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Johan Galtung:

Lommon security: Is there such a thing?

Unfortunately, these matters are relatively com-
plex. And yet it is absolutely mandatory that as many as possible
try to come to grips with them, not only in the sense of seeing

more clearly what goes wrong and what will always go wrong, regard-

less of political will among the parties, but alse in the
sense of training oneself in finding ways out of the impasse. The
following is one spproach. It can be done without the very simple

formulas that are used, but then it becomes quite unwieldy. Hgarce,

some symbhols, even formulas will be used.

The point of departure is security, the probabi
lity of "system maintenance', meaning that the society will only
change due to its own, endogenous, forces - mot through force, or
threat of force from the outside. Imagine we have two societies,
P, and P and that the security of P, relative to P_ is S

1 2’ 1 2 1,2°
And let us start with a simple point of departure; a definition:

1) S =1, -0 0 nd S = -

1,2 1 2> e 52 1 L D1> 0
the security level of P1 is its inmvulnerability level, 11, minus
the destruction that can be made by P here called D_. Clearly,

2’ 2
there is only security insofar as this entity is positive; if it

is rnegative there is negative security, or insecurity. 0Of course,

it does not mean that D, is unleashed, it only means that I1 of fers

2
imsufficient protection should it be unleashed,

The problem with (1) is that in the age of wea-
pons ©Of mass destruction in general, and nuclear weapons in parti-

culan there is no (passive) defense against the destruction. 0Or,

put differently: necessary and sufficiemt invulnerability is only d
tainable through total change of the scciety, eg by putting humans,
the human-made enviromment and the enviromment underground, or on
another planet. B3ut in that case invulnerability has become a
charicature , destruction of society has been brought about by

threat from the outside, but cearried out from the inside. _Arngd even

B0 e might sor hele ‘missiles cam be made 0 dridl a hols dows and

B o d w LE PO T N e . . N
erxpiode whon 'valud s snoourtered Just as ‘they can be made to deill

@ hols: ur.and retal iaste, Obviously, rre orher approach is called For
That other approach, of course, 1s to say that

. . . . . .
I am insecure, my only hope lies in making you inmsecure too":

2 S = - —_
(2) 5, 5= 1, D2<D _&1_@82,1—12—D1<D

However, this is not enough: the other party is also insecure, but
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may be less insecure than oneself, suffering lower losses in an
"exchange'. 5o, what they both want, is actually more security

than the other party; they want a security difference in their own

favor, a positive balance, 31,2, or 52,1

- . =g _ g o
(3) Party1 wants 81,2 1,2 o2,1 0
F’ar‘ty2 wants: 52’1 = b2,1 -S4z o

Clearly, this is impossible; they cannot bhoth have a security
balance in their favor. They cannot both have superiority, but
they can both have parity, meaning:

(4] S1,2 T Sa,q

or, multiplying by -1:

(5] D, - I_ =D_ - I

meaning that they can cause about the same level of destruction

to each other. This condition is better known as balance of power,

only that is actually balance of terror given the level of destruc-

tion of today’s weapons. Invulnerability (wivil defense) is of
little or no avail against them, but should be subtracted for the
sake of completeness, anc because such programs are increasingly

likely.
What has been done above is not quite so trivial

as it may look,., There are two points:
- that security 1s a relational, not an absolute quality;

it is how the security of P1 relates to the security of P
that matters

2

- the only solution is (relatively) equal security, which - with
the definitions used above- turns out to be identical with the
condition known as balance of power. That simplifies the matter.

However, the problem with what has just been
said is that it does mot help much., Even if the condition for
stability should be egual security [(the parties are on the same

iso-security curve) the problem still remains that the absolute

level of security is negative, ie insecurity. A war may still be
"won™, but only in the sense of losing less than the other party -
yet = with terrible losses. Obviously, this is unsatisfactory,

hence another approach is brought in through the distinmnction betweer

destruction that is counter-value and counter-force, and invulner-

ability of value and force. The idea is simple enough:"I cannot

hu . . .
make my values (humans, man-made environment, enviraonment] invul ner-

able but I can possibly destroy the means of destruction! The



answer to this is well known: to try to make the means of destruc-
tion ‘mwvulnerable.  If we refer to the level of destruction of

