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1. Mi l i  tary doctr ines:  A lavman '  s quide

Alternat ive secur i ty pol ic ies have to spel l  out  a l ternat ives

in two f ie lds:  mi l i tary pol icy and foreign pol icy.  The two to-

gether const i tute the external  posture of  a country,  d iv ided into

mi l i tary and pol i t ical  posture s,  That th is div is ion is far  f rom

sharp is in the nature of  the problem we are discussing. Mit i tary

posture is an expression of  foreign pol icy;  pol i t ical  postures

(and this is less obvious) have to be in agreement wi th the

mi l i tary pol icy chosen. Thus, to go straight to the poi-nt :  i f l

mi l i tary pol icy is based on possible retal iat ion wi th weapons of

mass destruct ion in general ,  and nucf ear arms (1ater on possibly

part ic le and laser be"r") l  in part icular,  in other words on super-

weapons then t .he pol i t ical  posture has to correspond to th is.  A

mi l i tary doctr ine based on super-weapons can only make sense i f

the other s ide is not only a super-power,  but  a super-enemy. The

construct ion of  the enemv as " focus of  evi f  in the modern wor ld"

or as " imperial ist  in the last  phases of  capi ta l ism" is a con-

corni tant  of  the weapons chosen, and vice versa. l , ' l  e are pol i t ical

pr isoners of  our mi l i tary docLr ines and--once mo1'e--v ice versa.

The teader wi l l  f ind on the next page a fayman's guide to

mi l iLary doctr ine.  The basic dist inct ion made comes in the very

beginning, between of fensive and defensive mi l i tary doctr ines.  I t

should be noted that the dist inct ion is based on capabi l i ty ,  not

on intent ion.  What matters is what is Dossible.  not  declarat ions

about the "mission" of '  weapons systems. Capabi l i ty  can only

change slowlyi  mot ivat ions f rom one momenL Lo the other.  As indi-
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cated in the preceding paragraph: mot ivat ions have a tendency

to fo l low capabi l i ty ,  not  only v ice versa.

The dist inct ion is made on the basis of  the ranqe of  the

weapons sys!r lns and Lhe size of  th€jmpact area. The typical

of fensive doctr ine wouJd be based on long range capabi l i ty  wi th

vast impact area, exempl i f ied by inter-cont inental  and inter-

mediaLe range aircraf t ,  submarines and bal l is t ic  and cruise

missi les whether land-based, air-based or sea-based"(To this

can then be added space-based).The warheads del ivered by these

weapons carr iers of ten have very vast  impact areas. I f  they

should be hiqhty precise,  not in the sense of  h i t t inq the tarqet

( low CEP) but.  in the sense of  very I imi ted destruct ion- Lhen such

systems might be charaeter ized as interdict ion systems and be

located in the grey terr : i tory between of fens ive and defensive systems

0n the other hand, there are the defensive weaDons

systems based on short  range capabi l i ty  and l imi ted impact.  Just

as weapons sysLems with the opposi te conf igurat ion obviously are

intended for enemy terr i to ly defensive weapons ar e intended for

terr i tor ia l  sef f -defense--as expressed in the chart .  Both of

them are systems of  deterrence in the sense of  deterr ing enemy

attack.  But there is a quest ion mark for  the of l fensive systems- *

how can the other s ide know? The capabi l i ty  can be used for retal-

iat ion as a second str ike,  but  i t  can also be used aggressivefy,

for  a f i  rst  str ike.  Weapons systems that are only short  ranqe

can by def in i t ion only be used lor  sel f -defense. that  is  the crucial

point .  A defensive doctr ine woufd be based on t .hat  k ind of  system

and wouf d obviously rule out weapons of  mass destruct ion as too

destruct ive.
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As ment ioned, there is a grey zone in-beLween defensive

and of f ,ensive systems. Ant i -a i rcraf t  guns, or ant i -missi l -e systems, when

shoot ing upwards, are c lear ly defensive of  the part  of  the t .err i tory

known as air  space (and, possiblyr  protect ing land space from the

bombs/warheads carr ied by aircraf t /missi les )  .  But,  when

rho on- lo io lowered and the qun is mounted on a long ranqe

carr ier  (a t ra in,  a ship) the same gun becomes an of fensive

weapon. This grey zone, however,  is  nothing compared to the

negat ive window between f i rst  str ike and second str ike weapons

systems in the of fensive category where nobody rea11y has come up

with c lear c l i ter ia as to what const i tutes one and what const i tues

the other.  The same systems may be part  of  both f i rst  and second

str ike packaqes "  This discr iminat- ion probJ.em l ies aL the root of  the
arms tace "

Another point  in conneet ion wi th defensive mi l i t .ary r loctr ines

is t .he missinq fourth cateqory:  a weapons system with short  ranqe

capabi l i ty  but vast  impact-  area, sLrch as nuclear.  land m,ines. 0r

scorched earth tact ics in qeneral .  Thebe cnufcJ be seen as defen-

sive weapons in the ease of  despair .  However,  another way of  lookino

at them would be as intel l -ectual  errors,  inf l ic t ing so much damaqe

on own terr i tory that  they in fact  const i tute a case of  sel_f*

deterrence (deterr ing onsel f  f rom using them), To withdraw such systems

is not a disarmament measure but error-correcLion.

5t i11 another point  should be made elear before proceeding.

There is the dist incLion made Lo the r ight  in the chart ,  between

border defense and terr i tory defense. The f 'ormer is an ef for t  to

stop the Bnemy already at  the border.  As a mi l i tary rJoctr ine th is diecl

wi th the Maqinot l ine fnr  the defense of  F"r :ance aqainst  the German



attack in 1940--  Hi t ler 's armies wnet around i t  (and i f  they had

not done so parachut ists and/or the German n avy coul-d have done

the same).  But even i f  the whole per imeter of  France had been

sealed of f ,  inc"Iuding ant i*aircraf t  defense for ai r  space, the

mi l i tary doctr ine would be i r rat ional  in addi t ion to over ly

expensi  ve,  An enemy wants more than crossing the border.  He

wants to occupy and use the country,  af ter  mi l i tary occupat ion,

f  or  economi-n,  pol i t ical ,  sociaf  and cul . tural  (  imposing his own

vaLues !  )  reasons. A munh more rat ionaL defensive doctr ine

would take this as a point  of  departure and not only make occupa-

t ion hard to obtainr or aL l -east di f f inul t  to maintain,  but  a-Iso

depr ive the enemy of  any economic,  pol i t inal  and cul tural /social

benef i ts.  And that cal ls f  or  r lef  ense in depth,  Rar lmverteidiguf iq,

o obtain the k ind of  protracted watfare most big powers t ry to avoid.

Cont inuing down the chart  on the of fensive lef t  hand side

we come Lo the dist inct ion between f i rst  str ike and second str ike

doctr ines,  the former beinq a case of  aggression, the lat ter  of

retal iat ion.  0ne miqht say that no country today admits to having an

aggressive f i rst  str ike of fensive mi l  i tary docLr ine.  They are al l

at  Least present ing their  mi l i tary capabi l i ty  in the name of

defense. But even so a f i rst  str ike of fensive doctr ine makes

sense" There is the old adaqe that "at tack is the best defense",

and t-he contempnrary plesentat ion of  that  doctr ine as a "pre-

empt ive str ike".  Launch-on-warninq and launch-on-suspic ion,

"userm or lose'm" are expressions of '  the same basir :  i  dea. In

fact ,  there is a cont inuum between f i rst  str ike and second str ike
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not only in terms of ,  capabi l i ty ,  but  afso in terms of  mot ivat ion

behind the capabi l i ty .  I t  is  not  only those on the other s ide,

the enemy, who wi l l  have great c l i f f icul t ies knowing whether a

capabi l i ty  is  intended for a f i rst  str ike of  agqression or a

second str ike of  retar iat ion.  r  he owners of  that  capabir i ty may

also have the same cJi f f icul ty,  and waver ot  make the posture

ambiqlJous"

The classical  subdiv is ion for both f i rst  str ike and second

str ike capabi l i t ies woul-d be between weapons of  mass desLruct ion

and convent iona I  weapons .  The I  is  t inq in th e chart  is  t radi t ion_

aI,  only that  laser and par: t ic le beams have been acJ derJ as of fen-

siveweapons of  mass destruct ion " rwo examples of  f i rst  str ike

offensive systems that st i l r  are convent i .nal  have also been

added: "rapid deployment forees"and'1ow intensi ty nonf l ic t l ,

However,  the mir i tary doctr ines rJsuarry discussed under the

offensj .ve heacl ing are seconrJ str ike doct l ines,  t r : iqqered by ver i_

f iable enemy aggression. The subdiv is i r :n for  own use of  weapons

of mass destruct . ion in ' f  i rst  user j  "ambivalenDe,ranrJ,ho f i : rst  rJser l

ref leets onevery i -mportant dimension in mi. l i tary doctr ine anal-ysis

As is wel l  known the of f ic ia l  soviet  posi t ion is,ho f . i rst  use,,
(of  weapons of 'mass destruct ion in general  and nuclear weapons in
part icr . r lar)  whereas the l .JS/NAT0 posi t ion is nei ther f i rst  use nor

no f , i rst  use, but ambivarenee. we may Dr we may not_,_we decide"

No sel f - imposed restraint . ,  no contract  wi th the enemy, l ike ' , i ty"q

only at tacl  convent ional ly,  we shal1 only respono convent ional ly.  "



Under that  heading four major mi l i tary.  doctr ines are l is ted,
4

al l  of  them containing nuclear components:  massive retal iat ion!

