Ban Treaty Total stackpile, all puclear powers: | in terms of TNT equivalent of munitions

k o used in the second world war
y 25,000
381 @
- g
2
S Z 20,000
63 E
0 FZ1
|
= = |
107 —
—~— 15,000
L =
—
a—
S
. =
300+ —
= e
i § 9
S— e
= |o 10,000
— s
i == |3
=3 |5
=3 | & 2
600 1+ — () ~— B .
=3 |t P A
Q 3 CE
F \ - I: .. .', !
— 5,000 A Ny H
= % ¥
= e
L = //‘,- States Uinion o
S B EEEEs
: THO4E, . 5 e sarns 3 i 1oms THT
The whole block sepresents the 16 bilion tons -
over 5,000 times as rauch - of present-day
fuctear stockpites atane,

Sources: UN, SIPRI, World Priorities

SOCIALIST AFFAIRS 3/85 19



B L T Sl I N U S ) S W B B W ]

The knowiedge of this cancer cannot be abolished., but there
can be cooperation to control its use, just as international
cooperalion has proved the key to the aboiition ol uny disease,

The window for negotiations

The time ta launch negotiations on abolition is now, The
problems of verificatian, which in the past have been a major
stumbling block. will not be casicr in the futurc. Cruise
missikes present a growing problem, Conventional cruise
missiles cannot be distinguished from nuclear ones. By 1995,
supersonic intercontinental cruise missiles with  stealth
technology will probably have heen developed. These will be
casy to concecal. Their manufacture, let alone their deploy-
ment, canpot be monitored by traditional arms control
surveillance methods.

What is to be done about arms control when these cruise
missiles or other yet-to-he-developed delivery systems of an
even more advanced technology are deployed? Given buman
ingenuity methods might perbups be devised. But the safest
way is not to build these weapons. At the latest by the mid-%0s.
arms control cfforts in their present form will have come to an
end,

There exists u window for negotiations now. 1t will slam shut
i less than ten years.,

Who will start?

Tbe key question is of coursc - How? How can the
superpowers he convineed? Probably oot throuph nepo-
tiations alonc, otherwise humanity would not still be in this
trap today. It is obvigus that if & serious nuclear accident were
to take place — so potentially catastrophic that it would scare
the leaders of the superpiowers — it would probably trigger a
big change in nuclear behaviour.

A failed circuit, a faulty programme, could well lead to the
beginning of the end for nuclear weapons. But do they want
to take that risk? Do the superpowers want their survival
strategies to be dictated by a flawed bit of silicon?

The abolition of nuclear weapons will have to overcome the
supcrpowers’ fear of cheating, and the {car among all the
nuclear pewers-ofsome-nation clandestinely building-nuclear
weapons and the fear of the terrorist use of nuclear weapons.
The experiences of world history dictate that policy cannot be
built on trust. Great power

institutes and cven customs services, would have to be
cxpanded.

Many employces of the nuclear rescarch and development
centres would be transferrcd to abolition agencics, for the
same expertise that produced complex nuclear systcms should
also be able to invent adequate control and verification
systems. In an ideal world the superpowers and other nuclear
nations could establish widespread nctworks of military
checkpeints on cach others’ territories to monitar and control
abolition, with unlimited numbers of on-site inspections. In
reality this would not casily be acceptable.

How should it then he done? In judging the vaiue of any
arms-control proposal, onc must recognise that no treaty can
be rarefied to perfection. The ultimute control might have te
be supervised by an expansion of clandestine intelligence
observation. 1t would be necessary for the great powers to
increase the capacity for foreign operations of their intelli-
gence services, both mititary and civilian.

It should he observed here however that no governmental
agency has cver devoted a fraction of the effort and resources
to mutual verification that they have to avoiding detection in
their military deployment strategies, This should be acknowl-
edged by thosc who declare the impossibility of effective
verification systems being established,

The transition from & nuclear to a nuclear weapon-free
world will be a difficult and unstable period until abolition is
completed. 1t will require new farms of guarantec and confi-
dence building at a level we have not yet contemplated.