D. by P

> as D1[D2] and P).s level of invulrerability of his means

1 2

of destruction as IECDEJ - and similarly from the point of view of

P themn we get the following eight variables to take into consider-

2’

ation in any study of security:

Table 1: Common security: the key eight variables

Invulnerability Counter- Counter Invulrerability
valus value force force
.
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We now assume that both P1 and Pe are trying the following:

Axiom I: To make the absclute security positive, or as high as
possible

Axiom II: To make the security difference positive, and as high as
possible

In other words, I do not assume that they are striving for balance
of power in the sernse of parity, but in the sense of superiority;
still in other words that there is no cooperatian. I further as-
sume that the only way to make them cooperative is to show them

that their 9oal is unattainable.

Zince passive defense [(invulrnerability of value) is inef-
Fective’P1 tries to subtract from D2 by destroying D1[D2]. F’2 tries

to subtract from this subtraction by making D_ more invulnerable,

2
IECDEJ. The strategic arms race, naturally, shifts from counter-
value to counter-force but with the same logic, that of equation(5)
but also (1) through the efforts to make arms invulrmerable., It is

a Chinese boxes kinmd of logic and can be continued: P1 can try to

destroy the invulerability, D1[Iﬁ[D2]] which will lead to an effort
[

by F’2 to make the invulnerability invulnerable, 12[12[02]], and so

on, and so forth. Zo, what is the conclusion?



As lomng as the following two axioms hold, the conclusion
is clear: 1t coes rnot help either,

Axiom TITIT: For value invulnerability can never compensete.
completely for destruction

Axiom IV: For force destruction can never compensate completely
for invulnerability

Put simply: It is easier to destroy value than to protect it;
it is easier to protect force than to destroy it ([(completely].
But this means that the two parentheses inside parentheses will
never be equal to, or even come sufficiently near to, D2 and DV

respectively. Un-protected D1[D2] may be, perhaps, like D.BDE,

but with protection D1(D2] - 12[D2] may be like, say, D.5D2 - in
other words far from good enough. Already one Hiroshima bomb is

one too many - and humankind does not accept the type of geno-

fascist lingo engaged in by @ome —ercsmorrsiops OF one supscoower,

Hence, the conclusicn is that this does not work either.,
Let us therefuore try. something new with the hope of seeing some
exits. Let us introduce t-e 0l distinction hetween offemnsive and de-

fensive weapon systems, and simply define them in the following way:

defensive weapons have so short range and limited impact area that
they are essentially only useful on own territory;

offensive weapons are those weapons [systems] that are not cefensive.

The definmition hinges uniquely on objective capability; there is ro
element of subjective motivation in it. With offensive weapons aaqgres
sion is possible; whether, in fact, they will be used for aggression

is amother matter.

Let us use the symbole d and o for defensive and offensive

respectively. This changes the content of Table 1. More precisely,
what is called D1 and 82 - counter-value destruction - becomes

o] . C e s s
D? and De; for these are offensive capabilities, by definition.

And counter~force and inmvulnerability-force splits into two, for

offensive weapons and for defemsive weapons, so that we get:
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Tahle 2: Common security: the key twelve variables,

Irmvulmnerability Counter- Counter-~ Invulreranility
value value force Force
: o =
o @C(aﬁj - 12002
s, _ = T - o’ e e eT
1.2 1 5 < 5] ] i o
- 0o ro- 7 - ' ]
L qtHe! To005)
B EJGEDD) _ IGQD;J"}]
. 1 - [ 2 1 1
2,1 = 2 L » d D.1
b - @2[01 - 11(D1}——'

The whole point is simply this: there is a hranching;oFF process in
counter-force activity, & defensive branch, arnd an offernsive Hranch;
on both sides. There is the effort to fight the weapons {force] of
the ememy on one' s owr ground and on his; and naturally his sfforts

. . . o
to make his weaporms imnvulnerable whern they operate offensively. 1T re-

(IS[D;) and I?(DfiLa”d wher thev are still at tha bomg base; 1d(ﬁﬁ.

