
Transarmament:  f rom offensive to defens' ive defense*

3v Johan Galtung
1. Ftea6t ions to an at tack

e/defensive" is prob' lemat ic,  but  a ' lso

crucial .  Inan ef for t  to have a f resh ' look at  the who' le problem of

secur i ty,  the fo l lowing f igure giv ing a spectrum of react ions to

an at tack on a country may be useful :
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The spectrum is one-dimensional  whjch means that i t  is  s impl ist ic,
possibly too s impl ist ic -  but  i t  may nevertheless be useful .
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At the bottom end^is no resistance at  a l l ' in case of  an at tack;

at  the top end total  destnuct ion- of  onesel f  as wel l  as of

the at tacker.  In-between are a ' l l  other forms of  react io4c- the

spectrum inc1udes al l  "wave- ' lengths",  so to speak.
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The 61sic thesis of  th js art ic le is s imply rhat a. lmost a. i l
the qlrrentdebate concerning which react ions to make use of  is
focussed on two major cuts along this dimension, between- nuclear
and convent iona' l  arms on the one hand, and between violent and
non-violent react ioQ! on the other. The Iatter is the dist inct ion
around which not only paci f ism but also large sect ions of  the

Peace movement is organized: the reject ion not only of  nuclear
arms and other weapons of  mass destruct ion,but a ' lso of  v ioJence
in general  ,  meaning al l  k inds of  convent ional  mi ' l i tary systerm.
Although most people might agree that there is such a dist inct ion,
only relat ively few wou' ld share the opt ' imism of pac' i f is ts -  when they
point  to such examples as gandhian act ' ions in india against
the Br i t ish Emlige-with regard to the ef f icacy of  non-mi l i tary react ions
ever.rwher?a' lone' . -Hence, as is very wel  I  known, i t  is  the d jst inct ion

between nuc' lear and convent ional  breapons that dominates the pol i t ical
debate and act ion completely,  and not oniy in the mi l i tary and
pof i t ica ' l  estab' l ishments ( including the vrar establ  ishments) ,  but
a ' lso in the peace movement.  The thesis,  then, is that  th is is
most unfortunate,  that  i t  ineans cutt ing the dimension at  points

that certainly are important but have the dist inct  d isadvantage
that one of  them is located too high on the scale of  destruct ion,and theoi j rer
one too low. The cuts to the lef t  in Figure I .are s ' imp1y insuff ic ient .

Hence, the argumentat ion here is in favor
that betneen of fensive and defensive react ions

to def ine th is cut ,  which l ike the other two by no means is a sharp
one, i t  should f i rst  of  a l l  be emphasized that i t  refers to the
obiect ive capabi l i ty  of  the react ion'systems" { the weapons being
a part  of  that  concept) ,  not  to the subject ive mot ivat ions that
may be at tached to them. In other words,  i t  is  not  a quest ion of
whether a react ion system is intended to be used for an at tack;
the whole issue is whether i t  is  capable of  being used for an
attack.  Hence, the best judge as to whether a weapon system is
defenst 've or of fensive is a possible target of  the system,the adversary,  not

of  a th ipd cut,

to at tac*tn t ry ing
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the subject ive mind behind i t .  Thoughts and words come and go,

act ions depend on what is objedively possible,  g iven by the con-
straints of  natura' l  laws on1y. The adversary is the best judge;
just  as we, in our se' l f -defense, are the best judge of  the adversary.

Hence, I  r rou]d locate the def in i t ion of  the of fensive/defensive
dist inct ion in geographical  space: can the weapon s-ystem be €FFect ivety usea
abroad, or can i t  only be used at  hone? I f  i t  can be used abroad
then i t  is  of fensive,  part icular ly i f  that  "abroad" inc ' ludes countr ies
with which one is in conf l ic t .  I f  i t  can only be used at  home then
the system is defensive,  being operat ional  only when an at tack has

taken place.

a. The Fange and impact area oF weapons.

Locat ing the def in i t ion in space makes i t  possible to formu-
Iate the problem in terms of  two var iab' les:  the range (of  the weapons
carr iers)  and the impact area (of  the weapon i tsel f ,  whether i t
is  a c ' lassical  impact weapon, an incendiary weapon, a high explosive
or weapons of  mass destruct ion -  chemical / toxic,  b io ' logical ,  radiological ,
nuclear or geophysical) .  I f  we now di  v ide"range" into immobi ' le/short /

long and"impact area" into ' loca' l / l  imi ted/extended then we arr ive at
the nine combinat ions in Fjgure,  r r , four of  them defensive accord' ing

to the approach taken above, f ive of  them offensive:

Figure rr .0f fensive vs.  defensive systems
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0f  course, i t  a i1 depends on where the border- ' l ine between
"short"  and')ong" on the one hand,and between " ' l imj ted" and,extensive' ,
on the other,  is  located. .  An fndicat ' ion ls a ' l ready given above: th1_
effects of t|te reaction to rr attack should be ri lhin one's own country$U
0f course, theremay be countr ies so smal l  that  a lmost any weapon
system would reach outside and/or have an impact area that would
also include adversary terr i tory.  In general  th is would cal l  for
research into other types of weapon systerm, for the use of highly
inrnobi le systems with only local  impact along the borders (border
fort i f icat ions area classical  answer in th is connect ion),  leaving
the "short" /u l imi ted" combinat ion to core areas of  the country.
But even i f  some of  th is should reach into sonre minor parts of
adversary terr i tory th is does not in any rnajor way af fect  the type
of reasoning we are t ry ing to develop here.

In order to discuss this more ful ly let  us contrast  the extremes
in l igure i l l .0n the one hand, in the upper . ight  hand corner!  are
very long range weaporFsystems with extensive impact areas: inter-
cont inental  bal l is t ic  missi les,  long range- bornbers and submarines
al l  of  them with dua' t  capdui t i t i ;  :=fr?"*&pon, of  mass destruct ion.
They would certainly be cla ssi f ied i )  of tensive by anybody.

0n the other hand, in the bottom lef t  hand corner rould be
such weapons systems as land, searor air  mires r i th local  impact
only,  or  a pipel ine bur ied underground that can easi ly be f i l led
with an explosive,  igni ted and make hundreds of  k iJometres unpass-
able for tanks. As ment ioned,fort i f icat ions also belong in th is
category '  but  some of them wou' ld have guns with an impact area that
would no longer be " local" ,  but  " l imi ted".  Real  long range guns
nould be al ien to the logic of  purely defensive defensg, however.

Then there are al l  the i r ,between categor ies,  and they are
nunprous. However,  they are not that  d i f f icul t  to handle f rom the
point  of  v iew of  the present analysis.  Long range *eapons systems
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with local  impact would c lear ly be of fensive:  a Pershing I I  isst i l l  an of-
fensive weapon when equipped * iUftonr"nt iona' l  wa/-head rr i th a highly

f \nv' local  impact i  a very long range gun withlnuclear war-head would be-A

$l Qffensive weaopn evpn i f  -s!at , !oned 
nat-_fronei ' .+ 

,  -
Mone impoi-- tent  is  the *short" /"7 imited" combinat ion s ince that
vould br ing us to the border- l ine between of fensive and defensive.
Thetr immob Llet t  / r t  extensive?r combinat ion,  the nucl-ean mine or short
Fann- nrrr : rFan Er[ns .g-  _em Lrse]esg. both For defense_and ofFense.
' n e v F5heo ;iE Faontan "*=J fi " ffiu i t 

"', 
ET il'[ F i fliii " * Xo r\ ? Ff* tua %tl.ro T e n c e'

for  of fensive purposes. One would be thinking in terms of  jeeps

and s ' imi lar  ve-hic les on land, motor torpedo boats on water,  smal l  sub-
marines, and sma' l l  a i rcraf t  using roads as airstr ips,  possibly wi th
vert ical  take-of f  and landing, possibly hel icopters.  There would
be nothing against  these means of  t ransportat  jon be' ing very qu' ick:

the problem is not speed,but range. In speed there is protect ion,

and the possibi l i ty  of  coming quickly to the rescue where defense

against  aggress' ion is needed. Speed is certainly also important in

aggression, but only usefu' l  when combjned with suf f ic ient  range

to reach outside one's country.

Hence, one would be thinking in terms of  h ighly mobi l :  and

smal l  uni ts wi th l imi ted lange, on land, in the water,  in the air .

