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by

Lieutenant Commander Thomas E. McGovern, Jr., U.S. Naval Reserve

Correspondence School

{This article is excerpted from a correspondence courae solulion submitted by Lt.
Comndr. Thomas F. MeGovern, Jr., U,S. Naval Reserve, who is a sludeut in the
Naval War College Correspondence Course, International Relations, Licutenant
Commander MeGovern has faken a series of questions from this eourse in
combination in order to produee a highly professional analysis of a subjcet of
paramount interest: war. His originality, initiative, eomprehcensive treatinent, and
scholarly approach illustrate clearly hoth the broad scope of the conrse and the
flexihdity and knowledge that can be demonstrated by an astute student, He is to
be commended for the exeellence of his eontribution. Ed.)

FOREWORD

Acta of violence —Whether on a large or
a small scale, the bitter paradox: the
meaningfulness  of death—and  the
imeaninglessness of killing.1

The paradox so deeply felt by the
late Scerctary-General of the United

Nations was nowhere better lustrated
than in his own life. Possessed of an
intellectual and spiritnal introspection
hordering on mysticisin, guided by a
degree of moral ecrtitude whose de-
mands were more stringent on himsel{
than upen these around him, he none-
theless chase Lo play oul his role in the
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arcna of puhlic service as a source of
temporal fulfillment, in a drama whaose
essential ingredients included political
compromise, the pragmalic quid pro
qua, and Lhe various techniques associ-
ated with the harsh reality of keeping
the inlernational eommunily ol nalions
from cach other’s (bhroats. For if Dag
[Tammarskjold eould be deeply moved
by the absurdity of violence, as he was
in 1935, he could also wrile, in the same
year, thal
In our e¢ra, the road to holiness ncees-

garly Sasscs through the world of
action,

To a greal degree, Dag Hammar-
skjold’s observalions ol his personal
crises, alheil al Limes almosl eschalo-
logical, are a reflection of the concern
[elt by many on Lhe queslion of vio-
lence and the human condition. This
concern has historically been tranglated
inlo inquiry inlo the nature and eontrol
of violence [rom a varicty of approauhcs
and points of view wilh a correspond-
ingly variable degree of success. Ouc has
only Lo scan the list of authors sug-
gesled as a supplement Lo this install-
menl Lo observe that this prohlem has
the elfeet of a lodestone on Lhe efforts
ol the hislorian, political scienlist, po-
litical ceonomist, proflessional diplomat,
peychoanalylie sociologist, as well as Lhe
civilim and military stralegist, to name
but a few. Beyond Lbese there have been
altempts Lo bring Lo bear on the prob-
lem a syuthesis of several disciplines,
most nolably in owr Lime by Quincy
Wright. Morcover, the nalure of the
prohlem itself constantly defies analysis
due to its own dyuamism inlluenced by
a innltiplicily of faclors as varied as are
the allenpls lo grapple with il. The
advenl of nuclear weaponry and Lhe
growlh ol insurgency as a means lo
clfcel volatile political change are bul
two rather obvious illustratious of Lhis
poinl. The mercurial nature of the
prohlem  thus lays something of a
hurden on Lhe studeunt of inlernational
relalions, particularly in methodology. |
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have therelore chosen to preface my
submission wilth this Iareword, oul-
lining in general my arcas of discussion
as well as aveas of exclusion,

Professor llartmanu has plowed his
initial furrow in this ficld by supgesting
that the general causes of war [all inlo
Lwo arcas: Lhe simple, or unifactor, and
the complex, or multifactor.d e oflfers
several examples of Lhe former, inelud-
ing the will Lo power, and an imporlant
instance of the latter, the consumma-
tion of national intercsts.? [L may be
argued that setling oul Lo analyze the
auses of war prior Lo allenipling a
delinition of Lthe conecpl of war itsell is
a bit premalure. Bul 1 would submil
thal any definition (alls wilhin Lhe arcas
of the unifactor or multifactor con-
siderations  deseribed  above.,  Several
commenlalors on Lhis subjecl have ap-
proached Lhis problem ol definition
from the legal point of view. Professor
MelDougal has staled,

[War] is rather a legalistic ferm to
deseribe certain consequences of in-
tense coercion between states on eer-
tain types of problems,3

The purely legal definition suggests a
qualilalive stalus change belween a con-
dition of peace and one ol war, as il
docs helween a condition ol war and
lesser  manifestalions of violence. Tt
could, in theory, be Lhe oulgrowlh of
gither the simple or complex causcs
suggested by Tlartmaun. 1L could, in
theory, be either rationally or irrutional-
ly hased, thereby bringing into focus the
concepts ol will Lo power or nalional
interest and suggesling Lo Lthe student
the necessily ol considering Lhe prohlem
ol war as a rcasonable or unreasonable
undertaking. This inevilably involves
discussion a8 Lo whelher war and, more
generally, acls of violenee are funda-
mental Lo human nalure, as was sug-
gested by Hobbes,
Hereby il is manifest, that during the
time men live without a common

Power to keep them all in awe, they
are in that condition which is called
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War; and such a war as is of every man,
against every man.®

To accomplish this task satisfac-
torily, | have chosen 1o consider the
enlire range of questions inelnded in the
first excreise of this installment in a
single presentation. The theoretical im-
plications suggested ahove will be de-
veloped in scetions Litled  “War and
Reason™ and “War and Unrceason.” A
seclion on the “Nalure of War” will deal
with Lhe impact of weelmology on the
concduct of war and, more specilically,
the areas of inquiry developed in respect
o the place of nuelear weaponry. The
sections  “War and  the Balance ol
Power” and “The Control of War™ will
deal with the prineiple and historical
development of the balanee of power
and the problem of arms control and
disarmament respectively, Finally, some
observations on Lthe role of intelligenee
in relation Lo the other arcas ol inquiry
will be presented, Lo the extent practica-
ble. [ have chosen 1o do this becaus
the lack of allention given Lo Lhe
subject, particularly by Professors |lart-
mann and Stoessinger.

A word as to areas of exclusion. One
of the more systemalic approaches 1o
the problem ol war and ils control as
evidenced by much of the suggested
reading las been legally oriented. While
referenee will he inade to this approach
as applicable, it is my heliel that (uller
development of this approach is more
appropriate Lo Lthe next installinent,
particularly with regard o remaoval of
threats Lo peace and control ol agpres-
sion.

Similarly, it is my belief that a
detailed consideration of the Commu-
nist view of war and violenee is more
proper Lo a laler instalhment. To a
cerlain degree il must be developed
herein sinee an overall view ol the
Communist approach Lo internalional
political change @5 necessary Lo an
underslanding of post-1945 dialogs in
disarmament and arms control. Bul the
gpecifics of Lhis problem form an im-

sof

ANALYSIS OF WAR 33

porlanl parl of the premise of a laler
installment, This is particalarly leae of
P.enin’s contributlions, nolably in his
“The  Right ol  Nalions Lo Sell-
Determination™ wrillen in 1914, and
Maos synthesis ol the principles of
guerrilla warlare, as Turther refined by
Che Guevara and Yo Nguyen Giap. ‘The
Communist view ol war and violence
will not be neglected in this installment,
It a full development will be deferred.

On the questions ol insurgency and
the disarmament  problem, | must
acknowledge at the oulsel my debt Lo
the Neval War College Review for pro-
viding the papers writlen by LL Comer.
Compton K, Ward, USN, and Conulr.
Raymond G. Burkemper, USN, in the
September and November 1907 dssues,
respectively, These are firsl-rale pieces
ol .mdlyllml and historical scholarship
in the opinion of this wriler, and while
nol all their conclusions are wholly
aceeplable, the comprehensiveness of
their work in these arcas has proven
extremely valuable and will be so noled,

On the question of scapower | have
not had available the recently published
Soviet  Naval  Strategy,? by Comdr,
Robert W. Herrick, USN (Ret) at the
time this paper was being prepared.
Having served with Commander Herrick
approximalely 1} years ago, and having
developed al that lime a high degree ol
respeel for his scholarship and analysis,
L am hopeful of utilizing this volume in
subscquent installments. [ have made
use ol lhe execellent rescarch paper
“Communist Party Conlrol in the Soviel
Navy,” by Comdr. Richard W, Bates,
USN, Naval Wer College Review
{October 1967}, which, [ would assume,
covers a porlion of the subject,

[t might be noted, in conelusion, Lthat
[ have indicated a preference for the
mililury proflessional ag opposed Lo the
civilian analyst in  cerlain  Lechnical
arcas. This approach runs counter Lo the
ralionale of some commenlalors who
make a persuasive case for Lhe civiliun
stealegic  contribution, duc lo an as-
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sumed greater objectlivity and lack of
involvement in day-to-day administra-
tive tasks.B Herman Kahn has stated,
Il we treat all questions ol the deter-
renee and fighting of war as a subjcet
to he entrusted solely to those in
uniform we should not be surprised il
we get narrow policics. The deterring
and [lighting of a thermonuelear war
certainly nceds specialists in and out of
uniform; but it involves all of ue and
cvery aspect of our society.

True enough. But in my opinion therc is
another consideralion which takes
precedence. As in many civilian organi-
zations possessed of  organizational/
administrative charaeleristics and re-
quiring leadership and decisionmaking
capacity, the mililary establishment has
nced of the Llype of eontribution sug-
gesled hy Herman Kahn. Yel the func-
tion of such contrihution is, indeed, bas
to be, consultalive and supplementary.
The assumptions nndeclying the mission
of an inslitntion like Lhe Naval War
College are Lo make available Lo a degree
the time and the atmosphere of objee-
tivity inherenl in the “think lank™ Lo
those whosc parlicular talents lic in the
arcas of administrative eompelence,
dceisionmaking, and leadcrship. The ve-
sult, in this writer’s opinion, reflects a
fusion of both; dctachment and free-
dom of inquiry coupled with the prn-
dence and experience of command and
decisionmaking, While Professor “X™
may write the thicker book, have the
grealer nutber of {ootnotes, consnll
more sonrces in Lheir original langnage
and frame of rcfcrence, there mast of
necessily be missing the ingredicnts of
decisionmaking and followup. 1L is for
this reason, (and admittedly it is purcly
personal), that the execllence of the
contribulions cited above is appreciated
as well as the ormat within which they
are made available Lo other stndents,

WAR AND REASON
Therc is no such thing as an incvitable
conflict between stales. There is

nothing in the naturc of the state that,
given a muliiplicity of statcs, should
make the gain of the one the loss of
the other. The more perfectly each one
of them attains ils proper object of
giving free scope to the capacilics of all
persons living on a certain range of
territory, the casier it is for others to
do so; and in propartion as they all do
so the danger of conflict disappears,
Wherefore, if a man, whao is led by
reason, has somctimes to do hy the
commonwenlth’s order what he knows
to be repugnant to reason, that harm is
far compensated hy the good, which he
derives from the existence of a ecivil
state. For it is reason’s own law to
choose the less of two evils; and
aceordingly we may conclude that no
one i acting aguinst the dictate of his
own rcaeon, 50 far as he docs what hy
the law of the commonwealth is to he
done,