Lhen there is mutual-  assured destruct ion(which is certainly

mainly based on weapons of  mass destruct ion ) ;  then f lexible response

(Uut th is one is somewhat more convent ional  s ince the f lexibi l i ty

consists in answerinq with weapons of  mass destruct ion or conven-

t ional  weapons, depending on 
ln" 

nature of  the at tack);  and last

but not least ,  Air land Batt le which inteqrates air  force and arm)' ;

chemical  /nuclear and convent ional  systems seiz ing in i t iat ive

from aqqressor and is certainly 
" t fensive 

in the sense of  br inging
c

the batt le outside own terr i tory.  The last  point , 'hof low on

forces at t -acr* ' ,  is  not-  necessar i ly  nucl-ear as a concept.

I f  we now move back again rea.ding downwards on the r ight .  hand

si .de,  more f  lesh is puL on the bones of  def  ensive mi l i tary doctr ines.

There is the c-Lassical  subdiv is ion in convent ional  mi l i tary de-

fense, para-mi l i tary defense and non-mi l i tary defense. Al1 of  them

operate al l  over the nat ional  terr i tory in sma11, autonomous,

local ly based, mobi le and very wel l  t ra ined uni ts.  The border is

l  ess essent ia l .  S ecur i ty not only def inecl  in terms of  a terr i tory

geoqraphical ly empty of  enemies but in Lerms of  the capaci ty to

withstand any ef for t ,  aI l  over that  terr i tory,  to use the terr i -

tory innluding the inhabi tants for  purposes imposed from the

outside" In th is task t .here is a div is ion of  labor between con-

vent ional  mi1i tary forces that would be more geographical1y

or ient"ed and non-mi l i tary defense that wnufd be more social ly

or iented, denyinq the antagonist  any social  gains through not only
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se1f,- inf l ic ted sabotage of  physical  objects (carr ied out at  the

minj-mum 1eve1, not as scorched earth tact ics )  uut  through massive

non-cooperat ion,  massive c iv i l  d isobedience! yet  maintaining con-

tact  wi th him and engaging in construct ive act ion to maintain

onuts own social  format ion as much as possible.

This would then be bolstered by convent ionar mi l i tary

defense using bunkers scattered over the terr i tory,  verLical

take-of f  and land inq /short  take-of f  anrJ landing aircraf t ,  motor

torpedo boats,  jeeps--al- l  of  th is as plaLforms for pre-

cis ion quided munit ion (short  range, but velv smart  rockets wi th

passive and/or act ive homing devices).  No doubt recenL technol-ogical

j .nnovat ions in th is f ie ld have made this part icular tvpe of  defense more mean-

ingful .

ln-between is para-mir i tary defense according to the wer l

known doctr ine of  retreat inq when t .he enemy at tacks and at tack-

ing when the enemy reLreats.  I t  should be noted, however,  that

para-mi l i tary Forces mqy not be that di f ferent f rom convent ional ,

mi l i tary defense and also have a sociar funct ion when real ly

enrbedded in the focal  society not that  d i f rerent f rorn non_

mil i tary defense "

A di f ference in the structure of  the t .wo winqs ol .  the

mi l i tary doct.r ine s chart  can now be poinLed ouL. The two

subdiv is ions under of fensive doctr ines,  f i rst  str ike and second

str ike,  in a sense exclr :de each other.  0ne cannot have them both.



Throuqh a f i rst  str ike one has already excrudecJ oneseff  as
holding a second str ike posture.  A credible,  very v iable and

honest ly pursued second str ike posture exnludes a f i rst  sLr ike

posture '  But the subdiv is ion on the defensive s ide of  Lhe chart

in convent ional ,  Pata-mi l i tary and non-miI i t -ary defense is not

mutual ly excr-usive.  There are ef for ts to conceive of  them as

such. Many, both paci f is ts and ant i -paci f is ts see non_mir i tary

defense as excfuding the ot .her two, otherwise the socio-

psychologicaL mechanisms of  nonviofence cannot work.  This is

not necessar i ly  the case as brought out to a rarqe extent-  in the

Vietnam war where the v ietnamese fought wi th arr  three types of

defense, including the sel f - i rnmolat ion of  Buddhist  monks as an

extreme case of  non-mi l i tary rJef  ense. Rather,  one cour.d th ink

in terms of  a Mix wi th the three types supprement ing each other

at  d i f ferent points in space, di f ferent phases in t ime af ter  the

attack,  and for di f ferent social  funct ions.

Then, there is aLso the dist inct ion between the convent ional

mi l i tary forces and para-mir i tary forces, the former being' ,J_ega1,,

according to the laws of  war,  the second i t leqa1. To the extent

that the cr i ter ia are to wear a uni form and to carry Lhe weapons

openly para-mi l i tary forces can do this.  They might st i11,  r ike

convent ionar mi l i tary forces prefei :  not  to expose themserves

openry to enemy aLLack, in other words hide, and hide welr .  The

dichotomy is art i f ic ia l  anr l  essent ia l ly  brought into the laws

of war to proter- ' r -  occupying f  orces,  in other words biq ooru.= ? I t
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miqht be in the interest  of ,  the smal ler  powers to overcome that.

dist inct ion s ince t .he weak can only defend themselves by beinq

dispersed and rJnpredintable.  AnrJ i t  is  only by br: i ld ing t .h is

type of  defense in advanr:e that  defensive defense can deter by

beinq nr"edible.

The important point  about Figrr . re I  wi th the chart  of

mi l  i tary dor: t r ines can now be made; wi th the @

def ensive def ense, whi i :h has taken place dr.rr ing the last-  year: j_!h"

ent i re discourse about mi l i tary matters has become much r ich"" .10

Not a lonq t ime a! lo there were only two posi t ions,  There was s major i ty

posi t ion c lear ly based on of ' fensive.nucfear systems, wi th a

major i ty inside the major i ty wi th c leal  second str ike or ienta-

t ion (nut there has always been a minor i ty which at  feast  can be

said to be no sLranqer to the preemptive at tack idea).  And Lhen there was

the minor i ty,  deeply oppDsed to Lhe arms race in general  and nuclear

arms in part icular,  in favor of '  uni lateraL nuclear disarmament.

The problem with that  pr:s i t . ion always became rather c lear when

they wera asked "and then, what?".  Focussing so much on the dis-

t inct jon between nuclear and convent ionaf weapons had, perhaps,

bl inded the ant j . -nue.1 ear weapons grolrps t .o the mur-.h more fr :nda-

menta I  d ist inct ion between of fensive and defensive weapons systems in

qeneral ,and mi l i tary doctr ines in part icular.  To try to balance

lonq-ranqe rnissi les wi th long-ranqe convent iunal  bombers c loes not

seem to make much sense. Henne, the nuclear r"rni fateraJists were

dr i  ven back to the last  posi t ion of  intel l -er : tual ,  pol i t ical  and in



11

a sense also mi l i tary defense: non-mi l i tary defense. 0f  course,

this was not-  only due to the lank of  emphasis in t .he rJebat.e on

defensive c lefense" but also due to the r : i rnumstanr. 'e that  ant. i -

nuclear i  sm to sDme extent was a posi  t ion cJer iverJ f rom ant i -mi l i tar-

ism in qeneral .