It might be proposed, for example, that an effective form
of nuclear surety would be a system of ‘volunteer’ hostages.
Adult members of the families of political fcaders and senior
military officers of the superpowers could be obliged 1o live in
the capital and major cities of the adversary. This curtailment
of the human rights of the families involved might inculcate a
heightened awareness of the responsibilitics of nuclear
decision-muking power, as well as its prerogatives. Of course,
cognisant of the risks involved, officers and politicians would
be free to decline high office,

- A defence against what?

The mecasures mentioned above are in themselvesinadequate, .
however. There must also be defensive systems operating as
if nuclear weapons and their delivery systems still existed. This
is the context in which systems

policies must be hased on self-
interest, ktis in their self-interest
to avoid a global nuclear war.
Even Karl Marx warned of the
possibility of treachery in
disarmament questions. In his
article  ‘The  French  Dis-
armament’, he pointed out that
tatk of disarmament could be

‘The generation now in power
was in its formaiive years when
their countries were drawn into
the second world war. They then

suffered surprise attacks.’

for strategic defence against
{ ballistic missiles ought to be
discussed and analysed.

There is an ohvious advantage
in dismantling nuclear weapons
in a phase when dcfensive
systems are being researched
and dcveloped.

At present both superpowers

used to lull the vigilance of

pursue research programimes On

states.

Abalition policy has to be built on total mistrust if it is to
succeed. Therc must be answers to questions such as how to
avoid an imbalance of nuclear forces during the process of
abolition. Once nuclear weapons have been abelished, how
would it be possible to maintatn that state, to avoid cheuting
or behaviour that would lead to a breach in the ban? The
question of trust is important but it is the result of sutficient
control systems.

Entire new civilian and military agencies dealing with
abolition control and monitoring would have to be set up.
Existing institutions ranging from the diplomatic services to
the Tnternational Atomic Energy Agency to peace research

defence against ballistic
missiles. The United States is doing so in a highly publicised
way while the Soviet Union is very discreet about its
programme.

But the US strategic dedfence initiative (SDI), with its
unilateral and global ambitions, represents a great leap in the
nuclear arms race, which threatens to unravel the entire
system of arms control treaties negouated since the Partial
Test Ban Treaty.

The current research seems to be based on an assumption
of a static level in the design of offensive weapons, which is
not a reliable assumption given the acceleration of the
offensive arms race, So the SDF system which may eventually
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be required may have to be cven more sophisticated than that
which is currently contemplated. The technical challenges are
ery real,

The arguments against SDI arc now well known, if intern-
ally contradictory — some critics say that such a system is
technological fantasy, and would be disastrous if deployed.
The most serious critique, though, is that their unbalanced
deplovment would be profoundly destabilising and could lead
one side or the other into a first strike.

The combination of the strategic offence, or ‘SOI’, and SDI

rogrammes can be understood as an effort to achieve military
supremacy. But to pursue both the SDI and MX programmes
at the same time is to issue an invitation to disaster.

The discussion of whether the SDI programmes will work
in a nuclear weapons world or not helps deflect attention from
the real issue — abolition. SDI would make sense only if it was
limited to defence against missiles and if nuclear weapons and
their delivery systems werce to be abolished first. The deplay-
ment would then have to be coordinated with the pace of
abolition. It could offer additional protection against nuclear
cheating.

If nuclear weapons cannot be transported to the adversary
by strategic ballistic missiles, then cruise missiles, bombers or
even clundestine methods may be employed. Itis theoretically
possible that nuclear weapons can be prepositioned on the
territory of an adversary. for example, hidden as civilian
merchandise and then conceivably triggered by a telephone
call. As prercquisites for abolition it would be necessary to
strengthen defences against any form of delivery of nuclear
weapons, based on the assumption that somebody is cheating.

Swords into...?

The electronics, acrospace and nuclear research centres and
industries of the supcrpowers represent an immense achieve-
ment of human cffort. They constitute some of the greatest
concentrations of human talents ever assembled on earth. The
discussions about conversion have seriously underestimated
what to do with this remarkable capacity in terms of scientific,
engineering and technical skills if nuclear arms and their
delivery vehicles were to be abolished.