For the most important sz, being ruclear-tipred missiles that

are offensive, these four symbols stand for the following:

o - - .
t r sh d ho et ] o~ isti
o Q) %E%gﬁqggr¥p}§ﬁe shields, short range =anrui-nallistic
o Q .
1 (D} MRV, MIRV, decoys, very short warning time, forward hased

supersonic speeds, cruise trajectories, stealth rumerous

o e . — . Lo .
oD (o} very high precision or yield.sib penetration,
anti-submarine warfare [AZW)
d . .. . ..
1°(0 ) mobile, dispersing, numerous, hiding,

undgground and hardening, on submarines, under ice-caps
Defensive counter~force, to be worthy of the name, has to be short
range (or statiomary) with limited impact area, which means high level
of precision. Offensive counter-force does not operate under such
limitations, is long range and could also have a vast impact are in
order to destroy all the offemsive capability there is. Hizh preci-
siorn and penetration capability, however, is jenerally seern as more
efficient. Dffensive imvulnerability means invulrnerability of of -
fensive forces over the other party’s territory; defensive irmvulrera-
bility begins at home and ends at home. The last decades are the

history of switching from omne approach te  the other, and of new

techncologies within wx-h of these four possihle approaches



Let us ave a loock at the situation of Pe:

Figure 3. The st-ategic''game! as seen by FParty rno. 2
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There is an incoming., hence offermsive, missile fFrom P,y 1t is
1
counter-force, and protected. It is aiming at an offersive missile

which is protected in two ways: throuth cefensive invulnerability
and through defensive destructiveress, eg silos and anti-missile
missiles, This can also be put into a table, using the offensive-
defernsive distinction, and the destruction-invulnerability cdistimc-
tiom:

Table 4. The four approaches in a strategic "situation”

destruction invulnerability
approach approach

offernsive o. o o o

approachH 070(02) 11[01]

(From P1J "active Gffense" "passive offense

defensive d,. 0o d,._o.

a roach 0,(0,) 15005]

[?ﬁom P_) active defense passive deferse

' b

It is the balance of these quantitiss that decides what ultimately

. o . .
Tappens; the net balance in the end, of Dz;lS what is left for a

second strike.



Let us now use this scheme of amalysisto try to explore
five questions, all of them crucial to the whole peace anc security

ssue:

fAY The First strike/second strike distinmction

{B) Characterization of some offensive weapons systems

(C) Trhe 1872 A Treaty

(D) TIs this approsch to security and balanmce of power at all viare”
f£) Ts some other approac!: to security and halamce of power viahle®

fA] Trhe fFirst strike/second strike distinction

A typical first strike weapon would be low on Id(Dn}
and high on 1°(07)since its task is to destroy by being used fFirst:
hence it can afford to be (»nut does not bave to be] badlv protected
at the point of departure, but well protected at tre point of arri-
val. It has to pe highly destructive, presumably of force since
it would be dangerous to use a first strike not to try to eliminate
the offensive capabhility on the other sicde - whic means that it
has to be hish on precision, and reliable (sinde weapon reliability

or compensation for unreliabnility by high rnumbers]). Tre vield is
= ) Yy Y

less impartant.

. . . . d, .C
A typical second strike weapon would be higr on I [Dj,

Q3 . N . . .
. s1nce 1ts task is to survive an attack, snc

can be low on IO[D
hence has to e well protected at the point of departure, but can
afford to be [(but does not have to be] less well protected at the
point of arrival. It has to be highly destructive, presumably

of value more than of force since this would be the promissecd reta-
liastory attack that is supposed to serve as a deterrert - which
means that it has to be high on yield hut does mot have to he that

reliable; there is enoujh to destroy. Precision is less important., -

Ta summarise.

Table %. "ldeslized” First strike/second strike characteristics
First strike Second strike
{counter-force) [counter-value)
. . ‘ d, o ‘ .
Passive defemnse, 1 (D] can Se low must be high
. o, .- . .
Passive offengse, 1 (D )] must be high can be low
@]

N . I . - - . . :
BLlilé wofousise < precision, reliable yield, Jess reliable
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Tt should be notec that if a missile is highlv protect-

ed at the poirmt of departure, in other words has a hign level of
"survivability", then there remaims at least the optiomn that it
cam be used as a second strike weapon. if it is poorly protected,

then there is Mo choice: use 1t first or else lose it! For this

reason poorly protected missiles, such as the MX 1In Minuteman
silos or the 55-1%, or Pershing 11 and Tomahawk cruise missiles,

are among the most provocative, and bhence destabilizing.