The above quolalions from 'I'H.
Green and Spinoza at first glance appear
to be strange bedfellows. The firsl is a
somicwhal nostalgic reminder thal the
development of classical liberalism had
reached a rather overripe slate by the
mid-Victorian period in Lngland; yet a
development not really ount of place in
an age of scienlilic and iotellectual
achievernent of vast proporlions. ‘This
idcalistic exercise in right reason, while
cmanating from the intclectual climate
ol Darwin, Huxley, IFreud, and Marx,
was within the genceral framework ol
intense intellectual activity character-
istic of this free-swinging epoch. The
latler gnole strikes onc as having a more
“modern” tonc, albeit wrillen in an
carlicr period, for il conlains a concepl
of human perfectihility inherent in both
pragmalic liheral demoeracy and classi-
cal Communist lheory. It ascribes to
man Lhe ahility 1o creale a reason {or
rational polily) grealer than the sum of
its individual eontributions which by
exlension could cvenlually excrcise a
“sovereignty”  of lolally Ilobhesian
proportions. | think this comparison ol
cerlain - philosophical  similarities  be-
tween the Lwo systems is germane to the
cstablishnient of a rational [ramework
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of analysis for Lhe causes of war [rom
the national inlerest point of view,
since, as Prolessor Hartmann has sug-
gested, it is as importanl to consider a
state’s attitude toward the [actors com-
prising national intercst as the lactors
themselves,

For the national-intereat approach not
only makes it convenient and elear to
distinguish for any given war (provided
enough facts are known) the enuses of
conflict. At the sgame time, through the
process of analysis itself, it leads to the
vital realization that it is not the
economie, or historieal, or psy chologi-
eal factors in the dispute alone that
cause the war. Rather, these formed
the stuff of dissension betweeo the
states in eonflict beeause of the atti-
tude toward those factors faken by
those states—mamely, their view of
their national intercsts.

Beyond this it affords the student the
chance to determine to a degree the
rational content of the assumptions
influeneing the attitudes as well as the
factors themselves. This is particularly
trne when one considers the dilemma
resulling from too strict an application
of the purely raticual approach. If, lor
instance, Hitler’s basic assumplions con-
tained in Mein Kampf concerning lo-
bensraum, the destruction ol France,
racist superiority, et colera are aceepted
al face value, their subsequent trans-
lation into policy alter 1933 may be
construed as quite rational 13 That it is
or i8 uot must thercfore depend on
substantive valne judgments of the
underlying  assumptions themselves.
Bearing this in mind, the concept of
human perfeetibility whieh is basie in
Western liberal theory (itbe application
of reason Lo colleelive political organiza-
tion) as well ae classical Marxismn (the
application of the aseendiug dialeclic) is
not limited to a single raee or cthnie
group as it is in pure National Socialism,
From this point of view it is somewhat
easier to cstablish Lhe qualitalive differ-
cnces in the respective scl ol assump-
tions of liberalism-Marxism and Na-

tional Socialism. In the abstract sense il
also allows the student to begin Lo
estabbsh a rational framework within
which Lo sct liberal and Communist
theory vis-a-vis Lhe concept of war as
the extension of national interests,

It should he stressed that the simi-
larity in clagsical liberal and classical
Marxist thought coneerning human per-
fectibility is to be very strictly con-
strued. As 1 have staled in a previous
installruent, the development of totali-
tarian ideology, particularly as an over-
lay lo classical Marxism, conslitutes a
fundamental assault on the premise of
rational political conduct, and while Lbis
development is in large measure due to
the availability and uge of modern Lech-
nological tools of constraint and in-
doctrination, there are cerlain philo-
sophical strains which antedate these
essentially modem developments, Par-
ticularly in the political thought of
Plato and Ilobbes, there can be found
striking examples of ideas which have
been functionally developed in totali-
tarian soecicties. Ior inslance, Lhe con-
tinuing cmphasis placed by Lenin on the
imporlance of a scparate clite, de-
veloped apart from the working claes,
which would infuse tbat class with
“truth” (in this ease, socialist “con-
sciousness”),k4 and would preserve an
undiluted ideology is not umlike the
Nocturnal Council of Plato’s Laws
which would serve as the “ . .. anchor
of the state.™5 and likewise would
preserve ideological purity. Similarly
there can be found in Plato the tech-
nique of purge whercby the intel-
lectually homogencons assembly would
dishonor the young men of the city
“...above the rest”16 if they failed to
succeed, a technique which has a fa-
miliar ring. With Hobbes, the affinity
for absolutism is obvious. Beginning his
analysis of man with a conception of
natural life as being ** . . . solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish and short,”17 [Hobbcs
gave comprchensive treatment to the
denial  of reason  in the following
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manner. For [lobbes, Lthe inlensely com-
pelilive aspecls of contemporary socicly
were cvidence of deeply rooted drives
which were being constrained only by
civil law. These furnished Hobhes with
clucs as to Lhe nature of prepolilical
socicty. Unlike Plato’s slate ol
nature, 18 an idyllic world which col-
lapsed duc to God’s displeasure and
man’s imperfection, llobbes® state of
nature was one in which thosc barba-
rous inslincts now controlled by Lhe
stalc had had [ree reign. To preserve his
life, man agreed to associale himself
with others, giving up all his righls Lo an
impartial sovercign who would adminis-
ter the law withoul being subject Lo iL.
The only way to ercet such a Common
Power, as may be able to defend them
from the invasion of Foreigners, and
the injuries of one another...is to
confer all their power and strength
upon one Man, or upon one Assembly
of men, that may reduce all their
Wills .. .unto one Will.. .. This is
more than Conscnlt, or Coneord; it 1s a
real Unily of them ALL .. .19

It is quite obvions that in this analysis,
as in Plato’s reference Lo democratic
man as “...pedestrian animals which
are without horns,”20 (he basic ra-
tionality of man is denicd. For if men
wete reasonable to the point of living in
harmony with one another, the need for
cxlensive constraint by thc sovercign
would be minimized. Bul harmony of
interest cannot he achicved by rational
consent il men are nol basically ra-
tional. Since they arc not and seck only
to insurc their sceurity at the expense of
one another,2] and not in rational
consultation, the nced for absolute con-
trol [rom withoul becomes clear.

The aceeplance or rejection of Lhis
rational premise is crucial Lo any analy-
sis of assumplions underlying the na-
tional interests or, more specilieally, the
causes of conlliel arising oul of national
interests. If the delinition of national
interest supplicd in the first installment
(“the gencral and continuing ends lor
which a stale acts™)22 is acceptable, as

I REVIEW

well as the supporling definition ol
national interests (... what the de-
cisionmaking group in a government
determines is imporlanl to the mainte-
nance of the state™),23 then Lhe associ-
alion belween factors and allitudes he-
comes apparenl. Very generally
speaking, a ralional slate may be cx-
peeled Lo pursuc its national intercst
and interests in a rational manner, [low-
ever, in the event of conllicl between
individual reason or conseicnee, and the
colleclive inlercst, it has been character-
istic of Western liberal demnceracies to
rejecl in part Spinoza’s concept of the
exclusive vole of colleclive reason, I, as
Spinoza suggesls, no one acts against his
reason in [ollowing the collective rea-
son, then he who chooses not to follow
colleetive reason acts irationally. Yel,
in most liberal constitutions this right of
dissent is part ol the ralional labric of
the slate, just as in most totalitarian
socielies il is signilicantly omitted. If
dissenl gencrales necessary strenglh, it
gains the power of government through
the eclectoral process. 'Thus the electoral
process guavanlees, over Lhe long Llerm, a
conlinualion, philosophically, of the
rational pursuit of nalional interest if
the underlying rational premise is ac-
ceptable.

The rational pursuit of national inter-
est and supporting concepts of prinei-
ples and ohjectives also assumes the
timely cstablishment of priorities,24
Lxamples of principles in United States
[oreign policy are Lhe sovereign equality
ol nations, peacelul scttlement of dis-
pules, noninlervenlion, inlernational
order based on justice, and concern for
the common good.25 As | suggested in
the firsl installment, the prudence of
insisting on nonintervenlion as a con-
tinuing guide to aclion has nol dis-
missed the concept of inlervenlion as a
useful one in supporl of the national
interest. We may consider the Uniled
Slates imiervention in Lebanon in 1958
as an cxample of the coneepts of sover-
eign cquality of nations and inter-
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national order based on juslice being
given precedenee over the concept of
nonintervention. Similarly, Russia’s his-
torical long-lerm interest in sceuring
warm-water porls did not prevent her
[rom attempting to neutralize Turkey
prior to the outhrecak of World War 1
rather than 1o cxacerbale lensions
which might conecivahly have been
more Lo her advantage in securing this
goal, Other considerations were given
grealer priority al the lime.20

It becomes elear that even in those
inslances when the national interest {or
interesis) ol a state, the underlying
assumplions, and the attitudes of those
in power can all be analyzed with regard
1o their respeetive rational conlent, a
new [actor is introduced when circum-
slances demand the cstahlishment of
priorities. Further dilficulties arise when
the ehoices lake on, Lo a greater degree,
thetorical or emotional connotations.
Kennan suggesta this in his treatment of
the Spanish-Ameriean War.27 The crux
ol the problem of territorial expansion
was whether the Uuited Stales was lo
depart from its historical policy ol
expanding lo inereasc ils size, or to
extend ils control over a sizable popula-
Hon with “...no wide anticipation
that they would ever be accepted into
slalchood.”28 The constitutional and
legal arguments [or and against heeame
overlaid with the rhetorie of manifest
destiny and moral duty. The current
conflict in Vietnam has devcloped
highly cruolional overtones, revalving Lo
a large degree around definitions of civil
war and insurgency. Il therefore bhe.
comes necessary Lo examine the basis ol
nonrational lactors in determination of
natioual iutercsts and to comment
bricfly on their interaction and inllu-
ciee on the rational factor.

WAR AND UNREASON

The faet that opinions rather than
conditions induce political aclion, the
case wilh which opinion ean be ma-
nipulated by special interests, and the

N ANALYSIS OF WAR 37

presence of irrational drives of adven-
turc, persccution, cscape, and crue'lly
account for the usual irralionality of
war and for the relatively slight corrcla-
tion of ils oceurrcnce with any de-
finable population or economic
changes. The tendeney for individuals
to eonccntrate their loyalties upon a
conercte group and to concentrale
their aggressive dispositions upon an
cxternal group makes il possible thal
an incident in the relations of the lwo
groups will aequire a symbholic signifi-
cance and stimulate mass reaclions
which may produce war,2

The lechniques available in  the
modern era [or the manipulalion and
persuasion ol public opinion have come
under close seruliny by students of war
and allied ficlds. In commenting upon
this writer’s observation in the first
installment of the importance of media
in making available a mass ol informa-
tion Lo national populations, the review-
ing olfieer speculated on the inercasing
influenee of the lay citizenry in [oreign
policy formulation resulting from this
trengl. In relation to the rational en-
vironmen! suggesied in the preceding
scetion, this trend is both possible and
desirahle. But Prolessor Wright casts a
skeplical eye at the posilive eontribu-
tion ol public opinion under certain
conditions where, in his opinion, the
effect of media comes closer 1o indoe-
trination than enlightenruent. While the
media  instruments  lhemselves  are
amoral, their use opens up an area ol
critical inquiry appropriale Lo the sub-
Jeet at hand. Beyond this, Proflessor
Wright’s contention that opinion can be
manipulated with “ease” torees one into
a deeper investigation of the underlying
“Why?”