In order to compensate for  the I  imi ted range they would have to

be rrel l  d ispersed al l  over the nat iona' l  terr i tory,but because of

the ' l imi ted range essent ia l ly  wi th local  or  d istr ict  (sub-nat ional)

funct ions alone. I f  the range from one end of  a country to another

is 5,o. long .qs also to q 'egch possjbl .e adversary terr i tor-v " ' i
-  Chi le i  Nonway and Sweden being obvioi . rs examples -  then one
should renounce on weaponlsystems wit t r  ranges of  that ' type, let t ing

the non-of fensive character of  the system take pr ior i ty over the

wish to use al ' l  systems al l  over the nat ional  terr i tory -  and eeploy systems
r, l i th shorter range, disper-dl lowever,  i f  they are to operate in

a dispersed and essent ia l ly  local  r f idrn€fr they a ' lso have to be relat ively

autonomous. This does not mean that they are not under nat ' ional

conmand, only that  they are capable of  operat ing even i f  that  command

should be ser iously impaired through adversary at tack.  And this,  in Fact,
means that the wholt  C3I system - command, communicat ion,  controJ

and intel l igence -  a lso has to be dispersed, less centnal ized.

And that the countny does not depend on outside suppl iens

For armaments[4]



5 -q.

-6-

Having nowestabl ished that they shou' ld have short  range but
poss' ib ly be very quickly npbi le,  wel ' l  d ispersed, sma] l ,  local  ard aubrol to l r lwe

can turn to the impact area of  the weapons. I t  should be " l imi tedu
for the very s imple reason that i t  is  l imi ted how much one uants to
destroy of one's own territory even if a rnore extensive impact area

would be rmre destruct ive to adversary forces. This,  then, nould
point  in the direct ion of  very ef f ic ient ,  precis ion-guided weapons

r i th considerable destruct ive polrer but l imi ted impact area; an ex-

ample being "smart  r rckets".  They certainly exist  today and are
general ly seen as very ef fect ive against  tanks in the form of ant i -

tank weapons; against  ships,but perhaps less so against  a i rcraf t
part icular ly when they make use of  the old t r ick of  interposing

themse' lves between defensive forces and the sun. However,  there

wou' ld be ways of  deai ing also wi th th is prob' lem. Let ' i t  only be

added that such forces in addi t ion would have weapons with a highly

local  ' i rnpact such as ordinary guns, thereby complet ing the four

cel ls in the defensive area of  f igure I r .
3. The grey zone

0f course there is a grey zone inbetween. There is the famous

case of  the ant i -a i rcraf t  guns that are defensive when point ing

upwards, y€t  can be used as highly of fensive weapons when mounted

with a di f ferent angle for  targets on the ground on a carr ier
(a ship,  for  instance),wi th a long range. This,  however,  is  no

argunent at  a l l  against  the dist inct ion rnade. l .Jhat has happened

in that  and simi lar  cases is that  a new y,eapon system has been

created, f rom something inmobi ' lewith l imi ted or even local  impact

area to sonrething long range with l imi ted impact area. That one maior

physical  component in bro weapons system cou' ld be the same, or the

sann with a minor modif icat ion,  is  t r iv ia l .  A country that  rants

to base i ts secur i ty on defensive forms of  defense would s imply

not undertake that type of transformation of the *eapons systens,
arrd t ry to make them.so that - they carf l rot  be-suspected of  i t  e i ther.
For that  pur-pose i t  should be pl fysical ly ' impossible to conveFt.
At the same t ime, however,  th is serves asawarning not to be naive

in bel ieving that any component of  a | reaPon system is inherent ly

defensive or of fensive;  i t  depends on the total  system. I t  should
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not,  hovrever,  depend on the mot ivat ion.  As not ivat ions change

so may the object ive character of  the weapons system - hence i t  is

an engineer ing problem to make systems that are highly resistant,  " robust" ,
to such changes, retaining the defensive character over a vast  range

of t ransformat ion of  the components.

6oing back to Figure $t l " there are st i l l  a number of  c lar i f i -

cat iors to be made. lbre part icular ly,  i f  we make use of  a l l  three

cuts that  have been made on this s ingle dimension, cut t ing the di-

mension in four regions, some conrnents about each of  the four regionsmightbe
in order to br ing out the issues.

First ,  there are the weapons of  mass destruct ion,wi th most

of  the pub' l ic  debate and act ion concentrated on nuc' lear arms. They

are c ' lassi f  ied here as of fens' ive,  and that is not ent i re ly un-

pr^oblemat ic.  The reasoning was indicated above: vreapons of  mass

destruct ion are so destruct ive that  nobody in his r ight  mind rcuJd

use them at home, at  most against  an adversary,  and even then only

against  a very much hated adversary.  One reason for th is is that

the weapons are not only destruct ive of  the homosphere (human beings

and their  set t lements) but also of  the biosphere,  l i thosphere and

the hydrosphere -  in other rords of  the whoJe environnent ( the

atmosphere too for t t rat , rnat ter,  but  that  ef fect  w' i l l  be dispersed unless there
is"a "rJ ' :c l^ear w. i l i f iother words,  nuclear weapons (and other weapons

of mass destruct ion for  that  matter)  are s imply not cred' ib ' le as

defensive weapons which, of  course, is a maior reason why they

are usual ly conceived of  and discussed in connect ' ion wi th long

range weapons carr iers ' l ike those found in the US/MTO tr iad.

A country may have short  range carr iers (such as 155nrn howitzers,  seLF-propel l ing

rnounted on trucks or t ra ins) wi th dual  capff i . i ry (e.g.  for  ERI{,

"neutron grenades')-  the quest ion st i l l  remains r ihether they are

credible for  use on own terr i tory.  Admit tedly the answer is not

a very c ' lear-cut  me indicat ing that the dimension in 'F lgure r  is

not ent i re ly one-dimensional  -  but  the basic thesis st i l l  remains:
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that weapons of  mass destruct ion are essent ia l ly  of fensive weapons

in the sense made use of  here.  In fact ,  they are so aggressive that
they are for  destruct ion rather than for conquest of  enemy terr i tory.

- I t ' is  not  sut 'Fnis ing that 'shont-Fange nucLear weapons are-being
withdrawn orr  a uni latenal  basis by US/NATO.

Then there is the second category which is a very important one:con-
vent ional ,  of fensive weapon systems. l ' lhen the basic dist inct ion is
made only in terms of  nuclear vs.  convent ional  then i t  is  easi ly
forgotten how extrernely offensive conventional weapons can be. The
Second l{orld Har xas an examp'le of that, so }rere the Korean and

lndochina wars .q{?l ' l  ormost of  the other local  wars af ter  1945 forthatmatter,
\  necenT wans
such asf  Lebanbn and Afghanistan. 0f  course, a rnajorwar today rould not be fought

with exact ly the same arms, but for  instance with the missi les,

bombers and submarines now at the disposal  of  the super-pewers,

but 'bnly"with convent ional  war-heads. They are so destruct ive,

and aJso so of fensive that al though reduct ion or el iminat ion of
nuclear arms wou' ld be advantageous,rnost of  what has been said about

the danger of  war st i l ' l  remains val i4with convent ional  of fensive

l ,eapon systems doing the job.  And i t  is  prec' isely because the thi rd

cut along the dimension in F igure I  has not been rnade that i t  becornes

possible for  certain pol  i t icat  ard ni1i tary estab' l ishnrents to srnrggle

in convent ional  of fensive arrnament.  as a "compensat ion" for  a

possible nuclear disarmament -  r id ing on the fear of  nucJear arms,
part icular ly in the I  ikely war t r theaten' t  countnies in Eunope.

Then there is the !h i r{  category:  convent ional  mi l i tary

defense. I t  has been descr ibed in sorne detai l  above, so let  us

here only look at  one more point .  I f  the uni ts carry ing the burden

of convent ional  rn l l i tary defense (CMD) are short  range mobi ' le,sna' l l  ,  local  ,
quick,  d ispersed, and autonomous then they are very much l ike

guerr i l la forces. The only di f ference between Cl ' lD and para-mi l i tary defense

(PMD) vou' ld be that the lat ter  would tend to be even more local ,more

enbedded in the local human and natural evnvironment, and operate

less in the open,al though they rould probably | .ear som kind of

uni form in confonni ty r i th the regulat ions of  the Jaws of  xar.