It shoulc also bhe rmoted that wherm & missile has mul -
tiple war-heads, im other words ismirved, hen orme missile cam de-
stroy more than one on the other side. The exchange ratio is rea:t-
er thar 1, whichever side strikes first will have more missiles
left because it can destroy more than are used up. Mirving, hernce,
is mct only a mechamnism for offernsive invulnerability, or "penetra-

tion capas-ility"; it is also a way of achieving a better trace-off,

and hence hicnrnly provocative, anc herce destabilizing.

Thus, in the construsction of the system is already

the main message; the system carries 3 genetic code, so to speak.

Tt is gquite clear today how a first strike and a second strike

weapon shaouwld be made. This should mnot be confused with First use
or second use, that is a question of who starts any kind of
nuclear exchange. Nor should it be confumed with whether the first

strike is effective or not, effective im the sense of eliminating
sufficient ruclear capahilty on the other sicde to make the losses
that side can inflict toleratle. These are all guestioms of the
broad strateny of the two parties, with mixes of threats of use

and actual use, time orders, etc. - only partly derivable or uess-
abhle from the mature of the weapons systems as such. The only thing
that is relatively certain is that both parties will do their hest
not to have treir own strategy determined by the other side, trying

to retain strategic options.



(7] Characterization of some offensive weapons systems

The most typical first strike weapons, not yet exist-
ing, would e highly precise and reliable missiles, highly mirved,
clustered together in large num ers and poorly protectecd [and hence
with very low survivability] close to its target (for a surprise
attack]. And the most typical second strike weapocns, could be less
precise and reliable, with single war-heads, highly dispersed and

very well protected, for instance im & submarine, under ice-caps.

JF the systems existing today, if orne is to rely on the
information ahout them, those that come closest to being first
strike weaporns seem to be the MX and the $5-18, because of their
low survivability and high level of mirving [up to ten?). Next
would be the Pershing 11; it bas only a single war-head hut compes-
tes Dy proximity to target and hence short Flight time. If it
were even more forward-based than in Western Germany, eg in West
Berlin, its first strike character would be even more prorounced.
Numbers are also very important, and even though the Tomahawk cruise
missile is slower large numbers can compensate if the goal is offen-
sive invulrerability. 'ut this would be more risky: some of them
would be detected in time and lead to a launch-on-warning. Tre
§85-20 ; and even if it is mirved (3 war-heads)
it is more likely to cause a launch-on-wa~ning. 35-20 is also, like
Pers~ing 11 and cruise, mobile ut so slowly that their survivabi-

lity is low.

Clearly a second strike capability, being based on
defensive rather than offensive invulnerability, is much less provo-
cative tham a first strike capability. A Pershing 11, and also
the cruise missiles, land-based in Western Europe provoke without
adding to the security since they will invite a pre-emptive first

strike. Imn addition they represent qualitatively new spproaches to

the problem of making offemnsive invulmeranility; in German terms

they stand for "vorrlatung"”, not for "Nachristung'.
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(C) The 1972 ABM Treaty
Let us assume that the purpose was, as usually stated, to protect

a minimum second strike capability. According to Table 3.8. there are four
ways of doing this:

(a) cutting down or eliminating offensive counter-force destructive capability
(b) cutting down or eliminating offensive counter-force invulnerability

(c) building up or maintaining defensive destructive capability for force

(d) building up or maintaining defensive invulnerability of force

Four additional methods are the following:

(e) building up or maintaining offensive counter-value destructive capability
(£) building up or maintaining offensive counter-value invulnerability

(g) cutting down or eliminating defensive destructive capability for value
(h) cutting down or eliminating defensive invulnerabilty of value