Certainly one reason is the wholesale
assaull on Lhe rational basis for political
conduct which the [9th eentury gener-
ated. Certainly the most [undamental of
these assaulls was the Freudian coneept
of man’s nature. I'ar from being ra-
tional, IFreud’s individual was grounded
in a vasl reservoir of unconsciousness,
the “id.” Because the id as ['reud
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conceived il was [ixed and unchanging
in any eultural context, it was a coneept
fundamentally opposed to the liheral
idea of hnman perlectibility. The con-
flicts in human nature came into play
when that portion of the id which came
inlo conlacl with the outer environ-
ment, the “ego,” was repressed hy the
mores of the culture, the socially con-
ditioned conscience [or lransmitting
enllure, the “superego.”30 Thus Lhe
fundamental quality of mankind was
notl the pursuit of right reason bul Lhe
gratification of the impulses of sex,
hunger, and self-preservalion. [reud’s
concepl was pessimistic like Hohbes’
and was deslined to have lar greater
effcet on our time.

The application of Freudian prinei-
ples in the social sphere (as opposed to
the individual) brings one somewhat
closer (o an appreciation of the factors
mmherent in mass manipulation. Vilfredo
Pareto formed a direct link with lfreud
sinee his concepls were eloscly associ-
ated with Freud’s, only applied to a
larger entily.31 Freud’s “id” hecame
Pareto’s “residue,” the basie drive in
social condnet, a slatic force common
to all enlturecs. The formulations which
tesidues took in different social actions
were  called  “derivations.”  Parcto’s
theory of history was closcly allied with
these eoncepls. He saw life in terms of
“ina” and “outs,” elites and masscs, and
history was a cyclical risc and fall of
elites, lilites, too, fall prey Lo cerlain
residues which Pareto called the instinet
for combinations {nol unlike a halance
of power grouping lor the achievement
of ¢cnds) and the instinet for group
persistenee  (read  self-preservation).
While Lhese instinets should he in
balance, frequently Lhey are nol; ecs-
peeially when an clite heeomes en-
trenehed in power, it relics more on Lhe
former with ils nonviolent negotintive
characteristics, leaving group persisienec
more and more in the hands of the
masses. The result is revolntion and Lhe
emergenee of a new elile.

E REVIEW

If the above assumptions are ac-
ceplable, then it becomes necessary for
national lecadership to mold puhlic
opinion by other mcans than rational
discourse. Here there come into play a
variety ol conecpts which sociologists
have usefnlly gathered under the head-
ing of myths and symbols. The uscful-
ness of myth has been recognized as far
back as Plato’s reliance on the “royal
lie.”

The story of armed men springing up

after the sowing of tecth, which the

legislator may take as a proof that he
can persuade the minds of the young
of anything; so that he has only to
refleet and find out what helief will be

of the greateat public advantage, and

then use all his cfforts to make the

eomununity utter one and the same
word in their songs and tales and
discourses all their life long.32

The imporlanee attached by Irend
lo the symbol and myth eonlenl in
dreams, particularly in relation Lo the
father complex,33 was earricd over into
the larger framework by Parclo and
others. Thus the “myth” of leadership i3
an extension of the father image. The
peychoanalytic approach to the charis-
ma of leadership is usually grounded
upon this coneept. The personal sense
ol loss cxperienced hy many at the
death of President Rooscevelt and, more
recently, by the assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy can he approached from
this point of view il one is so inelined.
Morcover, this approach can shed light
on several of the theorics of war ad-
vanced by Professor llartmann as simple
or unilaelor, Particular refercnee is
made here to the theory advanced by
the Nye Committee of the U.S. Senale
which Charles Beard characterized as
the “devil theory.”34 Here the theory
was advanced that if the guilt of those
who had profited [rom the death of
Americans in  war (e.g. munitions
makers and international bankers) was
established, then, hy controlling snch
groups, the likelihood of furlher
shedding of Ameriean blood would he-
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come rcmole. Kriech I'romm has com-
mented on this approach,

Another pathological mechanism
which threatens realislic and effeclive
political thinking is that of projection.
Everyone is familiar with this mechan-
ismn in ils eruder foring when it appcars
in individual cazes. Everybody knows
Lhe hoslile and destruclive person who
accuses cveryone clse of heing hostile
and piclures himself as being innocent
and vietimized. ... What is the result?
The eneny appears as the embodiment
of all evil beeause all evil that I feel in
myself is projceted on te him. Logi-
cally, after this has happened, 1 con-
sider myself as the embodiment of all
good since Lhe evil has been transferred
to the other side. The result is indigna-
tion and hatred againet the encmy and
uneritical, narcissistic self-glorification.
This can ercalec a mood of common
mania and shared passion of hate.
Nevertheless, it i pathological think-
ing, dangeroua when it leads to war and
deadly when war mcans destruclion, 39

Beyond scrving as a useful tool in
analyzing the less sophisticated theorics
of war, the contributions of “irrational-
ists” ean be employed to explore what
has been defined as undefinable: the
will to power as a cause of war. ['ro-
fessor Hartmann stales that problems ol
analysis occur because the coneepl ol
will to power does not lend itsell to any
further analysis. It is what it is.
Period .30 Yet if will to power is basic, it
i8 not neeessarily undetinable. If it is a
prime factor in the outbreak of aggres-
sion it might conecivably he useful 1o
approach the problem with an eye
toward psychoanalytic sublimation37 as
a factor in the approach. This is by no
means offered as a solution but mercly
as a possible avenue of further refine-
ment, rather than just stopping dead
end. Additionally, the background of
irrational thought offers insights into
the techniques of persuasion which
Quiney Wright considers under the
headings of “‘war propaganda™ and
“peace propaganda,”38 and whieh will
be developed in subsequent sections,
The use ol teebniques of persussion Lo
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create an atmosphere favorable to the
implementation of a particular policy,
espeeially when such policy approaches
the total mobilization of resources,
would scem lo suggest that both the
rational and irrational factors involved
be given serious consideration aud be
incorporated in whole or in part into
the policy of persuasion as the situation
demands.

The influcnce of irrational thought
has tended to be discounted in some
quarlers as an imporlant consideration
in the fields of domestic and interna-
tional political action. Much of this
eriticism has heen philosophical; c.g.,
the conlention that by choosing the
rational scientific approach to explain
the [undarentally nonrational nature of
man, the “irrationalists” have in fact
conceived the most powerful applica-
tion of reason: Lhe ability 1o compre-
hend its own antithesis, unrcason. While
this may be intellectually titillating, its
value is somewhat limited in reflecting
on the problem of war and related areas,
Assuming the idea to be valid (for the
sake of argument), comprehension does
not necessarily imply control, although
it may well be a step in that diccetion.
The understanding of his psyehosis hy
the paticnt docs not ipse facto guaran-
tee that he is “cured.” And it is the idea
of eontrol perhaps even more than
understanding  which threads its way
through the problems of war whiech are
about to be discussed,

NATURE OF WAR

For thce presenl, the most plausible
explanalion of the eausc of war is war
itself—or, rather, the expeetation of
war. This is another way of saying that
wars oecur because nothing exists to
prevent themn, Since the international
system is in essence anarchic, stales are
foreed to consider the possibility of
war and prepare themaclves for it.
Through these preparations—such as
arms races and military allianees—
tensions inerease until what is feared is
actually brought about.39
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[lerelofore we have tried to suggest
that certaiu avenues of inquiry inlo
areas of rational and irrational behavior
could be useful as a point ol deparlure
for further consideratiou of the causes
of war. In so doiug it has begun to
become  apparent that the “simple™
causes may, in [act, he a synthesis of a
numher of factors, rational and ir-
rational. Professor Harlmann has reeog-
nized this where, in further refining his
concepls of will to power and nationat
inlerest, he states that the will to power
may be ... the will or desire Lo sec
the nalional iutercsts achieved or eon-
summiated.™0 To a degree, Professor
Stoessinger implics this in the in-
troductory quotation. The considera-
tion of the possibility of war within Lhe
“anarchie” framework of the interna-
tional stale system can he secn as a
manifestation of hoth these eoncepts.
The decision of one stale to iniliate
aggression and another Lo defend, or of
one slate to begin to arm and another to
respond refleets not only the national
inlerest of caeh, bul also the respective
atlitudes of leadership toward Lheir in-
lerests aud Lhe methods of achicving
them. It opens an avenue of inquiry into
why states have gone to war to secure
additional real cstate, or Lo “right a
wrong,” or as a matter of “prineiple,”
or to redress an “insull,”

(Quincy Wright in his approach to the
prohlem touches on interpretive diffi-
culties by slaling that the interpretation
of the situation rather than the laclor
itsell is usually the more important
causal factor in war and, further, that
the theory which maintains that war is
neeessary Lo preserve polilical power is
“relatively close to the faets,”41 Wright
fecls that the conditions whereby Lhese
developments  become  sharply  accel-
erated are hrought on by a “political
lag,” thal is, a silualion wherein neces-
sary political and legal changes lag he-
hind the economic and cultural changes
arising from technological change.42
The clement of Llime beeomes im-

porlant.

War tends to inercase both in fre-
quency and severity in times of rapid
technological and cultural change be-
cause adjustment, which always in-
volves habituation, is a function of
time., The shorter the time within
which such adjustments have to be
made, the greater the probability that
they will prove inadequate and that
violence will vesnlt. War can, tbercfore,
be attributed either to the inlelligenee
of man manifested in his inventions
which increase (he number ot eontacts
and the spced of change, or to the
unintelligenee of man which retards his
perception of the iostrmments of regu-
lation and adjustment nceessary to
prevent these econtacts and changes
from generating serious conflicts. Peace
might be kept by retarding progress so
that there will be time for gradual
adjustment by natural processes of
aecommodation and assimilation, or
peace might be kept by accelerating
progress through planned adjustments
and new eontrols. Actually both
methods have becn tried, the latter
especially within the state, and the
former especially in international
relations. +

An ideal epoch against which to Lest
this appreach would scem (o he Lhe
19th eentury. The eéxtenl ol Lechnologi-
cal innovation (and in Lthe teehnology of
war more cspeeially) was immense, 44
The industrial revolution produced revo-
lutions in land and sca warlare, The use
of railroads for military purposes pro-
duced an increase in troop and logistic
mobility. Brecch-loading, rifled weapons
came into wide use, causing a revolulion
in land tacties. The introduction of
steam propulsion into naval wartare was
similarly fundamental, as was the in-
troduction of the ironclad, albeit some
features had been developed in earlier
eras.45 Bringing the ecntury forward a
hit, up Lo the outbreak of World War 1,
we may consider the submarine as a parl
of this development and possibly even
the airplane. The clfeetiveness of suh-
marine warfare in Lhe period immedi-
alely following the outhrcak of war
forced Allied reliance on escorted con-
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voys, a principle which had lallen into
disuse after the Napoleonic Wars al-
though Mahan had drawn the proper
conclusions from Lhe lessons of hislory
as early as 189040

In the eultural development of the
ccutury, the individuals mentioned in
prior scctions conlributed to the revolu-
lion of thought. OFf these, the effeel of
Marx’s thought perhaps is most directly
applicable to the “political lag”
descrihed by Wright. The impact of
carly communism caused widespread
attempls al political upheaval for the
most parl concentraled in the year 1848
but also occurring sporadically here-
after, Early Marxism greatly influenced,
and was in turn influenced by, the
IFrench syndicalists whose precminent
weapou was Lhe general strike.