The of ten used term "mi l i t ia 'a ' lso enters the picture here,  in-

c luding some of i ts pol ic ing funct ions.  In th is connect ion i t

should be pointed out that  Pl . lD probably has proven, af ter  1945'
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to be the most ef fect ive form of react ion to an at tack,whether

that at tack takes the form of di rect  v io lence of  mi l i tary forces

or the structura' l  v io lence of  excessive exploi tat ion wi th in and/or

between countr i  es.
4. Non-mi l i tany deFense

Then, there is the fourth category,  non-mi l i tary

defense (Nl'tD). ibst nrodels of that type of defense would a'lso

operate on the assumption of  smal l  uni ts,  local  and autonomous,

dispersed -  in other rords the sanre structure that  has already

been argued for CMD and PMD.One might say that there are two

reasons under ' ly ing th is:  never to of fer  the adversary any targets

yr i th such a high concentrat ion of  defense potent ia l  that  i t  would

o'ru?"18il.35 ,u h3'f;liu I.gtBik'tf;3dof,3r ShS,iiTFrlt[3ron"J'H#15sh'.'yhow)
redist  an at iack' in-al l  corners of  the country.  For the cdse of

non-mi l i tary defense this obviously means not only terr i tor ia l

defense in the sense of  resistance in geographical ly we' l l  def ined

uni ts,  but  a ' lso social  defense in the sense of  a l l  organizat ions

and associat ions in a country f inding thejr  own ways of  resist ing

attack by not producing goods or services for  the adversary etc.

c lear ly th is is defensive as i t  is  only meaningful  in one's ol tn

society.  This becones even more clear when one ' looks at  the

fo l lowins short  l is t  of  tz runal1: : . ]_ ' : : : : f f f t  for  NMD, orsanized

in three groups with four strategies in eachf-"

I .  Antaqonist-or iented defense strategies

A. 'At tack shouJd not pay"

1.  Sel f - inf l ic ted sabotage on objects of  value to adversary
2. Noncooperat ion and civ i l  d isobedience, "empld'social  structure

B. " Incapaci tat ion of  the antagonist"

3.  Creat ing emPathY

(a) Posi t ive interact ion before at tack;  helpfulness, assistance
(b) Cooperat ion wi th the Person; noncooperat ion wi th

the status -  f r iendl  iness at  the personal  level

4.  Creat ing syrnpathy through suffer ing inf i jc ted by adversary

I I .  Defense strateoies ainred at  grotset ing onesel f

5.  Ef f ic ient  conmunicat ion inside one'sown qroup
6. Effect ively h ' id ing selected people and objects
7.  Decreased vulnerabi l i ty  of  the populat ion through al ternat ive structure
8. Conmunicat ' ion and enact ion of  one's o; 'n values
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I  I  I .  Dglense stra_teies aimed at  deterr ing the antaqonist
9.Organizat ion of  Nl ' ' lD prepared in peacs t ime

10. Conmunicat ion of  preparedness through rnaneuvers
11. Connunicat ion of  corrmitment to Nt ' lD
1?. High level  of  sat isfact ion in one's own group

0f course, i t  may be argued that t {MD special ists can penetrate

internat ional  f ront iers and organize the populat ion elsewhere
in at tempb tooverturn their  regimes, as can PFID volunteers.  This
is t rue,  but in that  case i t  is  a quest ion of  t ransfer of  know-howi
the real  f ight ing wi l ' l  have to be done by the loca1 populat ion against
i ts own leaders.  I t  is  more l ike send' ing a book across the border,ora teacher,
' less l ike send' ing a nuclear- t ' ipped missi le.

Looking at  the total  d imension, again,  the case has now been
made that on the one hand there are of fensive react ions to an
attack,  wi th weapons of  mass destruct ion ( inc ' luding nuclear weapons)
and with convent iona' l  of fensive weapons. 0n the other thene are
defensive react ions'and they are of  lhr .ee types: conve-nt ional  mi l i tary
defense, parami ' l i tarv defense and non-mi l i tarv defense. Just  J ike
an of fensive react ion today is conceived of  as inc ' luding both nuclear
and convent iona' l  weapons ( in Soviet / l {T0 strategy the nuclear Heapons are
not for  f i rst  use, in US/NATO strategy nucJear vreapons also,possi-
bly,  for  f  i rst  use),a defensive react ion cou' ld inc ' lude al ' l  three
types, combining CMD, PMD and NMD. The problem of whether they

are combinable is an' important one, just  as i t  is  for  of fensive
strategies.  That pnoblem, however,  wi l l  be taken up below.

The basic point  to be discussed here is not so much the

stnucture of  of fensive vs.  defensive systemslas their  funct jon.

The key di f ference is that  of fensive systems can be used for at tack.
They are potent ia l ' ly  aggressive,  and hence provocat ive.  l . lhether they

wi '11 be used for at tack is another matter,  the important point

is that  any possible adversary may have reasons to suspect that  they

can be used for at tack s imply because what is possjb ' le may also
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become real i ty.  t lhat  is  impossible may not,  th is is the whoJe point
under ly ing an object ively defensive posture.

At this point some conments about the arsiguit ies of the
two important words "defense" and ' 'deterrenceu may be in order.

The word defense obviously has two meanings: any react ion
to an attack, in other nords the use of any weapon system from
any point  on the dimension of  Figure I  ,  ( including the bottom point
which rnay also be some kind of  defense, perhaps in the' longer run);
and then the othermeaning a l imi ted part  of  the spectrum only,
what here somewhat c ' lumsi ' ly  is  referred to as "defensive defense".
And this spi l ls  over into the doub' le nreaning given to the word
"deterrence":  deterr in-o an at tack through the threat of  ef fect ive
retal iat ion (German: Vey'qel tung),  0r  deterr ing at tack through the
promise of  ef fect ive resistance (German: Verteidiqunq, not including

"Verge' l tung") .One may say that there is a broad use of  the terms
defenseideterrence cover ing al ' l  points on the spectrun,and the
nar:^ow use l imi t ing i t  to the (purely)  defensive systems only.

I t  is  Frobably not poss' ib le to change the semant ics s ince
rord usages are so deeply inErained at  th is juncture.  But i t  is

abso' lutely impermissible when people part ic ' ipat ing in the debate
do not c lar i fy what they mean. At any point  where the words "defense"

and "deterrence" are used i t  shou' ld be made c ' lear v lhether the tems are

l imited to (purely)  defensive systems, or also to systems operat ing

on the terr i tory of  the adversany.

0f fensive defense is of fensive,  in both senses of  that  term:

i t  can be used to start  an of fensive in the sense of  aogression, and
i t  is  of fensive' in the sense of  provoking the other s ide.  i t  is

not the manpower,  capi ta l ,  research and organizat ional  work that

goes into a mi l i tary system in generai  that  provokes; i t  is  the

offenSive Ccmponent of  a l l  of  th iS.  ThuS, dt  - i . .4 m-is leadins to analyse 

"=: : :=onl v
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in terms of the magnitude and rate of growth of al ' l  the factors that

have been put into the organizat ion,  oF -  bet ter -  the destruct ive

capabi l i ty  of  the organizat ion ( the "badsn and "disservices" that

can be rendered), 0n'ly the offensive components

should be counted. 0n the other hand, i t  is  qui te c ' lear f rom what

has been said above that the border- l ine is not a very sharp one

(al though sharper,  i t  is  argued hene,than most peop' le bel ieve) -

hence the easy solut ion is to count a ' l ' l  mi l i tary asset-r l '  -

d isregarding the of fensive/defensive dist inct ion.  The dist inct ' ion

that is made use of ,  army, navy, and the air  force has approximately

the same level  of  intel lectual  {epth as the corresponding d' iv is ion

for the anima' l  k ' ingdom: animals on land, in the water and in the

air .  Zoo' logy made a great step fonrard when the dist ' inct ion between

vertebrates and avertebrates was made systemat ic use of ;  i t  is

high t ime that s imi ' lar  d ist inct ions -  acutal ly very old in the f ie ld

of  mi l i tary science -  becomeruchmore prominent in the debate.