One may say that SALT I was an effort not to (a) but at least to control further
armament. One may also say that (d) and (e) was going on anyhow, as well as (f)
(MIRVs!). (h) is in effect, since the contrary (effective civil protection
against nuclear weapons) was and is infeasible. What was left was (b), (c) and
(g). Of these three possibilities, the 1972 ABM Treaty focuses on (g) and is

an effort to cut down, almost to the point of elimination, anti-ballistic
missile systems. At the same time it does the opposite of (c). Why focus on (g)?
Probably mainly for the simple reason that such systems did not exist and looked
almost impossible as an engineering project. To hit an aircraft with a missile
may be difficult enough; to hit a missile almost impossible. Systems were
developed but did not impress. The treaty can be read as a jolnt statement:

"We have tried but did not succeed, so we can just as well outlaw the approach."

The loopholes in the 1972 ABM treaty are easily seen:

(1)  The concept legitimizes offensive destructive capability, by focussing
attention on a second order problem, that of guaranteeing penetration
for a second strike capability

(ii) The concept does not focus on offensive invulnearability, and hence opens
for a qualitative arms race in mirving, decoys, short warning times,
forward basing, high speeds, cruise trajectories, stealth, etc.

(1i1) The concept does not rule out research on defensive destructive capability
- and since a break-through here (eg in the form of a laser-shield) would
increase security considerably, any country would put that higher than
adherence to the treaty.

(iv) The concept is both anti-psychological and anti-human in demanding of
people that they shall abstain from a measure of defense rather than
from a measure of offense, and that they shall accept that security
rests, ultimately, on the ability of both parties to sacrifice their
own populations through a pact of mutually assured destruction (MAD).

Clearly a treaty of this kind is not stable and will collapse the moment
an active ABM becomes feasible. It is as anticipation of this that offensive
invulnearability (Pershing IT, cruise) should be seen.
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Is this approach to security and nalanmce of power at all viatde”

o)
o
e

OF course rmot. Axioms III1 8§ ¥ remaim valid, anc as

iong as they are valid some destructive force will survive, and the
passive defermse {invulnerability] will ne insufficient ta balance
it. SJecurity will remain megative. ‘ut, in addition, efforts to

compensate for this by at least making the securityv difference po-

sitive {see axioms T arnd I11)] will contirnue. There is so much work
to do: Tahle 2 calls the attention to twelve key varianles in the
arms race. There will ne efforts to increase invulrnerability of
force and value, to compensate for this with irmcreased destructive~
nmess; this will be dome by both defenmsive and offensive means.
Sometimes the other party will respond on the same variable, some-
times they will try toc compensate on another varisble. Had there
heen fewer than twelve, or eight variables to stick to the offen-
sive ones, themn may HDe the system could be maintairmed stanle by
some cooperative agreemenrnt or some third party contral, With this
number of degrees of freedom of the system it hecomes 1like a sys-
tem of communicating vessels: press down at one point and it shoots
up at some other point or poimnts. Or, like trying to catch & tizer
by holding omn to one lez: chances are the other legs, head, bhody anc

tail will start moving rather dymamically.

Im short, neither high, nor egqual security will ever

be attainmahble. To some of this insecurity we are condemned, we
humans, for the rest of our lives, jiven the mature of our imnova-
tioms. Precisely bhecaus=z the consequences of a war are so horrible

hoth parties will do all t-ey camn to act according to axiom IT.

It is highly wunlikely that axioms III and IV will undergo any
drastic decrease in validity in the foreseeable future. Herce

I assume that as long as this logic is adherec to the strategic
arms race will continue till it is imterrupted by a war. The
guestion is whether the struggle for security, and even for peace,

could be steered by some other logic.
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T¢) Is some other approach to security ancd balance of power viahle?

The first assumption is, of course, that both parties see
a strategic war as the worst possible evil, the way it is now seen
by the peace movement and probably by most of the population in
Europe. In Western Europe, for instance, a nulear war is definitely
seen as worse thamn a Soviet occupation, by most, However much
that possibility is dreaded, mot people seem to think "better red
tharn dead"” - if I am dead I can do nothing, if trere are ''treds"
in my country 1 am not for that reason red and can still do a lot.
Hernce they reject a policy the implication of which is "better
dead than red" - the present NATO policy of rejection of no-first-

use coupled with the promissed Soviet answer to a Western first use

The second assumption would be some kind of agreement as

to the goal of common security. Here is one attempt:

By "common security" is meant a system whereby

-2 both parties have as high absolute security as possible

~= both parties have as equal relative security as possible

-~ both parties cooperate to make high and equal security possible

It should be noted, before proceeding, that these conditions are
similar but also quite the opposite of what is actually happening
in the world today. Their security is very low, for both, or very
high negative security, insecurity, to put it more precisely.