And yel, there cmerges a paradox.
Wright’s index of battle frequency
which shows a constanl increase [rom
the !2th century onward shows an
cxceptionally low figure for the 1%th
century.47 By all odds this should not
be. For, together with the cxamples
cited ahove, Lthere were instances where
various commereial inleresls were be-
ginning lo creale spheres ol influence,
coming into abrasive conlaet with one
another as foreign irade cxpanded 48
Algo it may be pertinent Lo note that no
major  Kuropean power  voluntarily
modificd its political structure during
this time to accomrmodate Lhe lorees
creating the “political lag.” The mon-
archies of Lhe great powers were cs-
sentially eonscrvative in political oul-
look, a statement valid even for France
which occasionally traded monarchy for
republic during the era.

1 would suggest that one resolution
to this paradox could be offered by
relerenee to a principle which hoth
Wright and Stoessinger consider a fuuda-
mental failure, and Harlmann considers
a fundamental success: Lhe halance of
power., Uull consideration will be given
lo this concept and ils historical devel-
opment in the succeeding scelion; suf-
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fice it Lo say that | do not consider it
merely eoincidental that  during  the
period when military technology, ac-
cording Lo Bernard  Brodie, 49 was
changing at an unparalleled rate, the
halance of power was being mosl suc-
cesslully operated. For if this period
was one ol great unrest and upheaval,
teehnological as well as cultural, il was
also the period of un-war. | will leave all
the implications arising from Lhis, save
one, for succeeding pages, the one being
that il might be more profitable Lo
consider the balance of power in Pro-
fessor Tlartmann’s conlext, thal is, the
combinations of conditions and circum-
slances conlributing Lo ils successful
operation, rather than passing it off as
unsound and unworkable in the modern
era 50

Nonclheless, consideralion of the
“political lag™ coneept does allow lor
further analysis of Lhe canses of war
along divers roads. Wright has ohscrved
that war has technological, legal, socio-
logical as well as psychological implica-
tions, cach with a different st of
assumplions,. 31 Each of these sels of
assummplions, I would submil, is not as
uselul considered separalely as in con-
sort. Ior instance, Wright’s “tecchnologi-
cal” assumplion conceives ol war as a
violent cncounler of powers cach of
which has expansive tendencies, and
cach of which is defined in mechanislic,
physical terms. The “legal” assumption
presumes Lhat war is a consequenee of a
siluation in which legal sanclions arc
unable Lo maintain an accepled syslem
of law. The “sociological” sct of as-
sumptions construes war as a form of
social conflict oceurring spontancously
from group bcehavior palterns. The
“psychological” approach views war as
between masses of individuals, cach of
whon is a distinct personality and upon
whom rests Lhe soeial, legal, and politi-
cal superstructure. 1 think it is fair Lo
say, [rom the point of view of those
whose specialties arc in the ficlds of
political lcadership and mobilization of
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resources during periods of tension, that
war i al least all of these assumptions,
Herein also lies a relationship Lo the
sourccs ol national power explored in
Installment One. The qualitative or
human factors described by Macridis52
arc surely influenced by the sociological
and psychological assumptions listed
above and, to a degree, hy Llhe legal
assumptions. The teehnological assump-
tions, from the viewpoint of the intelli-
genee cslimale constructed in Install-
ment One, influence and are iufluenced
by the “hardware”™ aud related lactors
ol the previous instaliment. Thus, to
dwell on these factors is by no means
purely speculative or superfluous,

The implications conlained in the
“soeciological” set of assumptions should
be eommented upon bricfly prior to
passing on lo a consideralion of the
more modern aspects of war, Wright
stresses that in this approaeh there is a
mutual recognilion by opponents that
they must have something in common
Lo initiate or respond to a war.33 This
idea of common ground forms a con-
neeting link between the theories previ-
ously desetibed aud whal conld be
called au eyolulionary or organic theory
of war. The idea of contlict among
equals is the touchatone of Von Clause-
wilz’s assertion Lhal war is nothing more
than a magnificd duel.54 T[obbes gave a
more delailed treatment while embody-
ing Lhe same idea of equality belween
parlicipanls.

From this cquality of abilily, arises

cquality of hope in the attaining of our

Ends. And Lherefore, if any Llwo men

desire the same Lhing, which neverthe-

less Lhey cannot enjoy, they hecome
cnemics; and in the way to their End,

(which is principally Lheir own con-

servation, and sometimes Lheir delecta-

tion only), endeavor to destroy or
subdue one another. And hence it
comes 1o pass, that where an invader
has no more lo fear, Lhan anolher
man’s single power; if one plant, sow,
build, or possess a convenicnt Scal,
otbers may probably be expected to
come prepared with forees united, to

dispossess and deprive him, not only of
the fruit of his labor, hut also of his
life, or liherty. And the Invader again is
in the like danger of another.

Wrighl has developed some of the
manilcstations ol war in a similar
fashion progressing from battle Lo eam-
paign to war, although it should he
pointed out that, in the latter, he
helicves that the unity ol a war derives
more [rom the legal and political aspects
than from the purely military.56 Never-
theless, the evolutionary coneept is
present again in his aualysis of the way
in which statesmen musl view certain
problems of a continuing nalure,
namely, (1) the aggressive state; (2) the
international feud; (3) the world crisis;
and (4 the incipient war.57 While these
problems do occupy the efforts of
statcamen, the nature of modern aggres-
sion has rendered obscure the lines of
demarcation if in facl they ever did
exist. For example, in light of the
current  development of polycentriem
and the Sino-Soviet split, a situaliou
could arise wherein a stale becomes
aggressive by insliluling a poliey of
insurgency, during which time an “inter-
natioual leud”™ may be conlinuing be-
tween Lhe superpowers and, (depending
upon one’s belicl in Lhe lack ol unily in
the Communist bloe}, the Lwo develop-
menls may not be direetly conneeled.
The upgrading of insurgeney as a major
instrument of political ehange in recent
years has modified the evolulionary
approach, parlicularly when  viewed
within the content of uuclear detee-
rence. I the premise of mutual destrue-
tion remains as [irmly enlrenched as it
appears lo be now in inlervational
thinking, the usclulness and frequeuey
of insurgency will continue Lo increase,
Other lorces tending to create a high
instability factor both within and with-
out a slaled® cau only cnhance this
development.

As warlare has developed technologi-
cally, certaiu characteristics have he-
come apparent as Lhe 20th century bas
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progressed.  Apart [rom  the changes
wrought by the industrial revolulion
and invention, therc have been noted a
gradual increase in the size of forees, a
lendency toward militarization of the
population and nationalization of the
war cffort, a preoceupation with the
concept of total war, and an intensilica-
tion of military operations, itscll
probally a direct result of the techno-
togical consideralions.59 Some of these
characteristics have been enhanced by
the development of tolalitarian ideolo-
gy, as | suggested in the previous install-
ment. Total mobilization of the material
and nonmaterial forees of sociely is a
corollary to the total commitment by
the society to ils ideology. ldeology is
thus a factor in insuring a continuation
of this state as well as creating the
atmosphere and environment wherein
total commitment will thrive, Thus it
ean be seen that the development of
nuclear weaponry ocenrred at a time
when the philosophical and teehmologi-
cal seeds of bipolarity hacd already been
sown. Nuclear weaponry, though, ang-
mented this historical development.

Prior to discussing in general terms
the elfect of nuelear weapons on the
characleristics of war suggested above, it
might be hencticial Lo isolale one aspect
of the problem, namely, the wuse of
nuclcar weapons on popnlalion centers
if only beecause it undoubtedly played a
major role in the decision to employ the
atomic bomb against Japan. The pleth-
ora of memoirs by the great and near-
great ol the time olfers a spectrum of
conllicting views on the subject. What
ean be cextracted with any degree of
certainty is that the decision was made
with difficulty by President Traman.
Winston Churchill would have other-
wise. Recalling the period around 18
July 1945, following the Alamogordo
test, he writes,

British consent in principle to the use

of the weapon had been given on July

4, before the test had taken place, The
final decision now lay in the main with
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President Truman, who had the weap-

on; bnt I never doubted what it wounld

be, nor have I ever doubted sinee that

he was tight. The historie fact remains,

and must be judged in the after-time,

that the decision whethier or not to use
the alomie bomb to compel the sur-
render of Japan was never cven an
issue. There was unanimous, auto-
matic, unguestioned agreement around
our table; nor did I ever hear the
glightest suggestion that we should do
otherwise,0
But Churchill’s olympian certitude is
disputed by others. John J. McCloy,
then Assislant Secretary of War, recalled
to James V. Forrestal a mecting he had
had with President Traman in the sum-
mer of 1945, “prior to Potsdam™ (17
July), during which the President ques-
tioned his military  advisers as to the
necessity  of an invasion ol  Japan.
Assured  that it was necessary, the
President

... left it that they would proceed

with the plannings for the invasion of

Kyushu hut that they were Lo raise the

question with him again before its

execulion and he wonld reserve judg-
meni on whether or nol the altack
should be carried inio the Tokyo plan

(plain?).6!

[t is quite probable that the President
was hedging his bets pending the out-
come of the alomie homb test, But Lhe
tenor of the memoirs tends to suggest
that the agreemnenl may not have been
as aulomatic or unquestioned as Lhe
Prime Minister helieved, at least not in
the President’s mind. In light of military
projection ol casualties which could be
expected in the invasion of the home-
land, the President’s decision was un-
doubtedly correet. Beyond this it tends
to illustrate that the use of nuelear
weapons against population centers bas
heen a hasic strategic consideration
from the outsel of the nuclear age,

[n approaching this problem [ believe
that it is desirable to separate the
arguments into those of a general nature
and those applicable to specific circum-
stances. In both, the presumptions of
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the etfecl of Che act arc the same:
large-scale  destruction ol populalion
and habitalion. Concerning those of a
general nature, il might he well to relale
malerial from Installment One dealing
with the industrial and demographic
elemenls of national powcr. A popula-
tion cenler doubling as an importanl
industrial complex would bave Lo be
considered as a highly polential Largel il
the industrial factor in national power is
given high priority. Here the definition
of “industrial” must be constrned
broadly if the estimate so dictales,
since, in addilion to heavy industry and
mannfacluring, the arcas ol utilities and
power production would also be vital.
Assuming the nalion in question
possessed a high degree of internal
mobility which, [reely translaled, could
mean Lhe ahility Lo move available
manpower with rapidily, targeling con-
sideration wonld have to be given to
population centers which in turn serve
as imporlanl (ransporlation arcas. In
certain eases (viz. New York) the defini-
tion would extend to the communica-
tions and [linance arcas if, once again,
the estimate so dictates.