Recent ly t i - :ey have been surfacing. Let me compare

tFre points made to =ome majon statenentF, start ing wi th the Swiss

oFFicial  doctr ine:

ZentnaLstel le Ft ln Gesamtventeidigung, 1973, makes e numbsr oF impont-
ant statameng5[the only point  missing is normi l i tary deFense]:
I tThis entai ls the prohibi t ion oF f , iy  t -€rcour-se to indiscr iminete con-
duct oF Har agad,nst  the populat ion oF t i re opponent,  GrvEn though in the
atomic age, only the threat oF the destruct ion oF the oppo.," . I 's  popu_
lat ion seems-to be an eFfect ive detennent ' r  tp.  a3l

i lShould the lenge uni ts of  the army ceaser to exist  as efFect ivo f i .
ing Format ionE, then there wi l l  be necourse to guerr i l la war-Fane i
onder to pt^evqnt the opponent Fnom gaining complete contnol  over the
occr-1pied tenr i tony and to pnepare fm the l ibaret ion'r  tp.  I ] .
nMiLi tary coopenat ion r i th other statas ie inadmissiblg for  Switzer-
l  cause oF i ts statrs es@ff iEly neutnel  Btatr
Should Switzenland become involved in a ian,  then such E cooper-at ion

crr  be considered xi th the opponBnt oF tha aggressonrt [p."9] .

The reaoer is also refenred to the quotes given in Footnotes

t3l  and t4l  to appr.eciate 5etten the Swiss doctr ine,  and Fisher,  198e.

__ rhovzq-rgc'-
Fischer,  lg8Ep-ofh-E out how not evenything ie wel l  wi th the Swiss

case: conEcient ious objact ion is not admit ted;  e heavy mi l i tary hierer

chy paral le l ing end pant ly doubl ing the c iv i l ian one; aFms expcrr t ;

g l -oes cost ovanruns by the mi l i tany;  no prapaFat ion fon non-mi l i tany

CeFence; l i t t la on no peace end conFl ict  research.

\
\
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The Swedish cioctr ine is somewhet**L--*r" ,  based on the idea that
?r0efense should not by anybody be perceived Ers a thneat,  and i t  should

be eLaborated in such el  way that the exclusively defensive purpose

to defend onets own country -  becomes absolutely cfearf t ,  see Total-

fbnsvat-ets upplysningsnEmnd, p.  A.  What is missing here is a diecus-

sion oF doctnine and of  object ive capabi l i ty ,  not  oF the subject ive

percept ion,  wi th Swedish t-Bcommendat ions as to what pertrept ion is Iegi-

t imate and which ones not.

svenska Fneds- och ski l  jedomsFBneningBn, tgBe,, : .  l loers in for  non-

mi l i tary deFanse only,  in a vany *el l  argued case against  mi l i tany

defense as rbui ld ing on an impnobal€ '  rar  ecenanio,  based on a dubious

belence oF powen theony, prevant ing us fnom taking eoncrete in i t iat i -
vCls for  d isanmamant,  enoding our non-gl- igrment,  forc ing uE to contni-

buta to wonld mi l i tar izet ionw. Howevan, I  am eFreid their  v iew wi l l
t^emain that oF E smel l  minor i ty For e long t ime to comtsr €t  least  in
democrat ic countr ies -  which dAes not mean the case should not be made

eer lHa ansen, 1981, has the fol lowing eight points
' a q. IUorWfor rar^ c dlc n

in his olbn Fot c ief  encebit ' i l  "F" '* '?"rL.J"*dr Norway: make Fut l  us oF our ternainl

dynamit ing oF roads to impede enemy pnogress; for t iF icat ions and

coastal  ar t i l lary to €top the enemy; mobi le Forces to stop the enemy

iF he passes font i f icat ions;  ant i -e i rcraFt guns to protect  important

areas and mobi le Forces; supply secur i ty in the Form of wel l  stocked

and decentral ized depots;  preparat ion For guenr i l la in occupied terni-

tony in onden to t ie the enemy and maintain Norwegian jur isdict ion;

c iv i l ian resistance to pnevent the enemy fnom making use of  Norwegien

social  resources[pp. 19-aO],  As can be seern,  again a case of  conver-

gentre;  aI l  three elements are pFesent,

In Spannocchi ,  1975, r t the Austr ian answentr  is  g iven as Raumverteidigun:

defense in depth,  in the Austr ierr  sPace i tselFr Es opposed to Vorne-

verteidigung, deFeree at  the bonder i tsel f  .  One might note the psycho-

logical  problem in the Flaumvarteidigung: the populat i r r  c lose to t i re

bonder is so to speak given r4 in the Finst  r rJn,  possibly to occuPying

forces ui ' r i le defense gces on elsewhere. The quest ion is,  oF course,

what is tvor.5e: to be occupied or-  to be the main batt lef ie ld because

i t  is  c lose to the bonden, under the age-old doctnine oF presenving

erveny ipch of  c lne's own tenr i tory? LBser,  ' t981, is in the same tna- l i r i - r

Al ternat ive oeFence Commission, 1gB3 is the pnoposal  that  comes clos-
est  tP uvhat is pnoposed here.  one very posi t ive point  about the book
is the concneteness oF the pol icy pnoposals For Bni te in,  obviously fon
e Lebour govennment.  l {hen are el l  countnies in Europe going -  to
have euch books/explonat ions publ ished, end rhen aFB they going to be-
comGr majon elements in the publ ic debate? Hhen, to prr t  i t  d iFfenent ly,
is the peace movement going to take i ts task so ser iously that  concFete

el ternat ives are discussed, not onJ.y concrete cni t ic ism?
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explo,^at ions by his ,cousin,

fn eJloLhre,( .  importent book in the German debate,  Komit6 f l ln Gnundrechte

und Bemoknat ie,  1981, f ive opt ions for al ternet ives to the present

NATO pol icy are discussed: disengagement,  neutral ism, str ict ly

deFensive deFense, c iv i l ian deFense, uni l+ppsf and conrplete disanme-

ment.  Whst I  mies in the book rould be a moFe clean ray of  looking

at these opt ions as bui ld i rg blocks that cen be combined in many ways,

€g by combining nos, 3 end 4 [and also include guerni t ta]  in a more

total  deFense concept that  does not provoke.

Sozialdemokrat ischen f . Io-r=t ionsdienst,  1gEe^presents e numben oF

el ternat ives,  under aLternat ive #ense po1t45g] arguing that such
deFensive deFence troncepts as taumverteidigung end smal l ,  mobi le uni ts

could and should be combined, but does not.argue the combirrat ion oF

this wi th social  I le nonmil i tary defense, al though the concept also

includes guenr i I Ia deFense] 'deFense, Hcwever,  some yEar-s ago such

eoncepts uvEnet total ly unm*rt ionale in such party documents -  th is type

oF debate ie now moving, and veny r .apidly.

BBl ing'  197A, makes the point  t f rat  r tsuch Et strategy of  ' t inoFfensive
deternencen is the only strategy open to smal l  states sunrounded by

might ier  nEighbons. Yggoslavia,  wi th special  nespact to the Soviet

Union, adopted aFter the evants in 19EB a pol icy of  people 's resist- ,

ernce against  any invasion, Next to i ts ondinany army ,  r t the peoplerr

utene organizad to pant ic ipate in the resistance as a part isan-Fot^ce

which ie forbidden to necognize any capi tu lat ion,  and which has to

cont inue f ight ing af ter  the deFeat oF the regulan Yugoslav Forces.

The prospect oF cont inued f ight ing is sr- . rpposed to have r  great deten-

r€nce eFfectr t  lp. .3 A).  RBl ing elso ment ions [p.  347) nthat the Ffuma-

nr ian law oF 1g7? is based on t l - re same pninciple:  terr i tonial  defense

by the whole populat ionrf  .

Hol l ins,  19g2, poi . ' ls  out  that ' ra wonld in r , r f r ich the capeci ty fon Eg-
gnessive warfane had been el iminated -  and this could be accompl ished
by 1990 woul 'd by no. means resolve aI I  the wor ld 's cni t ical  problems.
But i t  would be a vetFy diFferent wor ld From the one we have nowrrtp,65].
f  would share thet v iew, both parts of  i t .
:

Robants '  198e makes the point  that  the whole debate about secur i ty has
been too much dominated by Bnmament/disarmament issues: , rThe creat ion
oF E t-at ional  non-nuclean defence, and the vanious at tempts-to set  l i -
mits to internat ional  conFl icts,  deserve moFe place in the discussion
thet they get.  r runir t  versLrs ' rmul. t i "  is  oy no means the only issue
worth debat ing"[P. 177).  A statement wi th which i t  is  hard to disaqree.