At least one party,the US, is clearly trying to obtain superiority.
And rather than cooperation there is a plethora of efforts to out-
smart the other, whether out of fear or to have the best position

for an attack, or both. And yet the games are not that different.

Let me now make a jump in the reasomning, spelling out
very quickly a set of p-oposals, and then try to discuss them in
the light of the three key ideas for common security just giver,

The proposals are:
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(i) No-first-use doctrine accepted by the West (Soviet proposal)

(ii) Withdrawal of all foreign nuclear arms {(Egon 3ahr proposal) .
possibly starting with 300 km border zome {(Palme Comm. proposd,

(iii)Change of military doctrine to conventional arms (UCS propossl.

[iv) Change of conventional doctrine to defensive conventional
defanse combined with paremilitary and rmomilitary defense

{v])] Inmcreasing invulnerability of the societies:

more national self-reliance - stable eco-system
more local self-reliance - stable eco-system
mare decentralization

overcoming of cleavages inside society

a better gquality of life

{vi) Fighting factors that are most provocative to the other side

in the East: remnants of Stalinism - human rights infractions
in the West: crisis im capital ism - human rights infractions
between East and West -~ new forms of active peaceful coexiswenae

The last three would be typical of the kind of thirmking found in
the peace movement; the first three are well known proposals cur-
rently floated at the political level. The six prposals should now
be tested for consistency, and for conmsistency with the principles

of common security.

As pointed out often no-firs use doesnot imply the end to
rnuclear arms: they would still remain in the countries that produce
them (at present five or six countries, possibly more). Herce,
the terrible logic of Tahble 1 with its insolvable dilemma of ex-

treme insecurity remains.

“iowever, the value of the approach would be to build into
the countries liberated from nuclear war and arms, to the extent

this is possible through (i) and (ii) sbove, a new securitv system

based on (iii), (iv] and {(v], and then attempt to do sopething
beyond that to come to grips with the conmflict itself, or at least
not to aggravate it further [(vi]. The hypothesis would then be
that this type of new security system might be seen as preferable
and hence spread to the nuclear powers; they might feel the alter-
native system offers more security than the system based on nuclear
deterrence. It should be nmoted that (iii) is actually a transition

between (i)-(ii] and (iv])-({v) so we only have to discuss the latter.
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)

What 1t means ig actually verv simple. (et us use the symbol D~
for the class of defensive weapons as defined above, assuming that that
class is much bigmer than it is today since so much inventiveness has
been put inte the class D° of offensive weavons (I0BMs, TRBMs, long-range
ban s,

bombers and lcnf-rangehunter~bomhersﬁxwﬁ to mention some important
examples). Thus, the weapons that would be used under this formula would
be the delensive weapons used to destroy the cther side's offensive
weapong, including in this both +he other side's "hardware" and "software"
the military personuel. But offensive destruction, retaliation against
the other side's civilian popnulaction, civilian society or even against
military installations at his own territory would be ocut of guestion since
thex would be clearly offensive strategies and the distinction between
weapons that can be used to hit other weapons and those that can be used
to hit civilian society is more problematic than the distirction
vetween defensive and offensive weapons as drawn here. The reason for that
is simple: *he defensive/offensive distinction is tied to the notion of

geograyhical border which in most cases in the world, in connection with
interna tloqal wazr, iz relatively wembiguously drawn whereas no such un-~
ambiguous btorder line cexists between military and civilian society anywherc

in the world.