The psychological effect of the
nuclear destruction of population
cenlers is somewhat more difficult to
ascertain sinee there have been only Lwo
historical instances upon whieh to make
an assessment. We know that the Japa-
nese  Government rejected  the  ulti-
matum of unconditional surrender pub-
lished on 20 July 1945, that atomic
bomhs were dropped on Hireshima {6
Augusl) and Nagasaki (9 August), the
ultimatum was aceepted on 10 Augnst
with the qualification that the Vmperor
would remain sovercign, the Allies
replied that he would he snhject to
Supreme Command, Allied Powers, and
the terms were accepled by the Japa-
nese on 14 August.62 What the psych-
ological eclfect was upon Japanese
leadership ol the destruetion of two
cities cannol be centircly gauged, al-
though there is some consensus that i

L REVIEW

represented an awesome hit of icing on
the cake. The lessons of conventional
war are similarly indecisive. The use of
air  blitzkricg lactics on populalion
centers hy Hitler was successful in Ilol-
land, unsuccessful in Greal Britain and
in the latter case undoubtedly stiffencd
the will o resisl. Other examples of
conventional occupation and destrue-
lion of eilics for psychological reasons,
e.g., the burning of cerlain buildings in
Washington hy British [orces in 1814,
did not matcrially atfect Lthe outcome of
the parlicular war.03 In one noteworthy
inslance, Napoleon’s occupation of
Moseow and ils suhsequent hnrning
(accidental or otherwise) in 1812 re-
dounded to the advantage of the
Russians.01 11 is difficult to prediet, in
psychological terms, whether nuclear
destruction of population centers would
have a salutary or adverse effect.

Unlil now we have discussed the
prohlem of population destruction from
a rather gencral and one-sided point of
view. 1t can be seen that the assump-
tions underlying the cstablishment of
these prioritics in largeting have rested
nol only on lirst-strike eapability, but
on nuclear weapons monopoly, But the
frame of rteference changes abruptly
when the concepts of deterrence and
nuelear parity are introduced. For now
we begin to play the Great Chess Game

with Herman Kahn, Henry Kissinger,
and the other grand masters, Hopelnlly,
this writer will not how out in the first
round by committing the Iool’s
Gambit.

Herman Kahn has set the premise lor
nuelear attack on population eenters in
the lollowing words:

Massive destruclion of people and
property i8 not likely to achieve any
immediate or essential military objec-
tive. It would be more important mibi-
tarily, for example, for an attacker to
try to destroy forees which can hurt
him in immediale tetaliation. Most
experts agree that, uulike World Wars |
and 11, any future wars are likely to be
shorl and fought only by military
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forces in being. I this be true, popula-
tions and production linea are of
donbtful value at best as a military
mobilization base. Morcover, ginece the
number of usable delivery vehiclea—
bombers and missiles—may be limited,
any vchicles “wasted” on cilics will be
unavailable for their primary mission
of destroying the encmy’s retaliatory
forees.

This type of attack which Kahn calls the
Countervalue  Atlack, eould however
result from irrational behavior, 1L could
also, given the equilibrinm ol nnclear
parily, evolve inlo a rational counler-
value strategy which some have sug-
gested would be a meaningful substitu-
tion lor the conecpl ol massive deler-
rence.  This  stralegy  of  controlled
reprisal (LiL for tal) presumes that the
threat ol destruction of a parlicular cily
is more eredible than massive delerrence
and, as a resull, may be more deterring
and less costly.00 The quid pro quo, as
Kahn points oul, places enormons po-
litical pressures on a leadership which
accepls Lhe premise of controlled re-
prisal since, in relurn lor the possibility
of the coneept controlling lurther es-
ealation, lhe leadership aceepls, as a
part of Lhe bargain, the certaintly of the
destructlion of one or more ol ils cilies.
Beyond this I would suggest Lhat Lhere
are stralegic difficulties as well. The
counlervalue slrategy is a response to an
aggressive  acl, Assuming Lhe Soviel
Union iniliales aggression againsl a 1.8,
city and the United Stales iniliales
conlrolled reprisal, according Lo the
game plan, the USSR, would then
have another crack  hefore lime s
called. 87 Applying Lhe pragmalic
lessons of negoliation of the paslt Lwo
decades, | would suggest that little
agreemenl belween parlics over ques-
tions of equity or value could possibly
be reached. This being so, the likelihood
of the game heing called al Step Three is
remole. The countervalue atlack could
also be combined with an atlack against
stralegie forees (counterloree), bul here
the same argument applics thal was
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noled in Kahn’s opening statement:
unless one has the neccssary overkill
capacity, why wasle the capability? The
counterforee plus bonus atlack assumes
the neeessary capabilily for achievement
of strategic goals, perhaps modestly
deercased, with the bonus being a small
percenlage ol the population.08 Here
the probabilities are somewhal strained.
The counterforee aspects ol the premise
are, ol course, ralionally conceived from
Lhe stralegic poinl of view. Some of the
counlervalue argunments, however, arc
listed as revenge, malevolenee, or
“reasons he could not articulate,09
and we seem Lo have moved lar enough
from the rational premises ol counter-
lorce Lo seriously queslion whether the
same  leadership could culerlain  Lhe
second premise having derived the lirst.
We seemy Lo move Loo [ar into Lhe
counlry  where, in Frich  Fromm's
worids, Lhe possibilitics hecome the reali-
lics.70

The assumplions of nuclear parily
and the avenues which much stralegic
thought seems Lo be liking indicale a
gradlual diminution in the strategie value
ol population destruction. The psycho-
logical value of such deslruction is
something clse again, and the dilliculty
in ascerlaining Llhe imporlance which
respeetive leadership allaches o Lhis
factor does nol allow us Lo dismiss the
possibility out of hand.

While strategic thought evolving from
the idea ol nuelear parily has developed
its own speeial sel of rules, il can be
scen, 1 bhelieve, that il tends Lo augment
the process ol ehange cmanaling princi-
pally from leehnology in the modern
characteristies of war, particularly in the
area of concentralion or intensification
of military operation, Modern strategie
thinking leans loward a gencral premise
of nnelear allack as hemg of high
intensily and short duration. Al the
same lime, the history of conflict from
World War I on has proceeded along
different lines. This anomaly was sug-
gested i the firsl installment by reler-
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enee Lo Lhe strategic thinking of 1950 as
heing conlrary Lo Lhe flexible response
gupposition of the containment policy.
The premises of controlled conventional
response arc not Lhe premiscs of Lhe
stralegy of nueclear parily and begin to
approach them only as the concepl of
cscalalion is introduced. A further diffi-
culty is encounlered as the concepl of
insurgeney is analyzed against the back-
ground of flexible response. Within the
contexl of Communist insurgency, Lt
Comdr. Complon Ward has relined the
components of insurgeney as primary
and secondary power factors,7l The
primary faclors involve the cadre, Lhe
ideology, and the leadership of the
movement. The sccondary faclors in-
clude popular support, external support,
gancluary, and political and mililary
intelligenee. Ward sees military aclion as
heing more effeetive against the secon-
dary material factors rvather than the
primary nonmalerial factors. He cor-
reelly secs Lhe difficulty of destroying
(militarily speaking) the leadership or
the idcology, as he does in suggestling
Lhal military action could be clfeetive in
denying sancluary, preventing oulside
supporl, and conlusing military or po-
litical intelligence.72 However, he doces
creale somce difficulty by stating that
mililary aclivilty cannol  “destroy  a
cadre Lhal has infilteated the masses”
but can be used o “separate the in-
surgenls [rom their ultimale base of
supporl—the people.”3 Much of the
discussion concerning U.S. strategy in
Victnam cenlers on the pragmatic in-
ability (o make this distinction, 'To
some erilics (parlicularly critice of the
scarch-and-destroy concept) the infiltra-
tion of cadres has become so inter-
twincd with popular support that the
two are synonymous. The analysis of
this parlicular situalion musl firsl con-
cern ilsell with a delermination of Lhe
basis ol the supporl which the cadre
enjoys (.., whether molivaled by
Leeror or persuasion or a combinalion of
hoth) afler which Lhe consideralion ol
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the cadres as a primavy or sccondary
force (or what 8 more likely, a com.
bination of both) may he more casily
made.74
I think it is important to siress the
associalion belween insurgency and nu-
clear parily since hoth are in a sense
developments of nuclear weaponry, the
latter directly, the {ormer [rom the
premise of nonuse of such weaponry via
the catalysl of ideology. IL is parlicu-
larly important when considering the
concepl of seapower.75 | wounld suggest
that the overall thrust of U.S. naval
doctrine since the advenl of nuclear
weaponty has been more toward a
response to a combination of Lhese Lwo
developments than not. Several reasons
for Lhis approach can he suggested. The
U.5. Navy is unique anmong scrvices in
its possession of land, sea, and air
warmaking capabilitics. It has had, as a
result, the wherewithal to develop a
doclrine of multifunctional, multilevel
capabilitics. This is perhaps Loo obvious
a slatemenl lo warraul ineclusion here.
Bul T think i is useful Lo consider Lhe
nature of cerlain interservice confhicts
against such a background, The mosl
sensalional of these took place during
the Lenore of Secrctary of Defense
Louis Johnson, as a result of Lhe cancel-
lation of construction of Lthe carrier
United States, Adiniral Radlocd indi-
cated a preference for a concepl of war
which was more multifaceted than the
concepts ol some of his associates in
subsequent Gongressional hearings.
.. luture war will exlend far beyond
the provinee of the military. ln plun-
ning to wage a war . . . we must look Lo
the peacc to follow....A war of
anmuihilation might possibly bring a
Pyrchic military victory, but il would
be politically and cconomically sensc-
less . . .. The results of two World Wars
bave demonstrated the facl that
victory in war ik nol an end in itseli 70
Kissinger later considers this nol so
much a docleinal breach wilh the Air
Forece Dbul rather a  stralegic  one,
namely, the Navy’s asscelion thal carrier
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airpower could perform Lhe same stra-
tegie mission better.77 Anyone familiar
with budgelary pie culling will nol
dispule Lhe facl thal it is an excellent
occasion Lo examine self-preservalion in
all its naked splendor. Bul heyond the
practical considerations of inereasing
one’s [reeboard, so Lo speak, Lhere
remains an underlying thread of multi-
ple response which (ormed a part of Lhe
environment of naval doctrine at the
time. Kissinger stresses the need for new
doctrine, part ol which is Lhe tactical
foree.78 General Gavin has recognized
the unigue nature of limiled war.
... lunited war in its own way is a
highly specialized form of combat,
more specialized than general glohbal
war. It is as though one were to
compare skillful surgery lo a killing
blow. ‘The first requires special inslru-
ments applicd with reslrainl, quickly
and accurately, the latter a bludgeon
with only one ohjeel, complete de-
slruction. 79

While to some commentalors limited
response has been something of a new
ficld, [ would submit thal naval doclrine
on this subject can be delined more in
the nature of an oulgrowth and refine-
menl of Lested premises Lhan a signifi-
canl deparlure from them. It may he
uscful to notle, loo, Lhal while inlra-
serviee slrategic arguments have cropped
up in Lthe Navy, as in the case of carrier
air versus Polaris stralegic nuclear capa-
bility, they have for the mosl parl
refined existing concepls ol fexibilily
and mobility {and in the case ol Polaris,
added the idea of scereey), rather than
relying to a preal degree on new doc-
trinal concepls.