However understanrJable th is posi t ion i t  is  certainly not

a major i ty posi t ion in European countr ies.  The ma, jor iLy posi t ion

- is in favor of  nr i l i tary defense, also in favor of  the NAT0 al l iance

in Western Iurope, but not in favor of  nr . lc lear alms in qeneral  and

more part icular ly not in lavor ol  US mi l i tarv pol icv in connect ion

with nuclear arms (at  least  not by the present administrat ion in
t t

Washinqton).--

and opens for a number of  d i f ferent combinat ions.  Taking the

paci f is t  posi t ion as a point  of  deoarture the arJherent-  of  non-

mi l i tary defense couLd now add para-mi l i tary and convent ional

mi I  i  tary def ense, because they are non-provor:at ive,  anrJ open f  or

possibi l i t ies for  defense of  their  country for  t -he major i ty part

of  t -he poprr lat ion not convinced abor.r t  t -he paci f is t  opt ion for  
12

non-mi l i tary defense" Hence new pol i t icat  a l l iances become possible.

From posi t - iors of  convent i  onal  mi l i tary defense one might ex-

tend the opt ions in the other direct ion to include para-mi l i tary

def 'ense and an openness t  o non-mi l  i tary defense as occupat ion de-

Defensive defense f i l ls  the qap bet-ween thg gx!1er1e posi t ions,
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f  ense, by c iv i l ians.  In f  act ,  i t  wnuld be di f  f  icr . r l t  not-  to open

for that  possibi l i ty  as an addi t ional  efement in a defensive de-

fense posture.  Reasons for not doinq so woufd probably nrainly be

BXpressions r . l f  intel  lectual  conservat ism, and pe chaps the fear of

the nr i l j tary Lo give too much of  the t .ask of 'providing an oncupa-

t ion cJefense to t -he c iv i l ian seetor (and r jonscientous objentor"  f  ) l l

BrLt  t -hen the adher:enki  of  Dnnvent ional  def  ense could also

bt- t i1d in the other direct ion,  even i f  " i t  is  at  the r isk of l  losing

the pr-rr i ty of  non-provocat ive,  def  ensive def ense. An arqument

coul"d be made f  or  convent ional  def  ense in general ,  wi th no weapr ins

of mass destruct ion aL al l ,  br-r t  wi t .h a rsnge far outside the

nat ional  per imeter,  perhaps bui ld ing on the not ion of  interdict ion

defense which, admit tedly,  is  on the border l ine between of fensive

and defensive systems. And he interested in that  k ind of  mi l i tary

systems would probably also be interested in bui ld ing further in

the same direct ion,  inclr-rdinq weapons of  mass destruct ion,  and

post-ures that woufd be compat ib le wi th a f i rst  str ike capabi l i ty .

In other woi :ds,  the ranqe of  opt. ions is considerable and t-here

is at .  least  a number of  d i f ferent doctr ines avai lable as wel l  as

their  c,ombinat ions.

The key qoest ion is,  oF nourse, which drrct  r ine is better than

thn others.  As Lrsual  th is is a qr.rest ion of  weiqhinq the conse-

qlrences. By and larqe I  th ink t -he key arquments can be summarized as

fo1lows, leaving out in th is connect ion the most.  obvious argumenr:
) ,4

that a war f ,ought wi th of fensive systems miqht be omnicidal .
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In f  avor of  def  ensive mi l i tary docLr ines speaks one 
_very

I )
important-  f ,actor;  delensjve defense is non-provocat ive.  The

country cannot at . tack,  i t  is  "strur: : tu: :a1]y i r r  possible" t -o qive

somewhat s impl i f ied t - r 'anslat ion into fnql ish of  the expression

1t)
used by the German Sociaf  Democrat i r - 'Part-y,  Hence, whatever

tension t-here is in internaLiona I  r :e lat ions would not der ive f rom

the of fensive potent ia l  of . the eounLry.  I f  there is an arms race

i t  would be st imtr lated by int-ernal  forces,  which may be stronq

enouqh, r 'ather Lhan by watchinq what the ot-her country,  the def en-
L/

sive defense nountry j  s doinq, "  Die Schweiz ptovoziet t .  n iemandem".

Anot-her sLronq arqument in f 'avor of  the defensive defense

doctr ine is i ts caDaci tv for  rea, l  defense i f  an at tack shor-rJd ever

come" A nor:ntry of  that  type would of fen an enerny out to

occupy and change the country considerable chal lenqe. The argu-

ment may be made that when the Soviet  lJnion did not at tack Yuqo-

slavia in 7948. Albania in 1960 and Poland in 1980-B-t  th is was at

feast to a larqe extent becar:se of  the reputat ion al l  three

eountr  j  es had gained dur inq the Second World War as countr ies

eapable of  of ferr inq a very credibl-e resistance, In fact ,  Yuqo-

slavia and Albania were t .he only furopean countr ies (apart  f rom

the Soviet  t - ln ion) capable of  t ibe'r 'at inq themselves; and PolanrJ

wnuld probably have done so i f  i t  had not been for Stal in 's t reason

outside Warsaw in 1944. I t  belones to the stor:y t .hat-  two other

countr ies that  were invaded by the Soviet  Union, Hungary in 1956

and L--zechosLovakia in I95B both came out of  the Second World War
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with a reputaLion for not defending themselves, contr ibr . l t inq very

1A
1it t -1e to their  l iberat ion f rom Nazi  occupat ion.

The argument.  aqainst  defensive defense is the incapaci ty for

retal iat ion" The r-rountry cr :u. lc i  be exposed to blackmai l .  threats.  bv the

country possessinq of f 'ensive weapons systems, and not necessar i ly

wi th weapons of  mass destruet ion,  they could also be convent ionaL "

This is an important argumenL. lhe best.  rebuttal  is  probably

not in terms of  denying that"  th is could happen, but raLher in

po- int i  ng out that  th is may also happen i f  that  country has an

offensive mi l i tary doctr ine or capabi l i t .v .  ihe blackmaif  weapons

may already have been instal led inside a country as warheads

smLrqgled in,  to be exploded by remote igni t ion lv iLhout anybody

ever knowing who placed them there" This is the type of  age in

which we l ive,  unfortunately;  my quess being t-hey are already deployeC.

The arqumenL in favor of  of fensive mi l i tary doctr ines would

take exact-1y th is as the point  of  departure and promise retal iat ion,

a second str ike,  in case of  any t ransgression. As already indi-

cated this miqht work in ease the transqressor is knownl i t  miqht

be considerably more di f f icul t  i f  the t ransgressor couleJ be any-

body in possession of  nuelear warheads ( for  instance )  ,  or  any

terrr : r is t  nat ional .  or  int-ernat innal--and the number of  such actors

might soon become quiLe high ( today, 1981, Israel ,  South Afr ica and--

probably-- India have to be added to the nuclear Club of  Five).
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Against"  of  f  ensive mi l i tary dont.r ines t -he arqument that .  i t_

of fer :s. .L?*,gl_lgi lg.Li_yS to an at t -o,r t  war shoutd weigh heavi ly.  The

type of  mi l i tary systems set up uncjer th is doctr ine would not be

qood for occupat ion cJef,ense. In fact ,  i f .  that  rn i r i tary system is

successful  ly  beaten there miqht not be any second l ine defef lsB r

and the r--ountry wor-rrd capiLurate.  The pattern is just  the opposi . te

in a count-ry wi  th def ensive cJef ense where i  t  miqht take very l i t t1e

to break t"hr:or. . rgh the f i rst .  f - ine of  def .epss, t_he border__but af ter

that the resistance would become st i f f -er  and sLi f fer .  Hence the

t"empt-at- ion to break down that f  i r .st  r  ine of  mir . i tary capabi l i ty

throuqh a f i rst  str ike miqht be consir lerable,  knowinq that there

would be rewards af ter  the f i rst  r isk i f ,  the country has only border

defense (ory in1 y of fensive systems--1ike the US ) .

And then, there is certainly the arqurnent against  that of fensive

.  As there is no clear cr i ter ion

thal  can be usecJ to dist inquish between f i rst  and second str ike

oapabi l i ty  any present o r  future antaqonist  might be in doubt

abor l f -  t -he intent ions,  and for that  reason prefer to err  on the

r: iqhf-  s ide,  meaning acquir inq a second str ike of fensive capabi l i t_y

himsel f  for  retar iatory pur.poses. The .nesurt  is ,  of .cor l rse,  an

arms race, or to be more precise:  0ne of  the mechanisms unr jer_
I9

l  y i  ng an arms racr-=,

To this cor_r ld be arJde.d that

pensive than def ensive syst_ems,

capi ta l - intensive,  less eapable

t .he of fensive system is m0re ex_

and also,  becal . rse i t  is  more

of providing jobs in a per iod of



.16

unemployment.  Deiensive mi l i t -ar :y resistance woul rJ be based on

much simpl ier  mi l i  Lary instal lat ions t .hat  by t_heir  very nature

wou. ld be labor intensive,  more based on cl  omest ic produet ion

capaci ty,  and above al l  less expensir ." 'O

what about.  the leve1 of  mi l i t -ar jzat ion of  the populat ion?