- ~There isthe prospect that thesuperpowers’ spending on the -t

civilian exploration of space will gain momentum towards the
end of this century, if the world has not perished in a nuclear
holocaust by then. The amounts now spent on civilian space
research are meagre compared to military spending. The most
immediate target beyond the space stations and other earth
orbit projects could well be peopled expeditions to the planet
Mars.

The hope has often been expressed that some of the huge
amounts of money now wasted on the nuclear arms race could
be transferred for development both of industrialised
countries and of the Third World.

This involves much wishful thinking.

An end to nuclear arms would not create such great savings
as is often imagined. Conventional arms spending still
accounts for 80 percent of all military expenditure, and that
level would not shrink dramatically in a nuclear-free world.
On the contrary, the initial costs for restructuring and
rearming the defence forces for conventional warfare would
be very large.

The costs of monitoring the abolition of nuciear arms would
be substantial, no matter what systems were employed. The
costs for various forms of defensive systems against a potential
small-scale nuclear attack would still be considerable.

It is thus not realistic to expect that there would be any
significant savings in economic terms, indeed, quite the
reverse. But is the cost factor so relevant? Surely no cost can

- The Reagan administration justified the test on the

The first rung on the

technical ladder

As SOCIALIST AFFAIRS went to press, the United
States announced it had successfully tested an
anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon on September 13. As
our schematic representation of ‘star wars’ on
pages 10-11 shows, the technology illustrated in
the right-hand panel seems now in place ...
According to information released by the Pentagon, the
rocket was launched from an F-15 jet atan altitude of 11,000
metres over the Pacific Ocean, flew into space, where the
infrared sensors of its minjature homing device (the ‘smart
rock’) locked on to an obsolete scientific satellite, slammed
into it and destroyed it through the sheer force of impact.

This was the first live firing of an ASAT weapon againstan
actual object in space. The first two, carried out in January
and November last year, he d been limited to firing ata point
in space.

grounds that the United States needed to match the efforts
of the Soviet Union, which ‘already has an operating, albeit
more crude, ASAT weapon'.

Since President Reagan gave Congress the required
notice of intent to proceed with the test, its timing and its
taking place at all had been criticised both in the US and
worldwide. Four Democratic congressmen and the Union
of Concerned Scientists had sought a restraining order to
block the test, but their case was dismissed.

The Soviet government has made it clear it will now also
begin testing ASAT weapons.

be seen as prohibitive if it enables the world to rid itself of the
threat of a nuclear holocaust.

Conventional disarmament: a distant goal

The abolition of nuclear weapons should not be confused with
general and complete disarmament. It is a far more distant
goal that should not be allowed to interfere with the more
immediate task of how humanity is to avoid a nuclear war.
Total disarmament is desirable but it is not necessary for the
immediate survival-of the-species. -

The alleged lack of balance of conventlonal forces is one of
the causes of the nuclear arms race. Some form of balance of
conventional forces is a necessary complement for the
abolition of nuclear weapons. In terms of human resources
armed forces might have to be increased during the transition
period. Conscription might have to be on a parallel level in
both superpowers to guarantee a nuclear peace. The problems
of peace management in a conventional world are enormous
indeed. It is obvious, however, that in the long run humanity
cannot afford to go on wasting its resources on a conventional
arms race or even to maintain it on the present level.

Arms control and disarmament must now concentrate on
getting rid of ‘the future destroyers’, those weapons which at
best have effects which last centuries, and at worst will
annihilate the future. Each generation may have the right,
however tragic, to war among itself ~ but not to inflict its
military excesses on all unborn generations.

The issue of arms control for those weapons which cause
death and destruction today — conventional weapons, and the
ecological time bomb which is now being constructed — will
have to be tackled, but the priority must be nuclear weapons.

Nothing threatens humanity more absolutely, constantly
and terrifyingly. The priority for human survival must be the
abolition of nuclear weapons.

A utopian goal, but achievable through practical, compre-
hensible, very non-utopian steps — today. 2
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