ILis of inlerest Lo nole by way of
couclnding this seclion thal Lhe concepl
ol intensificalion of military operations
has been influenced by Lhe internal
manilestalions ol rapidity and  (lexi-
bility ol response, the most notahle of
which is the cemphasis on centralized
managerial conteol within the military
cslablishment. In many respects Lhe
mililary services were possessed ol greal

N ANALYSIS OF WAR 47

loresight  in  inslituting appropriale
action in Lhis direction prior to neces-
sury legislalion  being  enacled.  The
Navy, for cxample, recommended an
approprialion structure along program
and performance lines as carly as 1946
and had used other aspects of com.
wercial cosl accounling prior Lo Lhe
passage ol Title IV in 194980 Air Foree
work in this field was progressing during
World War [[, and the Ad Hoe Commit-
tee on liseal organization and lunctions
of the War Departiment implemented a
program ol single appropriation, central-
ized procurement, and centrabized fiscal
operalions, 81 These  early  instances
were given lurther refinement and appli-
calion under the present Seerclary of
Delense within a system wherchy the
purely Lechnical aspects were combined
wilth more subslantive managerial judg-
menls,

WAR AND THE BALANCE OF POWER

The mind oceasionally  plays 2
whimsical joke on those ol us who are
atlempling Lo do a job of critical analy-
sis on one problem or another. 1 think
that this happened Lo me during my
investigalion ol Lhe source malerial per-
tnenl Lo the discussion of balance of
power. | kept recalling Lo mind a ligure
who had been mentioned only in pass-
ing in a Russian literature course T had
Llaken in college some 15 years apo, and
whose name escaped me al the momenl.
And so | dusted ol an old nolebook,
thumbed threugh it and sure enongh,
there he was; “Semyon  Yakovlevich
Nadson (18062-1887).”" surely Lhe most
minor of all minor pocts who had cver
lived, My lecture notes indicated that he
had died of consumplion at the age of
2, was a naive idealisl with no imagina-
tion or skill, and thal his verse, ae-
coriling Lo one of the greal Russian
literary erities, Prince Mirsky, repre-
sented the nadic ol Russian poelry. A
marginal note, undoubledly my own
observalion of the Ume, read “born
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loser.”™ There followed a translation of
some of his verse.
“Tell me not that he is dead—for yet
he lives;
What if the altar’s razed—the flame
still flashes brilliaut,
What if the rose is plucked—the
flower still survives,
What if the harp is broken—chords
giill sound resilient.”

Quite possibly this little verse is uot
pertinent to the task al hand. Bul in
analyzing the positions taken by the
various commenlators on balanee of
power (save Hartmann), ene is struck hy
the fact that attempls Lo put it to rest
permanently have been far from suecess-
ful. The concept, il is said, has been
rendered useless for a variely ol reasons;
bipolarily bas upsel cquilibrinm; idcolo-
gy has rendered it impossible to con-
struc  diplomacy as an ecxercise lo
achicve limited goals; mass media have
conditioned populations Lo respond to
total sccurity rather than limited se-
curity. And yet, balance of power
returns, phoenixlike, unwanted Dby
many, but presenl nouctheless, It is
possible that what “Semyon Yakov-
levich Nadson (1862-1887)" lacked as a
poct, he made np lor as a pundit.

One ol the main areas of concern of
the firsl iustallment had to do with the
juxtaposition of “open” and “‘scerel”
diplomacy in presentl-day forcign policy
exceution, | stressed al the time that the
ralional premise of open diplomacy was
more an extension of, than a departure
from, Lhe coucept of secrct diplomacy.
The [rame of reference was diflerent, to
be sure, since entire nations had sup-
planted the small eore of prolessional
diplomats, and fundamental issues, such
as the outlawing of war, had supplanted
limited goals, Seeret diplomacy was the
exccutor of the halance of power. When
the one fell into popnlar disrcpute, it
was more or less inevitable that the
other would follow.

The argument hetween Stocssinger
and llartmann over Lhe merits of the

balance of power is a [undamental one,
and for that the student of inlernational
relations can be thankful since the issue
is 8o clear-cul. Stoessinger believes that
the bhalance of power was inhcrently
unstable, whercas Hartmann belicves
that the improper handling of Lhe bal-
ance of power by participaliug nations
introdneed the instability which could
lead Lo widespread conilicl. The
assumplions  underlying  both  these
posilions musl now he analyzed. Pro-
[essor Stoessinger ciles at least three
reasons for the inherent imslability of
the balance of power.82 The [lirst of
these is that the balance ol power
coneept historically viewed the “hal-
ancer” as being disinlerested in perpetu-
aling its own power. The implication
behind this statement is thal at such
time as the “balancer” chose to pursuc
self-serving goals the equilibrium of the
balance would be disturbed. Thus the
only gnarantec was the manifest dedica-
tiou of Lhe balancer to preserve equilib-
rium, Sccondly, Stoessinger has nis-
givings over the balanee of power as-
sumuplion that nations were (rec Lo
swilch allegiances at will, lle stresses
that governmenls responsive directly to
an clectorate would have diffienlty in
convineing the clectorate of the validity
of constanlly shifting alliances,

Stocssinger also gnestions the as-
sumption hat balance of power cquilib-
rium ushered in periods of peace. Ile
stresses thal in two periods of prolonged
peace, the era of Pax Romana and the
century alter the Congress of Vienna,
peace was guaranteed by different con-
gidcrations. In the former, it was guaran-
teed by the mighl of Rome, and in the
latter, by the combined power of
DBritain, Austria, Prussia, and Russia, e
suggests that peaec wus broken only
when s condition of relative balanee
emerged in the 20th eentnry, thus
getting the premise that cquilibrivm
ushers in periods of instability rather
than peaee.
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Professor Hartmann ig in agreement
with Stocssinger as to England’s role as
the “balancer” in the period after the
Napoleonic Wars83 1le also agrees with
Stoessinger’s sccom! point Lo the exlent
that the modern trend in aligninents has
heen toward grealer permanenee in al-
liances, a fact noticcably more true of
parliamentary  governments than  of
monarchies84 e is in fundamenial
disagreement  wilth  Stoessinger’s  third
point, particularly as it applies Lo the
period  1815-1914, Hartmann  stresses
the line of demarcation between Bis-
marck’s suceessiul conduel of balance
of power politics and the Kaiser’s subse-
quent  period of disequilibrium afler
189085

Comment upon Lhese posilions
aflords aeeess to the broader considera-
tions of balance of power polilies. There
seems Lo be some confusion amonyg
critics of the balance of power as Lo
England’s rolis as the “halancer,” based
upon Lloo striclly rational a viewpoinl.
Quincy Wright believes that the prod-
uels of military Lechnology which were
deseribed in Lhe previous scelion were
responsible for Brilain’s gradually being
forced from Lhe splendid izolation of
the role of balaneer.

These inventions, togelher with the

rolative deeline of liritish eommeree

and finance weakened British power
oversead, The invention of the airplane
greatly inereased the vulnerahility of
the British Isles themselves. As a result,

Britain eould no longer hold the hal-

anee of power. Il was foreed to join

one ol the great continental allianees in
t903 and has not since heen able to
ercate such a stable equilibrium in

Furope that it ecould safely remain

outside 80

Like [artmann,87 1 would suggesl Lhal
Greal Britain’s contribulion as a stabiliz-
ing influence in the balance of power
tends Lo be exaggeraled. There are
historical instances imitiated by Bis-
marck cven prior Lo his golden years
(L871-1890) wherein Brilish nonpartiei-
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unpalatable alternative rather than a
conscionsly initialed policy of mainte-
nanee of stability. Concerning the joinl
Prussian-Auslrian  oceupation of  the
Duchies of Schleswig-Tlolstein, Bismarck
had correctly caleulated the implica-
tions of British respouse, Lo the extenl
that Lord Palmerston, the PForeign
Secrelary, was forced Lo rationalize that
“the aggrandizement of Prussia, how-
ever improperly altained was nol againsl
British interests” 88 this despile the
underlying opposilion by Hrilain Lo this
very concepl.B?  Beyond this, the
laclors influeneing  Greal Britain’s
gradually being drawn away from a
pelicy ol isolation at the tuim of the
cenlury were due to two other major
historical changes: [irst, Lhe loss of her
monapoly of industrial mass production
which allowed other nations Lo compele
more lavorably in world markels, and,
secondly, tie gradual transformalion of
the political fabrie of the empire ilself
loward  a  grealer  degrec of  self-
government, When placed in a frame-
work  which included  [lartmann’s
analysis ol disinlegration afler 1890 the
canses for the chimge in Greal Brilain’s
oullook arc more correelly viewed. The
influence of war teclmology deseribed
by Wright upon this proecss was nol
primary, and T strongly doubt thal her
vulnerability Lo air atlack occapied the
thoughts of Greal Drilain’s stalesmen
prior Lo signing the Anglo-French agree-
ment on 4 April 100490

Hartimann has stressed five factors in
his trcalmenl of Lechniques of  the
balance of power which are worlh
noling: (1) acquisition ol allies, (2)
acquisilion of Lerritory, () ereclion of
buffer states, (4) undermining cnemy
strength (detachment ol allies), and (5)
undermining enemy  strenglth (destroy-
ing hopes of new allies).? 1 Considering
the changes which have ocenrred as a
resull ol bipolarity, the cmergence of
ideology, and the trend in democratic
slales lowards grealer inass parlicipalion

conlinenlal allnirs was an  in foreign affairs, il is inleresling Lo nole
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how these coneepts have relained a high
degree of vigor and usefulness, The
acquisition of allies is assuredly a funda-
menlal reason for the erection of Wesl-
ern and Communist-bloc alliances aller
1945. The acquisition of terrilory, par-
ticularly contiguous territory, has been
noticcably less, especially, as Harlmann
states, after the U.S.S.R, and the Uniled
States completed Lheir conlinental Levri-
torial expansion.92 But there are ex-
amples of ils continued use. Soviel
retention  of land  acquired in  the
Karclian Peninsula  campaign  againsl
Ifinland and its assimilation of l.alvia,
Tithuania, and Fstonia, all in 19410, and
its retention of the Kuriles and South
Sakhalin are perlinent. Chinese con-
guest of Tibet is another. The entive
territory of Lhe Kast Vuaropean bloc
furnishes cevidence of the contlinual use
of Lhe buffer state. Many acdopl a
posilion which would aseribe a similar
molivation to ithe United States vis-a-vis
the NATO countrics, although thig is
more correetly viewed within Lhe frame-
work of alliauces. Harlmann ciles as
evidence of continued wviability of his
fonrth point the exploitation of the
Yugoslav split with the Soviel bloc in
1944.93 While T would not go so [ar as
to sugpesl Lhat Yugoslavia was “inle-
graled” into the Weslern delense alli-
auce by 1954, this cxample does furnisb
impetus to consider stralcgically the
exploitation ol polycentrism. Kennau is
vaguc in his analysis of how besl Lo
achieve this.94 Om the one hand he
suggests Lhat the lendency within the
hloe loward concepts of development
and eonduct along Western lines can
have a salutary effect on the inter-
national elimate; on the other he 15 not
sure whether complete rapprochement
wilh thesc countrics would hest serve
the West if the respective populations
arc unhappy under Communisl-oriented
governments. Further development ol
this lype of argument brings into play
the concepl of internalional trade. To
the exilent that an %ge%ressivc eounlr
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depends upon external trade sources (it
is said), ils aggressive tendencies will
diminish in a dircel ratio since the lack
of scll-snstenance will render it more
valnerable as it undertakes aggression.95
Ag Lo undermining enemy strenglth by
destroying the hope of new allies, Hart-
mann ciles Lhe example of Lhe Russo-
German Allianee priov Lo the oalbreak
of World War 11,