Thus, the defensive weapons would e anti-weapons, co:nter—force,gb and] &ch

on the assumption that they are used on cne's own territory, when *the enemy

is in the countrypup to any level, including anti-anti-antl weapons, anld so on.
But, in addition to tnlsy inviloerability would certainly remain ag a part

of the defense concept, including the invulnerability of one's own destructive
weapons. And in additon to this again would also come non-military defense,
meaning defense not directed at the destruction of the intruding adversary,

but at rendering what he wants for his cwn enrichment or to conirol useless

to him - in other words some type of withdrawal,

ct
e

Hence, under this concept one would be lef't with an

P’

arsenal looking in terms of our formulas somewhat like thisg:
(-) MY, Yt E®)) ete. 5 1, 1(0Y)

v i
What would be obtained with this type of disarmament, or maybe rather

transarmament since there would certainly be both arms and armour involved?



reat function would have been eliminated, since

nothing of what ieg included uwnder ( ’) above can be used with any

efficlency abroad. It does not affect any other country's security as there is
ro destructive power that can be used in any other country. This is

rather important since a major tactor behind the arms race certainly

is fear, fear that the other side's effective destructive power is

higher than one's own and that the only thing to stay his finger bvefore

it pushes the button would be his fear of even more destruction in his Own
land, When there is no offensive power that can be directed against

o

oneself, one'e oun security becomes equal to the level of invulnerability,

.+

undiminished by any destructive power. One may also pat it differently,

in & way mere mearningiul to the mathematically winded than tc other people:

degtruction as measured by -1 becomes negative whees D =101,

Second, there is lessproblem of conversion of military hardware or

software. Transarmament 1s an eazsler process from this point of view than 1o

make SWO! into plough-shares. Military people will still be military
people put with an unambiguous defensive function. Offensive arme will

rapped but defensive arms would etill be made. Whether the

have to be

= or lower ls an other and important

into: some data seem to indicate

, even considerzbly lower. In that case some funds

should ve releaged, possibly to be used for development purposes, within
or without, As w: 1 also be indicated later, there is some positive
relation between invulnerability and development, at least for some range
of variation,and with some definitions of these two concepis; and that

may make this type of conversion a very interesting proposition indeed.

These are two rather good arguments, and might lead one to ask the
question: since this looks so rational why do mnot all countries have
defense of thig ftype, in other words a defensive defense? One reason for
that, of course, is that many countries are not only defensive, they
are also "oftensive', meaning aggressive. Only recently did they submit
to the ides of referring to their ministries of war as ministries of
defense,bﬁt they continue intervening and invading abroad. A fransarmament,
not only of the name of the ministry but of what it administers,would draw

a much sharper demarkation line between truly non-aggressive couniries

O

and aggressive countries,and that would not be in the interest of the
latter for which reason they would try to resist it. Any country that

transarmed into defensive defense would unmask potential aggressors; in

-

1tself a rather important function of transarmament.However, more important

in this cormection is another line of reasoning.
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The point is simply that most countries today, most "modern" countries
that is, are sou vulnerable that they cannot risk destruction on their cwn
territory. Only highly invulnerable countries can take that risk, the in-
vulnerability compensating Tor much of the desfructive power. We actually
get four different types of countries as indicated in the diagram below:

Table 5. The relation between defensive/offensive and invulnerabsility

/\

Tnvilnerable ia To
not most
dangerous dangerous
Vulnerable st Vo
legs dangerous dangerous

e
ad

Defensive Ffensive

(It should be noted that this is not the same diagram as = diagram usecd to
define security: in that dlagram own level of invulrerability is related

to the destructiveness from the cther party; here own level of vulrerability
4 1 A+ te o AN e " + 3

ig related to cne's own iype otf weapon system).

-

The "best" country from the point of view of a disarmament or trans-
armament process would be a country of the type Td: high level of invulne-
rability, and mainly defensive weapons (meanlng low level of cffensiv
weapong, high level of defensive weapons). Nobody else should have anything
to fear from that country since it 18 incapable of bringing about any
destruction cutside its ovm borders,and it should also feel quite safe at
home due to its high level of invalnerability, in other words not be tempted

into any or&uptive action, to secure supplies, to divert attention away
from imternal comntradictions, etc.
T2 vulnerable countries in the diagram would be thus tenpted; the

Vo-type (‘rulnerable, with offensive weapons) might carry it out because it

has the capability of doing sc. This is the type of country in whose interest

it 1s to export the theatre of war; it simply cannot afford to have the

war inside its own borders. It might export the war to the adversary's

territory or, if that l1s toc dangerous, to a third country. r adversary Vo courty
may do the same. One particular reason why this type of country is dangerous

to its environment is that it would be tempted to strike first because of

its vulnerability, making use of its offensive capacity - for instance with

the hope of eliminating wmy second strike of retaliationmthe other side.