The arqument rEn be made that of fensive doct.r ines do not presuppose

much in terms of  mi l i t .ar izat ion of  the country.  The systems are

capi t -a l -  and research- intensi t ive,  demanrJing highly qual i f  ied man-

power that  miqht be isolated from the rest  of  the societv (but

for that  reason also const- i tute a danger because they may have

their  own vest-ed interests )  "  Def ensive miJ- i tary systems are more

based on civ i - l - ian-solrJ iers who are not verv di- f ferent f rom the

rest  of  societ .y,  part- j  cular ly i f  para-mi l i tary and non-mi l i tary de-

fense are included, A spir : i t -  of  resistance wi l l  have to be en-

gendered. l iome of  th is rniqht become chauvinist ic even to the

point  of  mi l i tar jst ic;  switzer land perhaps being an example,

Yr-rgos lavi  a and F in land much less so r  sweden and Austr ia in the

view of  the present author not aL al l .

The conclusion of  t -he present paper is in favor of 'defensive

nr i l i tary doctr ines.  When I  draw that conclusion i t  is  because of

the r isk that  the rni l i tary systems themsel ves become a major

t 'at lsal  faetor of  major wats,  not  because I  ent i re ly disreqard the

di f f l icr , r l t ies in connect ion wi th the blackmai l  arqument.  Rather,  I

wou- l"d tend to th ink that  everything has to be clone Lo provide an
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internaLj .onal  atmosphere that.  wouLd reduce tension in qeneral ,

thereby makinq i t  possible for  low-key. non-aqqt:ess, ive pol i t ical

met-hods to be operat . ive" For th is to happen a delensive mi l i t -ary

doctr ine may not be a str f f  ic ient  condi t ion but at  feast-  c lose to

a necessary one, under the atmosphere prevai l ing when majo c

powers have of fensi .ve mi l i tany doctr ines we get exact ly what we

have today; fear,  anxiety;  ef for t"s to just i fy the weaponry

developed by one's own side by construct inq the enemy in such a

way that he meri ts that  type of  weapon; f rustrat ions when disarrna-

ment negot iat ions break down. But why should they not break down

when the loqic of  the whole game given the nature of  of fensive

mi l i tary doctr ine would be aqainst  d isarmament?

However,  the re- l -at ive weiqht of  these arguments would depend

on a number of  factors.  Some colrntr ies are more predispcsed for

of fensive,  sorne countr ies more for defensive mi l i tary doctr ines.

The next sect ion wi l l  spel l  out  some of these condi t ions.  This is

important because i t  g ives us some cues as to where the rea1, as

opposed to the professed, di f f icul t ies may be located.
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2. ISS_I_ mi l i tary doclr ine

In a sense the t i t le of  Lhis sect ion is misleadino.

Mi l i tary doctr ines are not necessar i ly  chosen consciously,  af ter

long and rat ional  del iberat ions.  They may a-fso grow out ol  a

histor ical  t radi t ion,  being br.r i l t  into the social  structure one

way ol  the otherr  or  imposed f  rom the outside by very threatening

or very helpful  b iq neiqhbors,  for  - instance.

The fol lowing is a l is t  of  factors that  should be taken into

considerat ion when a country 's mi l i tary doctr ine is evaluated.

First ,  how credible is i t  that  a country can be invaded, for

economic,  pof i t ical ,  social  and cul tural"  gains,  not  only in order

to destroy mi l i tary capabi l . i ty? For instance, iL is noL very

credible that  the tJni t -ed States of  America could be invaded with

these goals in v iew. The tJS has four major means of  defensive

defense: the At lant ic 0cean, t ,he Paci f ic  0cean, Mexico made rela-

t . ively innocuous af  ter  the US took approximat.ely hal f  of  the Mexican

terr i t "ory I  845-48, and Canada also made i  nnocuous through US con-

t . ro l  of  the Canadian economy " The only pgssibi l i ty  wouLd be

throuqh air  (v ia space or not) ,  but  then for mit i tary purposes

rather than f  or  t .he ot-her f  our,  The ef  f ,orL to make a Soviet  in-

vasion credible in a recent TV ser ies (Amerika) OiO not seem to

carry much convict ion,  and t .he agent throuqh which the invasion/

occupat, ion Lor:k p1ace, the Llni t "ed Nat ions,  d id not of ler  a credible

scenar io ei ther,  The ser ies was a f1op.
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0n the other hand, the soviet  union has repeatedly been

invaded in i ts history,  in 194r throuqh 0perat ion Barbarossa.

Thinking in terms of  defensive defense obviously,  for  that

teason, would come more easiry to the Soviet  Union than to the

uni t .ed States.  Histor ical  exper ience does matter.

0n the other hand, take a smal l  country l ike Switzer land.

up to 1918 surrounded by four of  the major powers in Europe

(Germany, France, I ta ly and the Austro-Hungar ian empire) at tack,

invasion'  occupat ion were certainly credible.  Since Switzer land

i tsel f  is  composed essent ia l ly  of  German-speaking, French-speaking,

and I ta l ian-speaking people the surrounding big powers already

had parts of  themselves inside a country.  Neutral i ty became the

obrvious sofut ion to that  problem as any posi t ion in favor of  one

or two of  the neiqhbors would spl i t  that  l i t t le nat i  on."  Moreover.

i t  was certainly not the t radi t ion in furopean history that  they

would ever be on the same side--on1y the cold war crystal l ized

western Europe in such a way that (western) Germany, France and

Italy became members of  the same aI l iance. At the same t ime i t

was obviousfy in Switzer land's interest  not Lo have any provocat ive

weaponfz"ystems that could be used as a pretext  for  a pre-empt ive

attack.  From this a choice in favor of  def lensive defense f fows

readi  1y .  The pattern that  emerged, the famous Swiss Army carr ied

a high level  of  social  mobi l izat ion even to the point  mi l i tar izat ion.

For that  i :eason i t  was, perhaps, not to be exp€ct.ed that non-

mi l  i tary defense would play any prominent role in the mi l i tary

doctr ine (Uut mi l i t ia does).  Sut defensive deterrence has worked, or

the exper ience is at  least  compat ib le wi th that  hypothes i t .23
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Second, is i t qredible that  t .he countrv c ould use i ts

miI i tary fnrr 'es aggressively,  to at tack others? 0bviously,  to the

t l -^
LI IE

extent th is is cr"edible mi l i tary th inkinq would Lend to favor

of fensive branch of  mi l i t -ary doctr ines.  A history of  of fensive

use of ,  t .he nr i l i tary,  i f  "successful" ,  wiJ- l  tend to be a part  of  the

nat ional  t radi t ion,  even an honorable one. A change in mi l i tary

doctr ine f r :om offensive to defensive wi l l  tend to be interpreted

as some kind of  sel f -emasculat i  on.  At  the same t ime the country

may have a "warr ior  caste" of  consirJerable maqnitude, wi th con_

siderable inI ' luence to whom a war is far  f rom the worst .  evr l .

Switzer land has that "caste",  but  not-  a t radi t ion of  expansion

t.hrouqh aggression. 0f '  the other NN (neutral  non-al igned)count l ies

in t -he cent-er of  Europe f  rom norLh to south Fin, [and and yugoslavia

cannot be said to have any traJj t ior :  of  expansion ei ther.  But

Sweden and Arrst"r ia have that t radi t ion,  and also whaL miqht be

::ef  erred to as a "warr ior  r - -aste",  s imply meaning f  arni l ies wi th a

long-st .andinq mi l i tary t rarJ i t ion.  consequent ly,  when sweden and

Austr ia opt for  a defensive mi l i t .ary doctr ine they are placing

more constrainLs on t .hemselves t ,han the other three to which this

conles more nat-ural ly.  And they should be watched for any extension
24

of the range of  their  weapons systems.

The Unif ,ed States and the Soviet

expansion throuqh aqqression, readi ly

maps oF the 2OO years history of  the

history of  Russis,  over t ime. Both of

Union bot-h have tradi  t ions of

recognized by comparinn the ser ies

lJni ted States and 1000 years

them wi l l  just i fy the expan-

of
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However.  i t  is  a lso nlear t -hat  t -h is would pr.esent no major

problem for the sma. l fer  countr ies such as Norway and Denmark (and

indeed Icefand),  Belgium, the Netherfands and Luxemburg, I refand, Spain

and Portugal .  I t  is  the "hard core",  the four big Western European

countr ies,  Germany, France, I taIy,  and Great Br i ta in that  wi l t  have

major problems Lo overcome. 0n the other hand, i t  should afso

be noLiced that in two of  these countr ies (WesLern Germany and

Great Br i ta in)  the largest opposi t ion part ies have now on their

programs both the reduet ion of  of fensive weapons systems and

steps towards the creat ion of  a more credible defensive detun""r_,

(  spo in western Germ 
^nf6^na 

the Labour party in Great Br i ta in )  .