-  l t l -
Part icular ly important in glpldeba. le $out( tser rn" en\
AFheldt ,  1983 -  wi th a number of  technical

Bnigadegenenal Eckant AFheldt .
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Defense and common secuni ty

Let us now have a look at  th is type of  defense, a t r iad consist ing

of convent jonal ,  param' i l i tary and non-mi l i tary defense. The major

argumentsin favor are obvious: a defense of  th is k ind is not provocat ivc

since i t  carDot be used for an at tack,  hence should not ' lead to any
arms race. l , l i th in th is type of  defense doctr ine i t  would be ent i re ly
possible for  both part ies both to have a high level  of  secur i ty and a relat ive-
' ly  equal  level  of  secur i ty.  In addi t ion i t ' is  possible for  them to
cooperate:  i t  would be in the intenest of  e i ther party to make the

other party fee' l  secure,which would mean that there could even be
an exchange between adversar ies of  techn' iquesofdefensjve defense
(not nencessar i ly  of  their  exact locat iR!* however) .

a set t ing is E' iven for common secur i ty,LL'

This means that

and that is al ready something.

[ . I i th th is approach there would st i l l  be arms and even armament as i ' l

but  wi th the dist inct  poss' ib i l i ty  that  a stable plateau can be achieved,

in other words not only common secur i ty but a stable and common

secur i ty.0f  course, ' in wor ld history th is mutual ly cefensive posrure
ibly heen anormal state of  af fa i rs for  most pairs of  neighbor ing countr jes;

the accumu' lat ion of  of fensive arms, and of fensive arms races being

an except ion.  But in addi t ion to th is a strong defensive defense

should have a high deterrent value, "deterrence" then taken not in

the sense of  retal iat ion,  but in the sense of  being able to stave of f

an at tack.  Nevertheless,  should the at tack cornerand that would be

the third l ine of  argument,  then the level  of  destruct ion would be
' lower s ince there would be no incent ' ive (except for  pure terror ism)

to use nuclear arms and other weapons of  mass destruFl ion.  Not only

the defense system but also the social  system i tsel fLq

wou' ld be organized in such a way that no immediate target would pre-

sent i tsel f  as being worthy of  a nuclear at tack.

f l f  

- , -  
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Some cr i t ical  issues oF deFensive defense

This,  however,  does not mean that the type of  defense advocated

here is unproblemat ic.  The fol low' ing is a short ' l is t  of  some basic and
cr i t ical  considerat ionsr for  a debate that now should take place not

only wi th in the peace movement but in our societ ies ' in general .

First ,  defensive defense presupposes a high level  of  nat ional

sel f -  re l iance in defense matters.  I f  weapon systems are not supposed to be
quickUrlong rangermobi le, then they cannot be transported from one country

to another in order to help that  other country(rather than at tacking i t )

e i ther.  Under a doctr ine of  defensive defense mi ' l i tary al l iances based

on high levels of  mobj l i ty  are severely curta ' i led.  This,  of  course,

does not mean that there cannot be al l  k jnds of  d jp lomat ic,  otherwjse
po' l i t ical 'and economic support  jn case of  an 4t tack.  World pubf ic opinion

would st ' i l l  funct ion,  and even more so than before because a country

with purely defensive defense cannot possibly be accused of  having provoked

an at tacker.  Th' is may look l ike a severe reduct ion of  defensive capa-

bi l i ty ,  but  could also be seen in exact ly the opposi te manner.  Clear ly,

a country which is used to re ' ly ing on al l jes,  and part icular ly on a

superpovrer a11y,wi ' l l  not  mobi l ize al l  i ts  defense resources. This is

true in t imes of  peace and even more so in t imes of  war.  Mi l i tary forces

in a c l ient  country in an al l jance, given the idea that" I  have to f ight

for  24 hours t i l l  help comes from the superpower,  possibly even with

superweaponsi  wj l l  certainly not exercise their  defense potent ia l  to the

maximum. Rather,  the strategy would be to put up a decent show but

try ing to do s0 in such a way that nat ional  and personal  honors are

preserved, yet  one manages to survive t i l l  the major burden of  the

batt le is 'uaken over by the superpower.  A po' l icy of  nat ional  sel f -

re l iance would rule th is out.  I f  one rea11y means what one says, that

f reedom is worth a f ight , then that f ight  has to be done by nobody else

than onesel f .  The tr iad advocated above (CMD, PMD, and MND) is so diverse,

and on the other hand so dispersed throughout the country that  ' i t

should serve exact iy as a network capable of  mobl l ' iz ' ing al l  k inds of

defense potent ia ls.  Not onl \ /  is  i t  capable oF mobi l iz ing women,

btr t  a lso al I  on most oF those who ar-e dismissed Fnom mi l i tary

sefvice fon heal th t -easons. Mi l i tanyi ldeFense' t in today's oFfensive

Fonm is s imply incapai-- le of  mobi I  iz ing the populat ion.
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Second, a pol icy of  defensive defense presupposes a high level  of

loca' l  defense sel f - re l iance. I f  the unj ts are to be smal l ,  d ispersed,and

local ly supported, very of ten also local ly based, ; .
'  thene has to be a h ' igh local  capac' i ty to keep a f  ight

going even i f  the nat ional  center has been rendered ' incapable of  doing

so. Again the same reasoning appl ies:  in a h ' ighlyhierarchical  nat ional

defense system, i tse ' l f  possibly a repl  icat ion of  h igh]y hierarchical

internat ional  defense systems, the local  uni ts might tend to wai t  for

support  f rom the center and thus yield much less resistance than they

otherwise could do. I f  no such support  is  for thcoming they might give

up, capi tu late.  But i f  everything has been prepared in advance they might

not on' ly cont inue the struggle,  but  a lso,  know' ing that they have only

themselves to re ' ly  upon,do more than otherwise could have been expected

of them. Hence, i t ' is  obvious that a pof icy of  defensive defense pre-

supposes not only a h ' igher level  of  nat ional  sel f - re l iance, but also of

local  se' l f - re l iance. This type of  mi l  i tary doctr ine,  hence, is structur"=

al ly compat ib le wi th a social  structure much more based on nat ional

and local  sel f - re l iance in general ,  just  l ike the vert jcal  a l l iance

pattern wi th hierarchical  organisat ion inside a country are compat ib le wi l .h
the soc' ia l  structure one f inds,  fon instance, in t ransnat ional

organizat ions.  Obviously the econom' ic structure does not completeiy.

determine the m' i l i tary structure but there is a relat ion between the

two. A complete change jn defense structure would presuppose at  least

some change' in economic,  pof i t ical  and social  structure in general .

I t  may be argued that th is is to ask for  too much. I t  may also be argued

that th is type of  change probably wi l l  have to take place anyhow as a

react ion to the general  wor ld cr is ' is ,  and that the change is not that  fundamental

Third,  a defensive defense is vulnerable to an enemy who at tacks

the system w' i th of fensive arms from his own country.  As a matter of  fact ,

a l l  the adversary would have to do would be to set  up a long range gun

on his own terr i tory,  capable of  h i t t ing targets in a systemat ic manner,

and destroy them from one end of  the country to another.  Air"craf t  would

have to operate over the terr i tory;  a long range gun (or battery of
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missi les) not.  Hence, i t  stands to reason that a defens' ive defense would

have to be supplemented by.some element of  interd ' ic t ion capabj l i t i r .  These

are counterforce weapons, for  instance a' i rcraf t  capable of  h i t t ing the
gun just  ment ions6.And then we are,  of  course, back to the prcblem: any

interdict ion capabi l i ty  would also be an of fensive capabi l i ty ,  and hence
possibly be provocat ' ive.  Consequent ly i t  is  a quest ion of  having as l i t t le

as possible,  making them very counterforce and not countervalue, bui ld ing

them into the mi l i tary doctr ine down to the jet ter  and verse of  the instruct ion

manuals,at  a l l  levels of  the mi l i tary organisat ion,as interdict ion weapons

only.  How much is necessary and how much is suf f ic ient  would be di f f jcul t

to say;  m' i l i tary experts c lose to the peace movements would be the ideal
persons to advise on this.  Clear ly,  very soon i t  becomes too much, too provocat ' ive.

