
CALOGERO E SBAGLIATO

An Answer: by Johan Galtung

Francesco Calogero,  in his "review, "  Non e Nemmeno Sbaql iato,
of  my book Ambiente,  Svi  luppo e Rtt iv i ta ,
p .  3 6 )  demonstrates in his choice of  quotes that t re f ras reaO the
f i rst ,  th i rd and something at  the end of  the book. I f  h is "rev- ie\ .v"
had ref lected on the rest  of  the book he miqht have discovered the
fol lowing:

-  that  the sentences he quotes belong to the preparatory
part ,  c lear ing the ground, so to speak, for  the conclusions
to fo l low, '
-  that  these conclusions have to do, in some detai f  I  th ink,
wi th the t ight  connect ion between mi l i tary act ivr ty in
general ,  and nuclear war in part icular,  social  and human
degradat ion,  ecological  destruct ion,  in a mult ip l ic i ty of
chains and cycles,  back and forth;  that  we are already on the
wdv, in the wronq direct ion,  even before anv maior war has
qi r  r . i -  ar l  .

-  that  the env- i ronment enters in a fundamental  manner in al l
these considerat ions in spi te of  being ref t  out  of  most
strategic discussions;
-  that  an ent i re al ternat ive mi l i tary doctr ine or doctr ine of
secur i ty is much overdue; that  we simply cannot af ford to
cont inue with the present rel iance on highly of fensive and
highly destruct ive weapons -  and ar- ]  a l ternat ive doctr ine,
based on defensive weapon systems and socio-economical ly less
vulnerable societ ies,  is  then developed (Chapter IV);
-  that  in an al ternat ive secur i ty concept,  ecological  factors
wi l l  have to play a much larger role -  including the idea
that there may be some "wisdom of nature" worth imitat inq in
thinking about secur i ty.

Al l  of  th is can be, and is,  d iscussed, but not by Calogero,
who chooses to ignore i t  tota1ly.  This is hls r ight .  He seems to
know that a nuclear war wi l l  have to be of  very short  durat ion,
whereas I  have never found any convincing argument.  Nor do the US
nuclear war planners,  who for a long t ime have been prepar ing for
a protracted nuclear war, '  evident ly they know less about th is than
Calogero.  CaLogero should consider that  superpowers are not qui te
unaware of  the destruct iveness of  nuclear war, ' they are stronqly
mot ivated to l imi t  destruct ion and try to keep i t  s low. They may
also -  ear ly -Ln the game - destroy Lhe capabiLi ty Lo f ighl  Lh;  ra i
quickly.  So r  st ick to my agnost ic posi t ion:  maybe short ,  maybe
long durat ion.

Calogero has di f f icul t ies reconci l ing 252 of  wor ld research
and development in the ml l i tary sector wi th the research intensi ty
of  Lhe miLi tary product ion being twenty Limes higher.  Maybe not
al1 research and development ef for ts resul t  in product ion,
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Calogero?
Calogero t r ies to push on me an opinion. I  do not have: that

nuclear war can be an outcome of technical  error and/or human
error.  Wel l ,  f  do not exclude i t  ent i re ly.  What I  say as c lear ly
as I  can is that  these sources of  technical  and human error are
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the mi l i tary doctr ine i tsel f ,  the "col-d logic pursued by a cold
mind. "  This j -s where we should focus our at tack on the present
system 1n order to avoid the colossal  destruct ion in store for  us
- not on marginal  issues. And that is the substance of  the book as
pointed out in the review by Angelo Chiat te l la,  loc.  c i t . .

Calogero does not l1ke the symbols and the matr ices.  Wef l ,  we
in the social  sciences are of ten grateful ,  i f  we are able to
clar i fy an issue a l i t t fe.  I  th ink the matr ices serve the useful
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di let tant ism. There is no mathematical  model in i t ,  that  is  t rue.
I  am not sure that is a goal  e i ther.  But I  do c la im that the
approach chosen makes i t  very easy to t race al l  interconnect ions.
And that is what I  have been mlssinq in the bv now qui te extensive
l i terature in th is f ie ld.

But al l  of  th is is iost  on Calogero.  Instead, he displays the
whole range of  physical ,  science arrogance against  one (of  many)
social  science sty l -es.  He displays a total  d is interest  in even
. l  . i  

-^ , .^^.1 -^ -ru, ruurr ' ,v o, ternat ive secur i ty polrc ies;  an at t i tude frequent ly
found in I ta ly (and other countr ies),  now rapidly disappear ing. As
execut ive commit tee memlcer of  the Stockholm Internat ional  Peace
Research Inst i tute,  he is perhaps used to documentat ion ending
r^; i t .h admonit ions to disarm. I  do not document much, and I  end with
the admonit ion to t ransarm, not to disarm (unreal ist ic for  the
t ime being).  But al l  of  th is seems al jen to Calogero's mind, that
i f  he has registered i t  at  a l l  i t  is  at  least  not t ransparent f rom
his t ' review. t '
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concepLion of  debate?
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review the book. Or,  i  s
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