Given the novel ty of  such proposi t ions,  combined with their

histor icaf  t radi t ions and, perhaps r  insuff ic ient  t ra in inq in

thinking and discussing from t .he point  of  v iew of  defensive

mi l i tary doctr ine there wi l l  probrably st i l l  be sorne?ot ime before

the efectoraLe woulrJ be wi l l inq to accept the i .dea.

Above, in connect. ion wi th the credibi l i ty  of  being at tacked,

the fact .or  of  ethnic oluraf ism was ment ioned. Switzer land was

seen as dr iven into a defensive posture,  and more part icular ly non-

al ignment,  even neutral iLy,  throLrgh ethnic ident i f icat ion yyi t ,6 al l

neighbors.  What abrout the LJni ted States and the Soviet  Union in

this connect ion,  they are both ethni  cal ly very diverse?

Any analysis of  t -h is problem shows how ambiguous the factor

turns out to be. In the tJS the most important categor ies of

Caucasians popu1. at- inq the nount-ry are Gelmans, I ta l ians,  Br i t ish,
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Pol ish,  I r ish,  and Russians (part icular ly Jews);  in that  order.

Again the argument can be made that there is no exper ience in

history where al l  these nat ional- i t ies were on the same side which

the tJS couLd then f  avor or be aqainst ,  wi th no r isk of  spl i t t ing

the populat ion.  The argument is strengthened i f  we go further

down the l is t ,  passing the Scandinavians towards the Asian and

Hispanic efemenLs; and even much further i f  the Afr icans forced

into the country,  and nat ive Americans forced out of  the country

as legi t imate inhabi tants,  are taken into consideraLion. Al ignmenL

would have a c lose to zero probabi- l i ty .

Hence, there should be a tendency in the US towards neutral ism,

withdrawing into i tsel f  precisefy in order not to spl i t  the nat ion.

But there could also be a tendency in the opposi te direct ion:  being

'b nat. ion of  nat isns."The US could see i tsel f  as above other nat j -ons,

supra-nat ional ,  not  only wi t -h the r ight  but wi th a duty to inter-

vene and set matters straight.  Thus, the ethnic diversi ty of ' the

tJS would,  in a sense, be compat ib le wi th the two major patterns of

US foreiqn pol icy behavior;  " isolat ionismrrversus'blobal  responsi-
29

bi l i ty" .

What about the Soviet  Union? Histor ical ly the Soviet  lJnion

has intervened abroad eonsiderably less of ten than the US. And

then there is a major di f ference; the minor iL ies in the Soviet

Union of  the same nat ional i t -y as t .he neighbors would be sma11, and

relat ively powerless both nat ional ly and internat ional l -y.  There

are TarJzhiks/Llzbeks both in the Soviet  lJnion and in Afqhanistan. But
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' th is does not prevent the soviet  union from atLacking Afqhan_

istan and may have a.Lso been a contr ibut inq factor.  The Soviet

Union might have been afraid of  some infruence coming from

Afghanistan into the soviet  lJnion precisely because of  ethnic

simi lar i ty (not too di f ferent f rom the us fear of  Japanese_

Americans in the second world war,  reading to the internment of

110 Lhousand of  them).  And they are afraid of  the Americans comino in.

In other wolds,  the smal l  country wor-r ld certainly have to take

ethnic div is ions into account.  The bigqer countr ies can af ford

not to do so, and might even see t .hem as factors favor inq aggressive

responses to internat ional  s i tuat_ions.

Third,  the internat s i tuat ign of  the country.  0f fensive

mi l i tary doctr ines are basecJ on lonq-range weapons not very useful

for  crushing int-ernal  revol  ts,  as experrenced by the shah of  I ran

when he was faced precisery by th is phenomenon and had ronq-range

aircraf t  at-  h is disposa-I  .  Defensj .ve weapon syst-ems are short-ranqe

systems and very useful  for  int-ernal  warfare against  d issicJent

elements in the popLJlat jon.  The way Switzer lanrJ has been able to

accommodate th is factor is admi rabre:  f l i rst ,  by creat ing uni ty

out of  d iversi  ty through a f 'ederar system uni t ing di f ferent

rel iq ions and di f ferent"  ranguaqes i  second, by t rust_inq the popura_

t ion so much that the swiss solrJ iers l i terarry have their  army

guns at  home (and are reput-erJ not to use t .hem for v io lent assauLt

against  their  compatr : iots) .
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In other words,  one mighL argue that only a country that

has overcome major interna l  social  contradict ions is real  1y

ready for defensive mi l i tary doctr ines.  0n the other hand, the

argument might also be made that th is s i tuaLion obtains in a

substant. ia l  number of  furopean countr ies.  I t  is  hard to bel ieve

that t .he mi l i tarv inst i tut ion would be abused in most of  these

countr ies;  so far  advanced along not only the f i rst  generat ion of

human r ights (c iv i l  and pol i t ical  r ights )  but  a lso the second

generat ion (social  and economic r iqht .s) .  The point  made is s imply

that th is is a factoi  that  has to be taken into considerat ion,

Fourth,  i f  t -he preceding f  act-or was about social  costs th is

would be the factor of  economic costs,  The arqument can certainly

be made that of fensive weapon systems are considerably more ex-

pensive than the def,ensive ones. This shoul-d not be confused with

Lhe costs of  nucl-ear weapons, They are inexpensive,  but the

weapon carr iers,  wi th the whole infra-structure that  qoes with i t ,

are not.  A considerabfe nat ional  and internat ionaf machinery wi I l

have to be constructed to rnake that type of  weapon system credible.
JO

A11 defensive weapon systems al luded to above are much more modest.

They are afso more local ly based which means that LocaL resources

can be drawn upon as is done by most.  countr ies when they construct

their  mi l i t ia systems. I t  may very wel l  be that a mi l i tary

doct"r ine based on oonvent ional  but  of fensive weapon systems would

be as or even more expensive t .han a mi l i tary dontr ine based on

nucl ,ear weapons; but that  is  not the arqument made here,  The argu-
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ment made here would compare defensive and of fensive systems,

not convent ional  weapons wi th weapons of  mass destruct i  on.

In shorL,  the qeneral  thesis woul_d be the Soviet  Union has

more than enough work Lo do within i t .s own borders.  The task

of construct inq a v iable and at t ract ive sociaJist  societ-v as con-

ceived of  by people in the Soviet-  Union is a formidable one

and incompat ib le wi th a war economy! an arms race, once a hosLi le

r :e lat . ion wi th most of  t .he neighbors of  the Soviet  Union. There

is al-so the chal  lenge from present and former communist .  countr ies

diversi fy ing their  economy considerably,  not  g iv ing up planninq

but modify inq i t  wi th an expanding market sector (Hungary,  Yugo-

slavia,  China ) .  The correspondi .ng peace theory wr:uld not be based

on converqence ( there seems to be no basis for  assuminq that

c0untr i  es simi lar  to each other necessar i ly  are more peaceful ;

they coufd also be more compet i t ive wi th each other) .  The basis woufd

be interdependenre theory.  Nei ther ideoloqy in parLinular nor

cu-Lture in general ,  nor mi l i tary posLures--of f 'ensive or defensive--

are so good at  mak i  nq coi lntr ies interdepnndent wi th each other as

economic relat  ions.  What has to be watched. however.  is  t -hat  those

economic interdependenci  es do not become t-oo asVmmet.r ic.  wi t .h one of '

the part ies exploi t inq the ot .her which t .hen starts accumrr lat- ing

resent-ment t i l l  the whole s i t "uat ion becomes a source of  peaceless-

ness rather t -han peace. Eur"ope has st i I l  much ton much of  t -hat ;  both

Ncrr th-South and West-East.