Fourth,  a pol jcy of  defensjve defense is not of fensive against  an

outside adversary '  but  could be h ' ighly of fensive against  an inside adversary.

The types of  weapons that are descr ibed above as being defens' ive are

defensive because they cannot reach outside nat jonal  borders in any sig-

ni f icant manner.  But they can certainly hi t  inside those borders,  other-

wise they wou' ld not have any capab' i f  i ty  at  a l l .  And they wou' ld not

necessar j ly  d ist inguish between external  and internal  foes of  the reg' ime.

As a matter of  fact ,  they are exact ly the type of  weapons that a re-

pressive government mjght use against  insurgent forces, whether their

c la ims are just i f iable or not.  They are more adequate than of fensjve

weapons: the case of  the I ranian revolut ion showed rather convjncingly

how helpleSthe Shah was with his "modern" weaponry designed for long

range operat ions agajnst  a lev6e en masse, of  the popu' lat ion.  Clear ly

this is an important problem, and a typical  example of  how a pol icy designed

to solve one problem may not only not solve another one but alsoaggravate

i t .  The on' ly so' lut ion I  can imag' ine would be i t 'o make the country less vulnen-
able,  s imprv bv#lducing or even el  iminat ing major contrad' ict ions

within the countr | -UThat would permLt djstr ibut ing the control  over

these means of  destruct jon,  the weapons, in a more equ' i table manner in

the populat ion,  not regard' ing i t  as a total  monopo' ly of  the government.

This does not necessar i ly  mean going so far as one doesin Switzer land

in the sense of  peop' le having arms at  homa That would be too simi lar
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to the US si tuat ' ion where a countrywide dispersion of  f i r rarms has
prc ved to increase the level  of  insecur i ty considerably.  l r lhat  may not wonk
in the US seems to wonk in Switzer land and l {orrway whene mi l i t ia anms

are not r-sed Fon pnivate v io l -ence ei ther.

Fif th,  a defensive defense pol icy presupposes a higher level  of
readjness for defense in the populat ion.  I t  c lear ly supposes a h ' igher

level  of  mobi l izat ion;  sel f - re l iance at  the nat ional  and local  levels,
and consensus. But th is does not necessar i ly  mean mi l j tar izat ion.  I  do

not th ink that  i t  can be said a highly mobi ' l ized Norwegian populat ' ion

against  nazi  and qu' is l i rg rule was mj l i tar ized because i t  wanted to

defend i tsel f .  Mi l i tar izat ion would have much mone to do with excessive

MBCI-complexes, over-armament,  of fens' ive armament and such things.

Nor is i t  necessar i ly  the case that th is type of  defense presupposes

a constant Feindbj ld.  In t imes of  peace a pof icy of  non-al ignment and

even neutral i ty would serve to bui ld down such Feindbj ld.  In t jmes of

war i t  would come about anyhow, only that  the non-mi l i tary component

of  defense would t ry to see to i t  that  i t  would be directed against

the enemy as a soldier and not the enemy as a person. But what is absolutely

clear is that  a defensive po' l ' icy,  because i t  re l ies much more on popular

part ic ipat ion,wouJd presuppose a high level  of  consensus. That,  of  course,

has the major advantage that mob' i l izat ion of  the mi l i tary potent ja l

cannot happen aga' inst  the popuiar wi '11,  as when forces are used of fensiv ly

in total  d isregard,  contempt of  what a populat ion might feel  ,  re ' ly ' ing

on professional  soldiery and a genera' l  decoupl  ing of  mi ' l  ' i tary

society f rom civ i l ian society.  Internat ional  adventr t r ism would be impossible.

Sixth,  a defensive defense with three di f ferent compcnents pre-

supposes that the three components do not work at  cross purposes. This

is the famous problem of the Mix between mi l i tary and non-mi l i tary types

of defense. Suff ice i t  here on' ly to say that the problem may be more

important in theory than in pract i6e.  In pract ice there are several
poss' ib i l  i t ies.  There js the Mix ' in space: convent ' ional  defense a' long

the borders and in th in ly populated aneas; PMD and NMD elsewhene. There

is the Mix in t ime: convent ional  defense f i rst ,  then PMD and NMD as

fal l -back possib ' i l  i t ies.  There is the t l jx  in what one nr ight  cal l  funct ' ion-

al  space: convent ional  defense for geographic and precise targets,
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PMD and NMD for more di f fusedand dispersed targets such as the popu' lat ion

as a who' le,  society as a whole,  nature;  then CMD and PMD for more of fensive
purposes inside one's own terr i tory,  NMD for more defensive purposes. There

is the Mix of  a l l  these mixes -  the quest ion of  course being whether j t

becomes mixed-up? l , lar  t ' ime exper ience seems to indicate that  i t  does not,

that  the populat ion is able to enterta ' in dj f ferent types of  defense at

the same t ime, and that the adversary also makes a dist jnct ion between

the three, perhaps behaving in the most aggressive way against  PMD,

less so against  CMD and much less so against  NMD. Perhaps; i t  could also

be the other way round under certajn c i rcumstances. rn any case, the

lask r1em-ains that .nf . -makj lE.  - r ihe country indigest ib le ,  l ike a hedge-
hoo. not aDtret iz ino to a wol f ,  and hiqhlv inof fensive to each othen." 'That,  however,  i5a discussjon-that would l -ead far beyond the

scope of  th i5ar- t ide.Suff ice i t  here only to say that the strength of

th is type of  defense is precisely ' i ts  versat i l i ty ,and that the enemy

of i t  would be those whose thinking has become so one-dimensjonal  that

they can only th ink in terms of  one foot of  the t r ipod not in terms

of al l  thnee. In fact ,  the argument against  i t  is  probably not so much

that i t  is  inef fect ive as a deterrent and as a defense. The argument

might rather be the opposi te:  i t  is  so ef fect ' ive that  i t  could also

be successful ' ly  turned against  the countr ies 'own governments.  In

other words, the opposi te of  the argument above where the emphasjs was

on convent ional  mi l i tary defense as an jnstrument which in the hands

of the government could be used to crush a rebel l ion.  Parami ' l i tary

defense and non-mi l i tary defense, meaningless unless they are in the

hands of  the populat ' ion i tsel f ,  could also be used to topple a govern-

ment,  One might say that th is already const i tutes a balance of  power,

that  one type of  defensive defense may be the answer to the other in

internal  power stnuggles.  But the much better answer,  of  course, would

be to say that a condi t ion for  a pure' ly defensive form of defense is

that the country has come so far in r jddjng i tsel f  of  basic internal

contradict ions that nej ther a government,nor the popu' lat ion,would use

force in order to provoke some basic discont inui ty in the h ' is tory of

the country.
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7. Conclusi-on: towands a new consensus?

In conclusion let  us put th is aspect of  a l ternat ive secur i ty
pol ic ies in perspect ive.  Evident ly, ' i t  is  f i l led wi th contradict ' ions,
ref lect ing the fact  that  we l ive in a per i lous wor ld,  part ly of  our
own making. Some of these contradict ions can only be softened, possibly

overcome, i f  other aspects of  a l ternat ive secur i ty po' l ' ic ies are also
enacted, very of ten referred to as "pol i t ical"  -  in the present book in
terms of  "non-al ignment",  " inner strength" and "outer usefulness",  to
be deal t  wi th in the fo l lowing three sect ions.

l , lhat  should be emphasized here is only one point :  the focus here
is on transarmament,  not  on djsarmament.  I  have argued elsewhere

that  d isarmament of  of fensive forces is absolutely indispensable,  to avoid
maJor wars,  and that  the route v ia disarmament

negot ' iat ions as pract ised so far is a bl  ind al1ry.  The pol  icy advocated
here i  s a comb' inat i  on of  d isarmament and transarmament ,  not  the
obviously fa l lacious pol icy of  t ry ing to obtain disarmament in of fensive
weapons through armament in of fens' ive weapons, but an ef for t  to obtain
d' isarmament in of fensive weapons through transanmament to defensive
weapons. Some of the lat ter  are undou!: tedly st i l l  h ighl5r

violent.  But wi th in the defensive defense concept argued here there
are three d' i f ferent types of  defense: convent ional ,  para-mi l i tary and
non-mi l  i tary.  0ver t ime this might deve' lop,  i f  one should t r -y some
opt imism in these troubled years,  towards non-mi l i tary defense which
is more or less the way in which we handle conf l ic ts in c iv i l ized societ ' ies,
w' i th str ikes,  sorne civ i l  d isobed' ience, non-violent conf I  ic t  resolut  jon

mechanisms and so on. Many would feel  ' impat ient ,why not go straight to
non-mi l i tary defense, why not genera' l  and complete djsarmament and not
this approach via convent ional  mi l i tary defense! And my answer would be

along two' l ines:  f i rst ,  because the overwhelming major i ty of  the populat ion

does not bel ieve jn non-mif i tary defense, on' ly a part  of  those who are con-
scient ' ious objectors,  or  paci f is ts in some other way,do. Second, because
a glance at  wor ld history in genera' l  and European history in part icular

should convince anybody that we l ive in a dangerous world.  Secur j ty does

not come automat ical ly,  there is a need for some kind of  defense.