Tn the arca of general crilicism of the
modern usage of the balance ol power,
some commenialors have shown a
degree of ambivalence due, T suspect, Lo
[undamental rejeclion of Lthe concepl.
Wright, in his chapler on prevenlion of
war has Lhis Lo say:

Diplomacy should aim Lo isolate the

aggressive government both from its

own people and from other govern-

ments ralher than lo make i eounler-
alliance to contaiu it.

ITe stresses that Lhe difference is essen-
tially a juridical one, implying, of
course, the lack of juridical conlent in
balance of power alignments. He sug-
gesls that isolation by alliance (essen-
tially the Bismarckian concepl) would
only succeed in solidifying suppoct
within the counlry lor leadership. Yel
the problem of defivition and imple-
menlation ol such juridical conslraints
remaing. What Lype of sanctions would
they be? And whal guarantee is there
that they would not achieve the same
cifect of uniting support behind the
leadership? Whal usze eould leadership
make of the war and peace propa-
ganda97  concepls mentioned  previ-
ously? The suecess ol application of
these sanclions under Lhese ecireum-
stanccs would surely be a somewhal
remote possibility.

It is interesting Lo speculate on sev-
cral modern examples of conflict which
by definition have remained “limited™
from the yantage point ol balance of
power, [Perhaps the Llerminology
“balanee of terror” would be more
useful here. Some have suggested that

St/léc combination of factors of polariza- 2
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lion, weological rigidily, together with
the Tact that nations seck a preponder-
ance rather than a halanee ol power,
have rendered  the balanee of power
obsolele. 9% Thus the halanee of power
has hecome a balance of tervor il one
introduces Lhe threal of nuclear destrue-
ticit al Lhis poinl. Yel this Lhreal,
according Lo Stoessinger, has heen re-
spousible for localizing four crises which
conceivably could have escalated into
something else: the Korean war, Suer
1956, the Hungarian revolution, and the
Cunban  missile Clearly  the
“threal” i these instances cannol be
construed  in the counterforce  or
countervalue or combination theorics
which were discossed in the preceding
section, The salutary effect on four
historical crises (accepling Sloessinger’s
premise) emanated (rom the vagueness
ol polential massive reprisal as opposed
Lo the conerele premise of controlled
response. IL might therelore he sug
gesled Lhat a useful ficld ol inguiry
could be the examination of whether
the demonstrated uselulness of total
response could possibly he vilialed as o
psychological delerrent to the extent
that it hecomes bounded by the various
limitations of controlled response. [low-
ever, the psychological implications of
the premise should not be extended to
the point where il impairs the prudent
analysis of the place of balance of
power coneepls in the nuclear age,

CONTROL OF WAR

In & general sense, Lhe preceding
scelions have been concerned with the
subject matter of this section, the con-
trol of war, Considerations ol a philo-
sophical or practical nature ol political
conduct, the nature of violence, and the
historical syslem of alignment cither
conlributing to or lessening the likeli-
hood ol war tend to lead inexorably to
this problem of control. It is also a
sowrce of dilficully Lo the student, For

crisis. 99

here, perhaps more than in any other of

the required Llopics of ecommnenlary of
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this nstallment, does the student find
the varicly of approaches with the
correspondingly  variable  degree  of
success which [ mentioned in the Fore-
word. A good bit of this literature does
nol readily (it the overall approach
which | have attempled Lo establish and
arry forward in the first Lwo install-
menls, Lhal is, to restrict whalever
conclusions are arrived al Lo those
which are both desirable and (easible.
Too much of the literature of dis-
armamenl and arms conlrol seems Lo
bear oul Lo a distressing degree 111,
Mencken’s definilion of an idealist as
being one who .. on nolicing that a
rose smells belter than a cabbage, con-
cludes that it will also make better
soup.”100 It is this reflection which
prompled me to express a degree of
appreeialion in my opening statemenl
Lo the Naval War College Revicie, 1L s
difficult to isolate precisely whal is the
exacl nalure of this differenee in alti-
tude. [ suggested, T think, something of
it in referring to the more pragmalic
oriculation ol actual decisionmaking
and leadership. Perhaps the best way Lo
deseribe the attitude is to call it more
intellectually hard-nosed, 1t rejects the
approach of so many which ean best he
deseribed  as  extrapolation  from  the
Larely possille to the remotely possible,
The approach 1 have chosen here i
accordance wilth the suggestion of the
syllabus will limit itsell Lo a considera-
tion of some manifeslations of control
which have proven suecessful and the
reasons Lherelore, and un examination
ol 1he Tramework of the post-1945
dizlogs. [t will accept the terminology
ol Hedley Bull in defining the two
major components of the prohlem as
“arms control” {international restraint
upon  armamenls  policy) and  “dis-
armament” (Lhe reduction or aholition
of armaments) 101 This distinclion is
impliced by lartmann in his contention
that the goal of dissrmament may be to
wiligale the elfects of whatever arms do
exisl rather than Lo disarin, 102
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Disarmament and  arins  control
policies historically have been, for the
mosl parl, cither enforeed by a con-
queror on a subjngated nalion or sought
by nations under mutually advantageous
conditions rom positions ol sovereign
cquality 203 Although this section will
treat mostly on the latter, it is useful to
examine at lcast one instance of the
former, namely the rcarming of Ger-
many alter 1933. Hartmann notes quite
correctly that the 12-year term of ser-
vice provisions of the Versailles Treaty
backlired at such lime as Germany
unilertook rearmament since it provided
Uitler with a large prolessional nucleus
upon which to build.104 Aparl from
this it is uscful to consider the historical
context of this rearming. Churchill
points Lo the fact that the German
demand for removal ol armament re-
striclions, made al the 1932 Disarma-
ment Conlerence, {prior to Hitler’s
clection as Chancellor) met wilh con-
gsiderable favorable response even in the
British press. The Times referred to it as
“the timely redress of inequality.”103
As carly as 1927, upon withdrawal of
the Inter-Allied Control Commission
from Germany, there had been noted a
German “straining” of the provisions of
Versailles. 106 German produetion of
firstline aireralt climhed at a phenome-
nal rate after 1938 from about 900 in
1934  to approximately 4,700 Dby
1939107

It can be seen genevally that the
imposition of restrictions upon a van-
guished nation in this inslance was not
successful. The multiplicily of reasons
for this would require treatment in a
scparate paper. Noleworthy were the
lnck of effective imposition of restric-
tons and the ahsence of a successful
policing mechanism, This, of course,
rclates Lo material developed in the first
installment, ie., that ultimately a sov-
creign nalion can do what it damned
well pleases. Bul, in addition, there was
an attitude underlying public opinion at
the time of sceming unwillingness Lo
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pursuc a strict policy of sanclion which
was gencrally reflecled by the leadership
of the Western democracics. Assuniing
cffeetive control and policing mechan-
ism is available, the question mnst be
raised as to how cffective the mechan-
ism would bhe in the light of public
apathy.

These observalions are of value in
turting Lo a consideration of the Wash-
mgton Naval Conlerence of 1922, This
atlempl at arms control has been viewed
as cilher a success or a failure depending
on onc’s inlerprelation of how long an
agreemenl must last o be suceesstul,
among other things. When viewed beside
the Rush-Bagol Agreement {an execu-
live agrecment, by the way, and nol a
treaty),08 with a life span strelching
from 1817 to the present, it is not a
notable success. Yel when  viewed
againsl olher conferences with similar
aims {[laguc Conferencesy it can he
considered quite successful, especially
when one eonsiders the numher of
issues which were sucecssfully resolved.
The Washington Agreement made no
provision for trealy enforcement, al-
though it was cxpressed in treaty form.

The signatorics of the Washinglon
Naval Treaty, in order to verify each
other’s fulfillment of treaty obliga-
tions, relied on their own resources of
military intelligence and cspionage.
And the sanction or enforcement
which lay behind the treaty, the re-
course innocenl parties bad in the case
of a violation of the treaty, was not
appcal to an international agency of
cnforcement, but the resumption of
the naval arms race. !

The Washington Trealy provided for
tonnage ratios of 5:5:3:1.67: 1.67 for
the United States, Great Britain, Japan,
I'rance, and Ttaly, respectively, in regard
to battleships and battle eruisers. It did
not apply to submarines, eruisers, and
destrayers on the subject of which no
accord could he reached. 110 Tor Lhis
rcason Stoessinger considers Lthe Con-
ference to have been unsuceessful since
the ships Lo be discarded were obsolele
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anyway, and ships considered most
valuable in fulure wars could not bhe
brought under the terms of Lhe agrec-
ment. | would reject this definition of
unsuceess on two grounds. One cannol
consign the battleship Lo the honeyard
of weaponry in Lhe year 1922 hearing
in mind, as has Hartinann, the argu-
ments of Lhe battleship admirals and
carrier admirals in the early days of
World War TLU11 Atthough the period
after World War T saw many evolution-
ary Lrends in doctrine and eonstruclion
which subsequently usurped the posi-
tion of the batlleship as Lhe capital ship,
they had not been incorporaled into
naval doctrine by 1922 1o a degree that
rendered  the battleship obsolete. In
addition, it might be suggested that the
inclusion of all Lypes ol vessels would
have ercated a picture of “total” dis-
armament which some of the signalorics
might have considered unacceplable
from the point of view of national
prestige. In the arca of inlernalional
agrcements of this type, the usefulness
of the half-a-loal approach cannol be
digcarded by the “should-have-beens.”