Soviet  Union needs a less expensive defense and so does the

biggest debt I  naLion in Lhe world,  t .he Uni ted States.  A change

t.owards defensive defense miqht be an answer.
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Pol i t . ical-  considerat ions

More than forty years af l ter  the Second Worl-d War the peoples

of Europe, and of  the NAT0-l , /T0 systems i .n qeneral  f  rom t .he uni ted

States of  America to the Soviet  lJnion via Western Europe, the NN

coLrntr ies and Eastern Europe, should be ent i t led to l ive wi thout

the threat.  of  an impending nuclear war.  At  the same t ime anybody

who knows European history also knows that Europe is a danqerous

place to l ive.  Given this one possible way of  "rquar ing the c i rc le"

might be to t ry to get r id of  the of fensive component in mi l i tary

systems in order to take the thleat away r  yeL develop a defensive

component in order:  to be prepared l -est  something should happen.

The quest ion is whether the condi t ions are r ipe for  any such

major t ransformat ion,  a lso referred to.  by some, as t ransarmament.

The basis for  those ref lect ions is actual ly presented in t .he pre-

ceding sect" ion,  1et.  me only point .  to some addi t ional  f  actors.

I t  is  naturaf  for  Western Europeans to ask that quest ion f i rst

of  a l I  of  the Soviet  Union. The Soviet  Union is now in a ma ior

t ransfnrmat i  on in i  ts history.  The transformat ion is asso.r"auO

w j  th t -he name of one part ict . r l "ar  person, Gorbachev. I t  is  probably

a major mistake to discuss the pr: l i t ics of  a major country in the

name of one person. Rather,  I  feel  one should concentrate on the

social  factors under ly inq the Gorbachev phenomenon, and they are,

in mv view. as fo l lows.
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we

a

From being a country run by the t r iad party-KGB-soviet  Army

are now wi lnessing the breakthrough of  t ,  .

r r iad of  bureal lg lsr11:! j_9_gtate monopol ies_intel l iq"nts ia

professionals.  The usual-  commentary on the Soviet  Union, that  the

economy is not funct ioning very weLl  (a l though not ent i re ly bad1y,

misery has been abol ished and they are fu l ly  capable of l  rnat .ching

the United States in the arms race) obscures the raLher basic

factor that  educat ion is funct ioning extremery weL1. There are

mi l l ions and mi l l ions of  people in the group descr ibed above as

"technocracy",  3Dd this is the group behind the Gorbachev trans-

format ion.  saying this is not the same as sayinq that.  Gorbachev

is not also supported by many people in the party,  the KGB

and the army. and opposed by many people in bureaucracy,  ancJ among

the professionaLs. The basic point  is  that  a new logic is enter ing

soviet  society,  more f  ami l iar  to countr ies in the west!  t .he Dr ima.-v cr f

technocrat ic rather than ideoloqical  adequacy, even ef f ic iencV.

As a resul t  the Soviet  Union should become a much more amenabfe

party to negot iat ions.  This does not necessar i ly  mean t .hat  d is-

agreements wi l l  d isappear.  But they wi l l  be expressed i  n the same

idiom-- i f  not"  in t"he same languaqe -- f  ami l iar  to people in the West,

Less ideology, less threat--more trade and exchange in general .

The old soviet  tJnion, ruled by th e partocracy !  had essent ia l lv

cuftural--meaninq ideoloqica, l - -and mi l i tary power to r .e1y Lrpon,

The new soviet  lJnion, increasinqly ruled by the logic of  techno-

cracy,  wi l l  base i t -sel f  more on economic power,  knowing that any
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ideological  messaqe wi l l  fa i l  unless the Soviet  l . ln ion is '  v iable

economical ly,  both domest ical ly and in foreign trade. The new

el i tes wanL to show what they are capable of  doing, untrammeled

by partocracy constraints.  They want a mater ia l ly  better l i fe for

their  own ci t izens as wel l  as a better t rade posture:  t rade is

afso an act  of  communcat ion.  L ike Lhe US they are overspending

on armies to Lhe poj-nt  of  k i l l ing their  economies--above al l  by

putt ing so much of  t .heir  creat iv i ty on the mi l i t .ary sector.  A

defensive defense posture,  hence r  may be very at t ract ive.

How does this apply to the EasLern European countr ies?

I th ink general l -y speaking that Eastern European countr ies woul"d

be ready For t ransformat j ,ons that woufd permit  them to become

pol i t ical ly more plural ist ic societ ies by having a system of

elect ion wi th a reaf choice of  candidates ( in the future perhaps

also part ies,  a.Lthough i . t  is  not  obvior-rs t -hat  party choices are

more democrat ic than candidate choices),  This develooment has

already taken place in Hungary and seems to be coming in the

Soviet .  Union, def in i te ly to be repeated elsewhere in Eastern
3t

t  urope.

The general  model for  re lat ionship between an Eastern

Iuropean count.ry and t .he Soviet-  [Jnion would,  i t  seems, be Finland.

Character ist ical ly th is model has not onlv plural ism, in other

words democracy r  but  a l"so a certain social  prof  i le to t -hat  democracy.

In addi t ion there are two basic rules in the relat ionshio to the
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Soviet  LJnron: armed neut-ral i ty wi th quaranteed readiness' i ;

defend the count"ry in case the

thaL country ("by Germany or a

economic exch 
"nqu,32

Soviet  Union is at tacked Lhrough

country al l ied to Germany"),  and

There ale reasons lo bel ieve that-  the Soviet  l ln ion today is

much more sat isf ied wi th i t .s arrrangement.  wi th f in land than with

other countr ies in Eastern Europe. The problem the Sovj"et  tJnion

has had with the social ist  nountr ies in Eastern Europe can perhaps

be summarized as fo l lows: ei ther t -he populat ion is aLso in favoi

of  soclal ism in which case the whole country might l jke to es-

tabl ish i ts own nat ional  var iety,  independent of  the Soviet  Union

(Yugoslavia,  Albania,  to some extent Rumania),  or  the populat ion

in general  is  against  social ism in which case the Soviet  Union

(for secur i . ty reasons? for 'h istor icaf  reasons"?) wi l l  have Lo

maintain an unpopr-r lar  government-  at"  considerable economic and

pol i t ical  expense to i tsel f ,  to that  countrv.  and to the rest  of

the worId.  Fir-r land of fers both seeur i t -y to a Soviet-  Union more

badly in need of  that  commodity than almost any other country in

the wor ld,  and eeononr ic opport-uni t ies.

0bvior-rs ly,  the Finnish so. l r : t ion is not_ only compat ib le wi th

br,r t  indeed demands a defensive,  non-provocat ive defense. How would

that work in other countr ies in EasLern Iurope? Armed neut-ral i ty

has to be two-sided (at  least) ,  not  only for  defense of  the country

agai  nst  an at- tank f  rom the west,  but  a lso f  rom the east.--meaning
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rather unambiquously f rom the Soviet  IJnion. Post Second Wr:r ld War

history seems to indicate that  t "he Soviet  tJnion would be in favor

of  t "hat.  type of  arrangement as i t  is  embedded in the Staatsvertrag

wit-h Austr ia in 1955 to almost any other relat . ions short  of  what

miqht.  be icJeal :  unswervinq loyal ty l -o the bui ld ing of  sonial ism

ancJ to the Soviet  l .Jnion ( the Bulqar ian solut ion?).  Hence 
'  

i f  t .h is

solr . r t ion at-  the same t ime is accept"able to the peoples in East-ern

Europe, to the Soviet-  lJnion, then t .he solut ion should cert-ainIy af  so

be acceotable to the west.

What about Western Europe in th is connect ion? Western furope

is economical ly strong but has rel ied on the United StaLes for i ts

mi l i tary secur i ty.  whether there ever was a credible soviet

threat to western Europe or not wi t l  not  be discussed here:  whether

the arrangement wi th the l ln i ted States was a rat ional-  react ion to

that k ind of  threat ot  had other goals (possibly in addi t ion) wi l t

not  be taken up ei t .her,  The basic point .  as argued above, is that

defensive defense on the averaqe would provide a higher fevel  of

secur i ty than of , fensive,  provocat- ive defense. Nei ther social lv

nor mental ly woufd the western European populat ions in general

be prepared for:  general  and complete disarmament.  There is a

whofe mi l i tary-bureaucrat ic-corporate-research complex that

certainly wi l l  not  d isappear over night and would demand some type

of mi l i tary establ ishment.  They might,  conceivably,  be persuaded

in favor of  a defensive rather than an of fensive mi l i tary doctr ine

but not in favor of  no mi l i tary doctr ine at  a1t .  Nor would the

western European populat ions,  accustomed not-  only to a mi l i tary
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esi-abl ishment in their  mrdst.  but  a lso to the idea of  a threat be

suff ic ient ly convinced about the v i r tues of ,  d isarmament as arqued

by one winq of  the peace movement.