The fourth type, however, would be the prototype of the aggressive
country; making itself invulneratle at home, equipped‘with an offensive
capatrility, like dashing out from a hardened redoubt, sitriking hard,
hitting many places before returning to the safety back home (whether this
is done by cavalry or nuclear missiles); waiting for a "retaliaiion"
against which it is well protected. Which only goes to show, once more,
how significant the introduction of the variable vulnerability-in-

vulnerability is in any power analysis -~ U jingis Khan knew this,.

No doubt invulnerability is tantamount to some kind of armour between
onesell and the rest of the world;and a defensive weapon system means
using degtruction, including killing of human beings, as an
acceptable option in utter distress, with the adversary already invading
the country. From an ideal pacifist point of view these are not accepteonle

options. Mich better would be to be totally open, perhaps even using

vulnerabilitly as invulnerability,and no means of destruction at all -

and the present author might personally prefer this. However, there is one
important problem: regardless of problems of efficacy there is the problen
of credibility. Very few people believe in the pacifist option, one reason
ceins ‘hat i* has so rarely Leen tested (Candhi, Martin Luther King) and
when 1t was tested one may always argue that the cases are atypical. And
that would of course be the third reason to favour this type of trans-
armament option: many people might believe in = defensive deferse pos-

ture combining comventional, pars-military and nonwmilitary elements.

The question thern to bhe explored i1s whether this comnstitutes
a system not only of security, 'ut of common security in the sense

this is the case if —uoth

ot

def ined ahove. It is easily seen tha
parties adopt defemnsive defense as thelr military posture and acc

to this =« high level of invulnerability. They are hoth secure, and
in a sense the problem of how egual the security is cdoes not arise,
However, there is always t e possibility of cheating, of hiding some
offersive cepability; and/or cof having it in the oper, legitimated
as neeced for interdiction of supply limes etc. to support an attack
on one’s own territory. 3Still, with an overwhelming overweig™t on

defensive capability it can be arcued that security is not only high

mut equal, or equal for 211 practical purposes.

More important, however, is tr-e question of whether it is cooper -
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ative., ‘lere are examples of cooperative tasks; there are three of
them, coming neatly out of the logic presented:

-~ helping each other getting rid of the mutuslly threatenin:
offensive capability existin: - seeking it and Jestroyirg it

-~ helping each other cdevelop defemsive capability, exchanging
information, with the possible exception of corcrete location

-- helping each other becomirny less vulmerahle, e: by

promoting mational self -reliance
local self -reliance
technological diversity

To the first task the logic of a World Health Oroanizstion
smallpox eradication campaign would aoply: seek anc destroy {which
may work for virus; the malaria mosquito is more tricky and the cam-
paign may strencthen it in 8 more immediate way). Ubviously, this
will omnly happen if offernsive weaporry is really seen as a common
enemy, anc the thesis of the present paper is that that in turn
will only happen if alternative moces of producing security have

nheen founo.

To the second task and the third task there is also a correspon-
cing World Health Orgasmization logic: secondary prophylactic meci-
cime in the sense of bulilding strong bodies, eg through “etter mu-
trition and level of livimg im general, but also trrough moculation
(which would correspond to invulnerability). The countries of the
wor ld are cooperating in WHO with all its weaknesses; it is sugces-
ted that whether they cooperate or not depends on whether they see

it in their own interest or mnot.

Jut this means that there might e more ways in which the United
Nations could come into the picture thamn has been the case so far:
not only detecting and controlling and if at all possible destroy-
ing offemsive capability, but also in developing defemnsive capability
and invulnerability. And ore approach to mutual inmvulnerability
would be through United tations peace forces in the Palme Commission

corridor.

I short: security and balance of power are possible. .  3ut the
condition remains that of jetting rid of offemnsive capahility.