And there is a need fon a new consensus in deFense matters.

OFFensive deterrence is only cnedible iF the populat ion in dernocrat ic

countr i -es bel ieve in i t ;  they do not.  Non-def ense is not bel ieved

in ei then. DeFensive deFense, wi th the human r ight  for  everybody

to chosse the branch Iconvent ional  mi l i tary,  para-mi l i tary on non-

mi l i tary l  which s/he bel ieves in might 5e an 
-n=*=". f rd



x The ideas developed in th is art ic le should be seen in a broader
context  oF al tennat ive secur i ty pol ic ies.  My book on that topic,
Thene Are Al tennat ives! ,  From which the present ant ic le is taken and
reFer-rnces to 

"ur-rent 
Li tenature ane added, is an eFfort  to develop

a mone compnehensive appnoech. This is important lest  one is led to
bel ieve that the road out oF the pnesent highly dan3erous si tuat ion
is a quest ion oF new types oF mi l i tany hardware only.

I  am indebted to Ni ls Petten Gledi tsch and Jan Eberg Fon helpful
edi tor ia l  comments,

t  1 ]  The expenience in Nonway duning the 1940-45 occupat ion can be

summarized as Fol lows: c iv i l ian,  nonviolent nesistance was very

effect ive against  naziFicat ion oF civ i l ian society by the Quisl ing
negime, but ineFfect ive against  the German occupat ion -  as was also

the mi l i tary nesistance. Mi l i tany l ibenat ion From the outside was

both necessary and suFFicient '

E0 
€F counse, the idea oF deFensive defencer is not at  a l l  new, and played

a considerable nol-e in the debates and commissions of  the Leagcre oF

Nat ions in the 193Os. See, Fon instance, Gnif f in,  1936.

r  
" ' ]

Zentralstel  le f  l - t r  GesamtveFteidigung, 1973, is very c lear-  on th is poi

i lThe anmy as a whole has deFensive mission and i ts prepanat ions etFe
made rv i th a v iew towards ' . t [p.?8]

t4]  Again,  the Swiss make the point  -  in Zeni ' ra lstel le,  1973t

t t . : :  ne have to guarantee a minmal degrae oF serF-suff ic ierEy
with regand to anmaments,  SuFFicient n onder
to maintain the combat-eFFect iveness oF our ar.my in case oF warrf tp,eg]

ISI Fon Er gelneral  review of  the eFFects oF nuclear-  wan, €ee 6al tung,

pant iculanly ?.4r 3.4 and 4.4.  Fon the eFFects oF nuclear *ar on

the cl  imate,  see Sagan, 19A3/84; elso New Scient ist ,  3 November 1983.

t  6]  See Johan Galtung,,  .Ess,ays in Peqce_Ee=eereh, Vol  .  I  I  ,  Copenl- tagen 
'

Ej lers ,  197f,  , -  nmi l i tary defense, also

The Tnue Worlds,  New Yonk, The Free Press/  Macmil lan,  1980'  sect ion 4.4.

sect ion 3.4.

sect ion 5.4.

sect ion 5.4.

(7) Galtung ,  1984,

t8l  Galarng, ' l .984,

t9l  Gal tung ,  1984,

Bberg, 1983, p.  167, points out how ?rnonviolence as wel l  as the phi-

losophy oF deFensive deFence l ras i ts or ig in in the gr ient ,  not  in our

cul tuFe?r.  I  agnee, but one should not undenest imate the importance

oF deFensive deFence as the deFence oF the reaker part ies,  €rnd the

pant ias r i th less aggnassive incl inet ions even i f  thena is rD trelce

of Oniental  th inking -  l ike in the case oF the Swiss.

6o)



SUMMARY

The ert , ic le argues that the most important cut  i

possible react ions to an at tack is not between

destruct ion af ld convent ional"  deFense, non betwr,

mi l i tary deFense, but between oFFensive ard del ,

deFense. Oefensive ryeapons systems ane deFinr, i

a l imi ted range and destnuct ion area and fr  . i  '

Iessent ia l ly ]  only be used on one's o]vm tenni t r , r  \ / ;  i rFFerrr , ive wea-

pons systems ane al l  the rest .  The dist i  r rct ior  r  i  ,  l ,ast :c j  on their

ob ject ive propent ies,  not  on sub ject ive declar i . i , . i t , , , r  or .  l )encept ion=

Thnee types oF cFensive defense are then descr ib i , ,  j l  co{ r , , /cnt ic lnal

m j - l i tany deFense, pat-a-mi l  i tary def erse and ns{-rmi. l  - i tary cJeFense

a good non-provocat ive on inof fensive deFense slroul .d ther ' l  be based

on aI I  three. The concept is explored Funther '  and some object ions

are discussed, the most important being t f rat  a rninimum intendict ion

capabi l i ty  is  indispemsable,  i t  would be oFFengive by the crt ter ion

used'  and the conclusian is that  the deFensive characten wi l - l  heve

to be with the overal l  posture.

The concept developed is then nelated to s imiLan r :orrcepts in the

rapidly emerging I  i teratrr  e in th is f  i  e ld in Ees; i . t , r  . r  r  Eurorre.

,  , , r , r '  , fF
' i

' l i r ; i ,5

y'  i  r l ld l : :

' ' t l  f r i r  . l r { . ,  r :F

, r r . . - ,  'bhol :e t f rat  ha

' .  i  eas(-) l t  t ran
l*.

trF*
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FlbI ing,  127A, makes the point  that  t 'such a stnategy of  " inoFfene;- i -ve

deter-r-encet '  is  the only strategy open to smal l  states surrounded by

might ier  neighbors.  Ysgoslavia,  wi th special  nespect to the Soviet

rrni  nn -r ln-rof l  aFter the events in 196G a pol  icy oF people 's resist-ur r tur  r ,  quu|J ur

ance against  any invasion, Next to i ts ordinary army ,  
t t the peoplet t

were organtzed to par- t ic ipate in the nesistance as a part isan-f  or-ce

which is Forbidden to necognize any capi tu lat ion,  and which has to

cont inue f ight ing aFter the defeat of  the regular-  Yugosfav forces.

The pnospect of  cont inued Fight ing is supposed to have a creat deten-

rence eFf ect t '  Ip.  344).  FlbI  ing a. ] -so ment ions Ip .  347) t t that  the Fluma-

n, ian ]aw oF 137? is based on the sarne pr inciple:  ter-ni tonial  deFense

Frrr  +-Fra . . ,Fnlo h-hrr ' l - f  innt l

The SweCish doctnine is somewhat weaken, based on the idea that

trDefense should;rot  by anybody be penceived as a thneat,  and i t  shoul-d

be elaborated in such a way that the exclusively deFensive purpose

to c jef  end one's own country -  becomes absolutely c leartr ,  see Tota-I-

Fbrsvaret=;  upply=ningsnHmnd, p.  A.  What is missing here is a discus-

sion oF doctr ine and oF object ive capabi l i ty ,  not  oF the subject ive

percept ion,  wi th Swedish recommendat ions as to what percept ion is legi-

t imate and which ones not '

HoI l ins,  1942: points out that  "a wonld in which the capaci ty For ag-

gr.essive warfane had been el iminated -  and this could be accompl ished

by 1990 -  would by no means resol-ve al l  the wor ld 's cni t ical  probfems,

But i t  would be a ver-y di fFeFent wonld From the one we have now"tp,6S]

I  would share that v iew, both par- ts of  i t .