But the histor ica. l  opportuni t .y f  or  a great compromise, in

favor of  turning to defensive defense in Europe both east and west,

imi Lat inS the nonal igned countr ieg has perhaps never been so close

as now. There are also qood reasons to assume t"haL t .he Soviet  Union

miqht be interest-er l  in the sarTre f  -vpe of  aruanqement,  And i f  i t  is

!n^Fnlnhl  e h.r th to the Soviet_ Union. t_o fasfern furope and to

Western Europe (wi th the possible erclusion of  France which

is bui ld ing i t .s secur i ty pol icy around a force de frappe for

which no disarmament plans seem to exist)  then i t  should also be

acceptahle t -o the United States,  In fact ,  both super-powers

could insist"  on maintaining the Lwo al l iances as arrangements

for col lect ive bargaining as long as l -he mi l i tary doctr ines of  the

al l iances could be revj-sed- And t .hev could help each other develop de-

fensive defense. And serve as a peaceful  set t ing for  l ikemj-nded counLr ies.

And that leads to the f inaf  r :onclusion: the t ime has come

t-o discuss mi l i t -ary doct-r  j .ne.  We have, f  ot  much too long now been

discr-rssing separate weapon systems, somet imes singly,  somet imes

comb.ined, and not-  the under ly ing rat ionale.  We wouf d take a great

step fnrward i f  somebody could cal l  f  or  a mult i lateral  d iscussion

of mi l i tary doctr ine,  prelerably under Uni ted Nat ions auspices.  A11

countr ies wouf d benef i t  f  rom this,  part icular ly the countr ies squeezed

in-bet"ween t .he two super-powers:  Europe, east and wesL, nort .h and souLh.
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* Statement before the Pol i t icaI  Af fa i rs Commit tee, Subcommission
for Disarmament,  European Par l iament,  Brussels ,  25 l " lay L987.
Ear l ier  versions were presented at  seminars on arms control  and
disarmament at  Pr inceton Universi ty,  MIT, and Universi ty of
Cal i fornia at  Los Angeles and San Diego spr ing 1987. I  am
grateful  to discussants al l  p laces for j -mportant comments.

t1 l  For the possible of fensive uses of  SDI (Star Wars)
components,  see Robert  Engl i -sh,  "Reagan's 'Peace Shield '  Can
Attack,  Too",  Washington Post,  February l5,  1987; W.J.
Broadr"Ant imisEi l 'A Weapon Spurs Debate on Potent ia l  for  Offensive
Str ikes",  Ng.-11 $2"r* ]1_f jL le_s, February 22, ) ,987; Johan Galtung, "The
Real Star Wars Threat" ,  The Nat ion,  February 28, L987, pp.248-49;
T. B. Taylor,  "Third-Gendrat ion 

-Nuclear Weapons",  .Sqlgnt i f ic
American, Apr i I  L9B7 ,  pp.  30-39.

tz l  However,  what is to the r ight  in the chart  may wel l  be more
to the lef t  pol i t ical ly,  and vice versa!

t3l  L ike many of  the categor ies in the chart  they do not exclude
each other:  RDF mav conceivablv be used to qet LIC started.

t4l  For one analysis of  the changes in nuclear strategy, see L.
Freedman, ,Th_e Evolut ion of-  Nuclear Strategy, St.  Mart in 's Press,
New york,  fgaf  r  p.  2ao foi  r ' rao (Lg64) ,  p.  2as for Flexible
Response (L967) -  McNamarars insj-stence that al l  nuclear decis ions
be made in Washington was unacceptable to de Gaul le -and p.  378
for Schlesinger 's Escalat ion Dominance ( in nuclear forces not
included in the chart  as i t  d id not "catch on" in the jargon).

t5 l  For the Air land Batt l .e see -Mi_l i tarpol i t ik  Dokurye.,p, !at ion,  Hef t
34/35 (prepared by Randolph Nakutta),  Frankfurt ,  Haag/Herchen,
l -983 also p.  6 for  a br ief  summary of  mi l i tary doctr ines in
genera 1 .

16l  At  present both NATO and the
as having doctr ines of  that  type,
Europe as a batt lef ie ld based on
unacceptable to Eastern Europeans

Soviet  Union can be interpreted
which would designate Eastern

an under ly ing consensus -  c lear ly

t7l  For an elaborat ion of  th is,  see Johan Gal" tung, There Are
A.-1lernat ives !  ,  Spokesman, Nott ingham, l -9 B4 (a1so in German, Dutch,
Noiwegian, -Swedish, I taI ian,  Spanish and Japanese edi t ions),
chapter 5,  part icular ly 5.1.  and 5.2 ( the lat ter  a lso appears as
an art ic le in the Journal  of  Peace Research ,  L984, pp. 127-39 ,
"Transarmament:  f rom-Offensive to Defensive Defensei ' ,  wi th
references to some of the ear l ier  l i terature in the f ie ld.  Most of
that  l i terature,  however,  is  marked by a one-sided focus on CMD
alone, to the exclusion of  PMD and NMD.
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t8 l  For an elaborat ion of  the nonmj- l i tary approach in th is
connect ion,  see Gene Sharp, ! le, [ ing_ Europe Unconquerable:  The
Potgnt ia l  of  Civ i l ian-based Deterrence and Defense, Bal l inger,  New
v--orXl- f ibS. very posi t ively reviewed by George F. Kennan in-uew
York Review of  Bookg, 13 February 1986, "A New Phi losophy of
Defense" (not that  new though, even i f  new to Kennan).  Sharp
opens for the possibi l i ty  of  mixing nonmil i tary and mi l i tary
defense.

l9 l  Who else would be in a posi t ion to occupy? There is something
feudal  in the whole concept:  once over lordship has been set up i t
is  not  t .o be contested, except on the terms def ined by the lords.

t1O1 Thus, the of f ic ia l  d iscourse in the West,  domj-nated by the
US,is st i11 l imi ted to the lef t  hand (but pol i t ical ly r ight  wing)
part  of  the chart  of  doctr ines.  But the of f lc ia l  d iscourse has
less of  a monopol ist ic posi t l .on than before.  The achievement of
the peace movement of  the ear ly l -980s was not t ,o br ing about any
concrete pol i t ical  decis ion,  eg about deployment of  INF weapons,
but to change the thinking and the discourse about secur i ty
af fa i rs.

t l1 l  As a very rough rule of  thumb publ ic opinion pol ls tend to
show about 2/3 in favor of  NATO, in the f ive INF stat i -oning
countr i -es (which does not mean that as many as 1/3 are against) ,
and about the same fract ion scept ical  of  US nuclear pol ic ies,
eg. INF (which does not mean that I /3 are in favor) .

t I2 l  Looking at  the chart  of  mi l i tary doctr ines three pol i t ical
al l iance possibi l i t ies stand out:  paci f js t  wi th convent ional ,
defensive mi. l i tary ( in Germany roughly the Green "realos" wi th
lef t  t ,o center social  democrats);  convent ional  defensive wi th
convent ional  of fensive,  against  a l l  weapons of  mass destruct ion
but less sensi t ive to the of fensive/defensive dist inct ion ( in
Germany center SPD wlth FDP?);  convent ional  defense with a c lear
no f i rst  use doctr ine for  nuclear arms and other arms of  mass
destruct ion ( in Germany FDP far into CDU?).  In other words,  the
discourse on doctr ines may have considerable impact on mi l i tary
pol i t ics by f i l l ing conceptual  gaps. A discont inuous discourse
makes for isolat ion of  the "extremists".  And for social  democrats,
t radi t ional ly thr iv ing in the middle "die Vernunft-  is t  in der
Mit te")  th is is a much better s i tuat ion for  concrete pol i t . ics.

l13l  A part icular ly acute problem in Switzer land with the harsh
treatment of  conscient ious objectors.  A defensive defense system
l ike the Yugoslav system might be better for  th is part icular
purpose. There is the "General  People 's Defense (GPD), inst i tuted
in L957 and 1958, div ided into the 260.000 el i te forces of  the
Yugoslavian People 's Army (YPA) and the one mi l l ion members of  the
Terr i tor ia l  Defense Forces (TDF) "ordinary c i t izens organized at
the larger factor ies,  in urban and rural ,  communit ies,  and at  the
level  of  the var ious federal  republ ics".  (8.R. Al terman, "Central
Europe: Misperceived Threats and Unforeseen Dangers",  World
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Pol icy,  1985, pp. 6Bl--709 the quote is f rom p. 69i-) .
Obviously,  TDF could accommodate conscient ious objectors.

t f4 l  For detai ls,  see Johan Galtung, EnvironmenL, Development and
Mil i tary Act iv i ty,  Universi teLsfor laget,  Oslo,  L982.