The history of disarmament and arms
control proposal and counterproposal
{ollowing World War 11 is many faceted,
and this paper can only louch upon
certain  features and commenl upon
them, To begin with, 1 think il is
necessary Lo differentiale the respeclive
altitudes of the United States and the
Soviet Union to the problem. The
Sovicl Union in particnlar has tended to
view disarmament and arms control as
only one aspecl of its total fabric of
ideological and pragmalic assumplion.
Control of violence and related prob-
lems musk be viewed as & manifestation
of Lthe Soviel concepl of historical
development, The initial example of this
was in the Soviel response Lo the Baruch
plan. The thrust of much Sevict
counterproposal leancd Lloward render-
ing the United States relatively unable
to respond with wuclear capability Lo

Soviel mbpunsimlist policy in Fastern
Published by
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Furope.l12 Stoessinger tends 1o view
Sovicl policy in this period as heing
greatly motivated by a mistrust of the
implications ol inspection, 113 Thus the
Soviels were foreed Lo veto the Baruch
plan due Lo ils prohibilion of velo on
the question of sanclions. Tle suggesls
that, in addition, the chances for pas-
sage ol the Baruch plan might have been
enhanced by our  permitting  Lhe
USSR, to continuc atomic research
alter 1940114 In light of Sovicl stra-
legic goals in Kastern Europe during this
period, | lend to doubt whether Lhese
revisions would have proven adequale to
Soviet needs. The politieal implications
of the Soviet shift to a more refined
posilion (control rather than deslrue-
Lion) on nuclear armaments are cvident
when viewed againat the hackground of
the suceessful explosion of the Sovict
atomic bomb in 1949 and the Korean
war, The Soviet Union certainly had a
valid strategic purpose in attempting to
underniine Weslern wnily in time of
erisis, and the propaganda polential of
disarmament  proposals  was not  ne-
glecled.

The Soviel positions in the post-
Stalin period lwve reflected a similar
derivation (rom the Communist world
view, DBurkemper’s analysis of the
Vyshinsky proposal of 1954 corrcctly
concludes Lhal it was designed Lo make
il appear that the West and the U.S.5.11.
were quite close o agreement, even
though there was  little  substantive
change, and that Western  military
huildup was, Lo a degree, rendered
unneeessary 113 This  “sollening,” il
should be noted, occurred during the
interregnum - when Soviet  leadership
seemed to be toying with the premise of
undesirabilily of  war, which would
eventually become a causal lactor in Lhe
Sino-Soviel split. Malenkov wrole,

..o {war]  with Lhe conlemporary

means of warfare means Lhe destruc-

Liow of world civilization,1 10
This concept lad to be reversed alter his
removal, for obvious political reasons,
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but iL emerged in 19506 when Khrush-
chev reassessed Lhe inevilability of war
al the 20th Varty Congress, and has
remained a generally eonsistent premise
of Soviet doctrine sinee that time.117
Shifts within this [ramewaork can also be
traced to larger [oreign policy considera-
Lions. Ior inglance, the emphasis on the
nonprolileration aspecl of the problem
can be sel against the widening Sino-
Soviel  breach with its {undamental
doetrinal dilferences on the nalure and
inevitability of war. The increased
emphasis on consumer goods as opposed
1o heavy industry following Stalin’s
death is correctly emphasized by Bur-
kemper. 118 The lessons Lo be drawn
fram these instances suggest a conlinned
Soviel view of disarmament and related
problems as an extension ol larger con-
stderations of ideology and doctrine.
Finally, there are a number of ather
fundamental obscrvations on the resulls
of disarmament which bear analysis. It
was suggested above that the lmited
goals ol the Washington Conference
provided a greater degree of feasibilily
in achieving a eonsensns which was
agreeable to the signatories. Wright has
suggesled a corollary argument in his
idea that far-rcaching regulations on
military methods and arms might do
away wilh many of the eanses ol war
bot, at the same time, might also reduce
the rzeluctanee lo go Lo war, thereby
making wars more [requent, 1T the
nuelear deterrent acled in a posilive
fashion in localizing lhe four conflicls
deseribed by Stloessinger, whal would
the result have been in ils absence? In
the present cra we secem lo be faced
with Lhe problem of Tundamental lack
of aceeplance by Lhe Soviel Union of
the policing mechanism, speeifically,
inspeetion of suflicient scope Lo justify
ils value as a policing mechanism. 1 this
is Lthe ouly point ol conlenlion, are
other means of discovery available Lo
warrant its exelusion from the dis-
armament package? Al the present, | do
nol believe so. And assuming Lhat the

state of development of such means
reaches a point ol perlectibility at
which leadership is willing Lo {orego the
use of inspection, what are the legal
implications of their being included in
international  agreements?  To  what
degree should their capabilitics be di-
vulged? One instance ol the latter was
President Eisenhower’s choiee in Lhe
U-2 allair. Another less sensalional
example has been the inereasing use in
public brielings ol photoreconnaissance
produclion, e.g., the Cuoban missile
erisis. These examples have moved many
commentalors Lo many conclusions, but
L think it is fairly certain that right now
much intelligenee  collection must be
cxcreised extrajuridically in the inter-
national legal sense of the word. Its
importance, however, leads one Lo wake
some remarks on the subject, remarks, T
would suggest, which arc badly nceded.

SOME OBSERVATIONS

In large measure, those who have
wrillen on the subject of the place of
intelligenee as an instrument of loreign
policy have been handicapped in al least
lwo ways. Ifirst, Lhere is Lhe nature ol
the heast itsell and Lbe necessity, en-
forced by legislation, of keeping a tight
rcin on ils conlenl and the means
whereby it is achieved, Most proles-
sionals in the (icld who have wrillen for
public  consumplion have recognized
this facl, and Ltheir books have refleeted
a high degree of caulion and are most
uselnl, ironically, Lo those leasl in need
of explanation: other professionals
whose hackground allows them Lo give
snbstance Lo shadow. ¥ven those books
wrillen [rom inlormation of an “inside”
nalure cannol propcrly be commented
upon publicly by the expert, since Lo
pass judgment one way or inother could
indicale the direclion of, or arcas of
proflicicney in the intelligenee effort.
Sceondly, there is  the underlying
premige in democralic sociclics (so ably
phrased by, 1 belicve, Cordell Lull:
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“Gentlemen, do not read one another’s
mail”) that there is something funda-
mentally sinister here. Yet, in modern
foreign and defense policy, like it or
not, it is a necessity.

Perhaps it is for these reasons that
relatively little attention has been given
to the subject. Of the required sources
for this paper, only Professor Hartmann
devotes space to the subject and, in his
two pages, suggests that it is of “prime
importance.”120 But even in his fine
book, a greater appreciation of the
subject might have been helpful to
clarify at least one item. The second
edition (1962) contains a passage from
General Gavin’s 1958 book, War and
Peace in the Space Age, on the question
of targeting; to wit:

Although few people realize it, there is
no way today to give information to a
missile in the United States that will
cause it to arrive with accuracy at a
specific geographic point in the Soviet
Union. This is because the exact rela-
tion of specific points in the Soviet
Union to the United States is not
known except in the case of the few
observatories that were in existence
prior to the Red Revolution . . 121

Hartmann suggests that a new radar
system made public in 1960 could be
helpful.122 But certainly the implica-
tions of the U-2 flights, also made
public in 1960, would be encugh to
warrant the exclusion of General
Gavin's statement from this context, 123
The establishment of geographical co-
ordinates for targeting purposes has
always been a fundamental reason for
overflight.

The use of intelligence technigues is
highlighted by another problem area of
the prior section. It was suggested that a
further hindrance to acceptance of the
principle of inspection by the U.S.S.R.
was due to the belief that inspection
parties and other forms of surveillance
would accumulate information beyond
the scope of the mission, for instance,
targeting information.124 In an atmo-
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tude is entirely rational, and the respec-
tive positions continue to be irrecon-
cilable. Thus the practical aspects of
gaining information would remain and
would probably continue to revolve
around the constant refining and
development of technical collection
capability in addition to the other more
traditional forms of intelligence gather-
ing.

By way of conclusion and after
having given these problems a good
amount of attention, I think the most
usable concept of arms control has been
evolved by Hedley Bull,

If arms control in its broadest sense
comprises all those acts of military
policy in which antagonistic states co-
operate in the pursuit of common
purposes even while they are struggling
in the pursuit of conflicting ones, then
it i likely that the United States and
the Soviet Union have been practising
arms control throughout the period of
the cold war.

In all probability, whatever forms of
agreed controls are implemented in the
future, they will not be significantly
different from those which have proven
historically feasible. They will in all
likelihood be limited in scope and de-
finable as well within the overall Soviet
ideological and political goals of the
time, insofar as they are acceptable to
the US.S.R. Assuming probable Soviet
refusal to incorporate satisfactory in-
spection procedures into any arms con-
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trol or disarmament agreements, the
United States will probably not enter-
tain any agreement of this nature until
such time as an equitable substitute for
inspection has evolved from the U.S.
point of view. Barring the unfore-
seeable, this development will probably
be in the evolution of a more sophisti-
cated intelligence collection capability.

In the overall area of nuclear
strategy, the process of restricting the
limits of the nuclear deterrent will
continue to occupy wuch of the stra-
tegic thinking in the United States as it
has heretofore.126 [ would suggest,
however, that due consideration be
given to the positive contributions of
the idea of massive deterrence. A con-
traction of the doctrinal limits of
response, according to several strategic
thinkers, would lessen the probability of
its use. We may, as a result, ask our-
selves (in addition to the question posed
previously concerning the possibility of
cscalation of the four crises in the
absence of a massive nuclear deterrent)
“What would be the effect of the
substitution of controlled for unlimited
deterrence upon the frequency of in-
surgency in the present era?” This rela-
tionship is influenced by a number of
factors not the least of which is the
particular historical instance to which it
is being applied. However, if one can
draw an overall conclusion from the
lessons of recent history, it is that the
implications of the so-called “balance of

terror” have proven sufficiently useful
in localizing potential international
crises to warrant its retention as a
premise within which to frame rational
doctrine. This concept places great
burdens on leadership and populations.
To allow leadership to use the premise
as a foundation of policy, populations
are required in return to live out their
lives under a threat of possible annihila-
tion. The result, especially in the liberal
democracies, is a degree of social in-
stability and unrest which is difficult to
mollify. The leadership, in any case,
must weigh the two and establish the
necessary priorities. Are the national
interests best served by pursuit of one at
the expense of another? The prospect of
having to make this sort of decision is
grim. I began with a quote from Dag
Hammarskjold and I shall end with one,
germane Lo the responsibilities of leader-
ship and the bleakness of its environ-
ment.

The road,
Y ou shall follow it.

The fun,
You shall forget it.

The cup,
You shall empty it.

The pain,
Y ou shall conceal it.

The truth,
You shall be told it.

The end,
You shall endure it.127
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Xenophon: Speech to the Greek officers
after the defeat of Cyrus at Cunaxe, 401 .,
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THE BAROMETER

READERS' COMMENTS

This section has heen established
to provide a forum for the useful
cxchange of ideas hetween Neaval
War College Review readers and the
Naval War College.

Unoflicial comments by the read-
ers on articles which appear in the
Review arc encouraged and will he
considered for publication in subse.
quent issucs.

Comments should be addressed
to:

The Editor

Naval War College Review
Naval War College

Newport, Rhode Island 02840

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol21/iss5/6
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