F lobents,  198? makes the point  that  the whole debate about secur i ty has

been too much cominated by armament/disanmament issues: r tThe creat ion

of a rat ional  non-nuclean deFence, and the var ious at tempts to set  I i -

mits to internat ional  conFf icts,  desenve more place in the discussion

that they get.  I tUnir t  ver-sus t rmul- t i t t  is  by no means the only issue

wonth debat ing"Ip.  177).

Sozialdemokrat ischer InFonmationsdienst,  19.a? pr-esents a numben oF

al ternat ives,  under-  a l ternat ive f fense pol  ic  ies,  arguing that such

defensive defence concepts as Flaumventeidigung and sma}1, mobi le uni ts

could and should be combined, but does not ar 'gue the combinat ion of

th is wi th social-  [  ie nonmil i tar-y def ense, al though the concept also

includes guel^r i I la deFense] 'deFense, However,  some yeans ago such

concepts wene total ly unment ional-e in such party documents -  th is type

of debate is now moving, and ver-y rapidly.



Fon a general

par- t i  cu 1ar Iy

the c.L imate,

neview of  the efFects oF nuclear war- ,

?.4,  3.4 and 4,4.  Fon the eFFects oF

see Galtung,

nuclean wan on
qee S-n-nq:Ju| | , 1943/F-4;  a lso New Scient ist ,  3 November 19g3.

rn a very impontant book in the Genman debate,  Komit6 Ft- ln Gr-undr.ecrr te
und Demokrat ie,  19e1, Five opt ions fon a] ternat ives to the pnesenc
NATo poJ- icy are di  scussed: disengagement,  neutr-ar ism, str ict ly
deFensive deFense, c iv i l ian deFense: uFr i l=pral-  and comprete disarma-
ment '  what I  miss in the book woul-d be a mor-e c lean way of  looking
at these opt ions as buirding bLocks thet can be combined in many ways,
eg by combining nos. 3 and 4 [and afso i include guernir la]  in a more
total  deFense concept thet  does not pr-ovoke.

Th' :^^*^^^-L-Ltr  ;pannoccni  ,  1973, t t the Austnian ansWenrr is g iven as Flaumventeidigung
defense in depth,  in the Austr ian spece i tserf ,  as opposed to vor-ne_
venteidigung, deFense at  the bonder i tsel f .  one might note the psycho-
logicar pnoblem in the Ftaumvsteidigung: the popurat ion c lose to the
borden is so to speak oiven up in the First  ruf i ,  possibly to occupying
Fonces whi le deFense goes on ersewhere. The quest ion is,  oF counse,
what is worse: to be occupierd or to be the main batt lef ie ld because
i t  is  c lose to the bonden, unden the age-old coctr ine oF preserving
eveny inch oF one's own terni tony? Lbser ,  1g,B1 ,  is  in the same tradi tbn

@berg, 1983, p.  167, points out how "nenviolence as wel I  as the phi_
losophy oF deFensive defence has i ts onigin in the onient,  not  in our
cu]turetr '  r  agree, but one should not undenest imate the imtror- tance
of defensive deFence as the deFence oF the weaker pant ies,  and the
part ies wi th less agoressive incl_ inat ions even iF ther_e is no trece
of cniental  th inking -  r ike in the cese of  the swiss.

Arternat ive Defence commission, 1gg3 isthe proposal-  that  comes cros-
est  tp what is proposed here" one veny posi t ive point  about the book
is the concreteness oF the pol icy pnoposars for  Bni ta in,  obviously For
a Laboun gover-nment,  when ane alr  countnies in Europe goino to
have such book=/explonat ions publ ished, and when ar-e they going to be-
come ma jor-  e]ernents in the publ  ic  debate? When, to put i t  d iFFenentry ,
is  the peace movement going to take i ts task so seniousry that  concr-ete
al tennat iveq are discussed, not onry concrete cr i t ic ism?

ZentraLstel f  e Ft l r r  Gesamtverteic l igung ,  '1973, makes a number oF import-
ant statemenlsl the only point  missing is nonmil i tary deFense]:

"This entai ls the prohibi t ion of  any recounse to indiscr iminate con-
duct oF wan agad-nst  the popul-at ion oF the opponent,  even thoqgf i  in the=tnm i  n 

--a
quu" ' | ru qsEr urr l !  the threat oF the destruct ion of  the oppor,-a, t ,s popu-
lat ion se=r=-Ti lb-  an eFFect ive detennentrr  tp.  a3]



t tThe anmy as a whole has deFensive mission and i ts pnepar-at ions ane
made with a v iew towar-ds f ight i "g only * i th in i ts own terr- i tony' . ' [p.28]

t t r ,  i  r  i  +-n.  at ion wi th other states is inadmissible Fon Swit .zer-tvt I I ILqt  v uuut 
-uqus-

land in peace*t ime because of  i ts  status as a permanent ly neutr 'a l  stete
Should Switzerfand become involved in a war,  then such a cooper-at ion

can be considered with the opponent oF the aggnessor- ' r  [p.2S] .

r r  - -  we have to quanantee a minmal-  deEree of  sefF-suFFiciency with
with regend to armaments.  SufFic ient  suppl ies must be kept in or-den
to maintain the comirat-eFfect iveness oF our army in case oF wartr [p.2C]

' rShould the large uni ts oF the anmy cease to exist  as efFect ive Fight-
in. l  f  orrrat ionq, then there wi l l  be recourse to guerr i l la war-Fare in
order to prevent the opponent Fnom gaining complete contr-ol  over-  the
occt-1p i  ed tenr i  tor-y and to pnepane f  on the l -  ib enet ionrt  t  p .  30 ]  .
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+Fe idea of  defensive def,ence is not at  a l l  new, and played

a consider-able rol-e in the debates and commissions of  the Leaque of

Nat ions in the 193Os. Goe Fnn inqf=nne GniFFin 4q?tr
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Part iculanly impontant in the debate about defensive defense is

AFl-reldt ,  1983 -  wi th a number of  technical  explor-at ions by his cousin,

Bnigadegenenal Eckart  Afheldt .

PerHansen,

' i  n hiq nl=n

drrn=mi ' l - inn

Svenska Fneds- och Ski l jedomsfbneningen, 1982_'  goes in for

mi l i tar-y deFense only,  in a ver-y wel l  argued case against  m

deFense as t?bui ld ing on an impnobale war-  scenar io,  based on

l :a lance oF power theony, prevent ing us Fnom taking concrete

ves Fon C isanmament,  eroding out^ non-aI  ignment,  f  orc inq us

bute to wonl-d mi l  i tar izat iontr  ,  However,  I  am af raid their

remain that oF a smal l -  minor- i ty fon a long t ime to come, €t

democrat ic countr ies -  which deos not mean the case should

in Galtung and Hansen, 1981, has the fol lowing eight points

Fon deFence oF Nor-way: make ful f  us of  our terrainl

oF roads to impede enemy pFogness; Fort i f icat ions and

coasta. l -  ar t i l  lery to s;  Lop the enemy ;  mob i  Ie f  or-ces to stop the enemy

i F l - re n=-eoc For- t  i f  icat ions ;  ant i  -a j  ncraFt quns to pr-otect  impontant

ar-eas and mobi l -e Forces; supply secur- i ty in the Form of wel l  stocked

anc Cecentnal ize.C ci  epots:  pr 'eparat ion Fon guenr- i11a in occupied tenr i -

tory in order-  to t ie the enemy and maintain Nor-wegian jur i  sdict ion;

c iv i l ian resistance to prevent the enemy From making use of  Norwegian

social  r -esour-ces[pp. 19-eO].  As can be seen, again a case of  conver-

genoe ;  aI  l  three el-  ements ar-e present .

Fischer,  1982 points out how not evenything is wel l -  wi th the Swiss

case: conscient ious object ion j .s not admit tedl  a heavy mi l i tary hierar-

chy panal le l ing and part ly doubl ing the c iv i l ian one; arms expont;

gr-oss cost overr-uns by the mi l i tany;  no pnepanat ion fon non-mi l i tany

Cefence; l - i t t le or no peaee anC conFl ict  neseareh.

no n-

i  I  i tany

a Cubious

ini t iat i -
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not be made.