l15l  Defensive defense does not reduce anybodyrs secur i ty s ince i t
is  incapable of  being directed ef fect ively against  anybody else's
terr i tory.  However,  defensive defense does provoke anybody whose
extra-terr j - tor ia l  goals are thwarted. An of fensive stance is more
convent ional  in today's wor ld i  a defensive stance signals a
certain "hol ier  than thou" ism by saying both " I  am not going to
attack anybody" and " I  am not so sure about others".  Uni lateral
disarmament does not carry the second message.

t16I "Strukturel le Nichtangr i f fsfahigkei- t" .

t17l  Switzer land provokes nobody however,  see the remark in
footnote l -5 above. For an excel lent  analysis of  the or ig in of  the
part icular mi l i tary doctr ine of  Switzer land, see Jacques Freymond,
"Switzer land's Posi t ion in the World Peace Structure",  Pol i t ica1
Science Quarter ly,  1952, pp. 52L-533.

l l8 l  Of course, a major power l ike Nazi  Germany, the Soviet  Union
or the Uni ted States can invade and overrun the defenses in many
other countr ies.  But that  is ,  for tunately,  not  the whole story.
No power,  and even less a superpower,  wants to be entangled for
years,  months,  perhaps not even for weeks in protracted warfare
with no clear v ictory in s ight  wi th in an acceptable t ime hor izon.
This is not so much because of  the human and mater ia l  losses as
because of  the loss of  prest ige.  Czechoslovakia 1968 and Grenada
1983 are what superpowers prefer;  def in i te ly not Vietnam and
Afghanistan. Hence deterrence theory has i ts basis more in the
capaci ty to sustain defense than to evict  the invader.  The same
holds for  a l l  the other big-smal1 power relat ions in th is paper.

t19l  There are others,  such as the superpower need to be stronger
than al l iance members as a symbol of  pol i t ical  super ior i ty;  the
need to be strong as the duty of  a "chosen people" to project
leadership;  the economic pressures f rom insiCe and outside, not
only for  corporate prof i t ,  for  something to real locate f rom
federal  funds and for earnings fronr arms trade, but also to
bolster the nat ional  currency by project ing strength in general .

t20l  A comparison of  the mi l i tary expendi ture of  neutral  and NATO
countr ies in Europe br ings out th is point  to some extent.  In l -985
the six neutral  countr ies Austr ia,  Finland, I re land, Sweden,
Switzer land and Yugoslavia had an average expendi ture of  $208 per
capi ta whereas NATO Europe had $371 and total  NATO had $ SS7 (due
to the very high mi l i tary expenses of  the US).  I t  may be objected
that th is is because the countr ies are so sma1I.  But their
mi l i tary expendi ture per kmz was 8.9 as against  42.5 for  NATO-
Europe and L4.7 for  total  NATO (part ly because of  the s ize of
Canada).  To what extent these countr ies have a suf f ic i .ent



defensive defense, however,  is  a matter to be debated. See Vicenc
Fisas Armengol,  "Los gastos mi l i tares en 1os paises neutrales",  EL

:AIS, 30 August l -986.

t2L) This point  is  made very strongly by Freymondr op.ci t " ,  p.  527

t22j  According to Dieter Fischer one method for the Swiss (and
also for the Swedes) of  not  provoking the Germans dur ing the
Second world war was not to have long range bombers.

t23l  As Freymond puts i t :  "Thus'  af ter  having seen the
dismemberment of  the Austr ian Empire,  af ter  having l ived in safety
through two world wars in which Germany was destroyed, France and
Italy badly damaged, they cannot help feel ing that they have
succeeded" (op.ci t .  p.  526] l .

t24) A point  that  is  part icular ly important in connect ion wi th
Swedish f ighter-bombers,  and Austr ian missi les the lat ter
given the locat ion of  Austr ia,  border ing on two NATO, two neutral
and two WTO countr ies.

l25l  There are many signs that th is is now happening. Mart in
Walker of  The Guardian, perfraps the best j -nformed of  Western
journal ists in Moscow, reports (The Guardian, February l -B 1987)
that the discussion between Marshal  Ogarkov (v ictory in a nuclear
war remains an "object ive possibi l i ty")  and Marshal  Ust inov ( to
count on victory in nuclear war is madness" seems to have
ended in favor of  Ust inov's posi t ion.  A.ccording to Walker,  "a
consensus has been achieved within the Soviet  government,  that  says
not only is nucfear war unthinkable,  but  that  the very idea of  war
as a cont inuat ion of  pol i t ics by other means must be rethought" .
Boserup and Nei ld go one step further ( in "The Best Form of
Defense js Real  Defense",  Internat ional  Herald Tr ibune, July 10
1987):  "What is interest ing and new is that-  s ince Mikhai l
Gorbachev came to power,  the Soviet  Union and the Warsaw Pact have
taken up these ldeas that or ig inated in the West- .  Mr.  Gorbachev
has publ ic ly said that  the doctr ine of  the East bloc 's nonnuclear
forces must be defensive.  The Warsaw Pact countr ies declared that
to be their  posi t ion in June l -986. Then at .  the end of  th is May
they proposed consul tat ions wi th NATO at the expert  level  to
compare and analyse mi l i tary doct-r ines,  and ensure that the
doctr ines of  both blocs "be based on defensive pr inciples".
(Permit  th is author a personal  note:  In August l -983, dt  the tenth
conference of  the Internat ional  Peace Research Associat ion I  was
approached by a Soviet  researcher very wel l  p laced in the Soviet
research establ ishment on these matters.  He expressed his
frustrat ion at  the stalemate wi th the Reagan administrat ion and
asked what I  would advice.  And my advice was, as i t  had been for
many years:  explore t ransarmament towards defensive defense; cal l
an internat ional  conference on mi l i tary doctr ines.  He understood
immediately.  Many others undoubtedly have given the same advice.
But the same points,  ment ioned in a US sett ing 

'  
tend to draw a

blank) .



t26l  For the Bulow-Papier,  see Frankfurter Rundschau, l3- l_4
September,  f985. The SPD prografr-Trom June 1986 states that  NATO
should be "str ikt  defensiv" and talks about-  "Abbau von
Drohpotent ia len bis hin zur beidersei t igen strukturel len
Nichtangr i f  f  s f  ahigkei t .  "  .

t27l  The Labour Party approach is s impler:
the rel iance on nuclear weapons must be brought to an end;
NATO's convent ional  strength must be enhanced.

t28l  L ike SPD, Labour lost  e lect ions spr ingr possibly part ly due
to the stance on defense, a stance new to themselves. Thus,
Kinnock in the US (Harvard,  fa1I  1986) argued only point  \ ,  not
the more novel  point  2.

t29) This dimension should not be confused with lef t - r ight  as used
in European pol i t ics i t .  is  a separate dimension typical  of  US
pol i t ical  d iscourse.

l30l  The cost of  an ant i - tank,  ant i -a i rcraf t  and ant i -ship missi le
is very low relat ive to the target;  for  ant i -missi le missi les the
reverse is the case. However,  such comparisons tend to leave out
the need for a dense network of  defense instal lat i .ons and the
logist ics to go with i t . .  Thus, short  take-of f  a i rcraf t  for
j -ntercept,  deployed in bunkers al l  over,  usj-ng numerous highways
as airstr ips,  would cosl .  So would man-made foresLs and other
barr iers,  a lso wel l  d ispersed, even randomly.  And yet the savings
should be considerable,  a l though there are obvious arms
manuf acturer interests in seeing to i t  that  th i*c is not the case.

l3f1 The general  ru le is probably that  no other country should
introduce such measures before the father land of  social ism does
so. Like al l  ru les th is one has an except ion:  Hungary.  Why
Hungary is the except ion is interest ing.  Nei ther Slavr ror
Orthodox?

t32l  I t  should be noted that the Soviet-Finnish t reaty wi l l  soon
celebrate i ts for t ieth anniversary a s ign that i t  has stood the
test  of  t ime given the very hiqh leve1 of  support  for  the t reaty
in the Finnish publ ic,  and for the Soviet  Union as a " f r j -end".
Which br ings up the obvious point  that  a l ternat ive secur i ty
pol i t ics is much more than al ternat ive defense: for  instance,
reduct ion of  the role of  the superpowers through processes of
decoupl ing f rom them; a higher level  of  economic,  pol i t ical  etc.
sel f - re l j -ance and i -n general  cooperat ive relat ions in al l
d i rect ions ( in the v iew of  the present author,  as spel t  out  in
There Are Al ternat ives !  )


