
the unfortunate habit of reading too much. On 
one single day, in the Times, there was a letter 
from an alleged expert on the CIA questioning 
whether the latter’s charter even permitted 
covert operations in foreign countries and a re- 
port to the effect that a federal antidiscrimination 
agency has directed the police department in 
Houston, Texas, to stop screening applicants for 
previous criminal records. Extreme and there- 
fore irrelevant cases? Perhaps. Or, alternatively, 
such cases may be seen as symptoms of a 
strange add ultimately suicidal state of mind. 
What our new political morality may finally come 
to is the self-disarmament of the society, both at 
home and abroad, in the face of forces that have 
only derision for the sensitivities of the liberal 
conscience. 

This is not to preach a political gospel ac- 
cording to Gordon Liddy. Nor is it to gloss over 
the perennial ambiguities between ethics and 
power, liberty and strength, the rights of the in- 
dividual and the collective right to self-defense. 
But different times call for different emphases. 
American society stands today on the brink of 
potentially devastating economic, social, and po- 
litical pressures. It faces depression at home, 
unprecedented isolation and defeat on the inter- 
national scene, and quite possibly war. American 
society, in other words, finds itself within sight 
of a state of siege. It has long been one of the 
glories of the democratic experiment that it has 
sought to pass through such times without sacri- 
ficing the essentials of liberty. But neither can 
such times sustain utopian projects that under- 

mine the basic means of self-defense. The at- 
tainment of every single item on the liberal 
agenda requires a society that is strong both 
domestically and internationally. Like it or not, 
it requires both the FBI and the CIA, as it re- 
quires a formidable military establishment 
sure, this does not imply our emulati 
Nicaraguan model. But neither does it allow us 
the luxury of institutionalizing the political mores 
of the smaller Swiss cantons. If we go any further 
on the latter path we shall perish. With us would 
perish, for a long time, the fondest liberal hopes 
for both freedom and justice. 

PLB 
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EXCURSUS XI 
Environmental War 

The hurricanes which devasted ‘Honduras and 
the floods which all but destroyed Bangladesh 
during the past year served as grim reminders 
of the arbitrary power of weather. Harnessing 
weather as a means of warfare would at one time 
have seemed unthinkable, a grotesque variation 
on chemical and biological warfare. But “weath- 
er war” has already been fought, and i f  current 
diplomatic and congressional efforts fail, weather 
may become a sophisticated weapon in future 
arsenals. 

In January, 1974, former Defense Secretary 
Melvin Laird admitted that, despite past denials, 
the United States had in fact modified the 
weather in Vietnam during its active involvement 
in the war there. Between 1967 and 1972, $21.6 
million was spent in cloud-seeding to cause rain, 
floods, and landslides to block off the Ho Chi 
Minh Trail. The Pentagon estimated that in some 
instances rainfall was 30 per cent above average. 

Representative Gilbert Gude (R.-Md.), co- 
sponsor with Representative Donald Fraser (D- 
Minn.) of a House resolution calling for a pro- 
hibition of weather modification‘as a means of 
warfare (a similar resolution passed the Senate 
in 1973), has noted that the U.S. is the world 
leader in weather modification research and, as 
Such, should take the lead “in proposingaa treaty 
to outlaw military application of this research.” 
America, however, does not seem to be taking 
that lead. Noting the problems which arise when 
a nation practices weather war, Gude indicated 
that it was because bf the Vietnam rainmaking 
that the U.S. weakened a statement on climate 
modification at the 1972 United Nations Stock- 
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holm conference on the environment. 
The U.S. agreed to bilateral talks with the So- 

viet Union on weather and environmental modi- 
fication during the U.S.-Soviet summit last July. 
But the language of the agreement was ambigu- 
ous: It called for discussion of the “most effec- 
tive measures possible to overcome the dangers 
of the use of environmental modification tech- 
niques for military purposes.” This implies, noted 
Dr. Edith Brown Welss of the Brookings Institu- 
tion, “that it is possible to use techniques of en- 
vironmental modification for military purposes in 
an acceptable way.” 

A few months after the bilateral agreement the 
Soviet Union introduced a proposed draft con- 
vention that offered a much broader ban on en- 
vironmental modification warfare at the U.N. 
General Assembly. It called for the “prohibition 
of actions to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other purposes incom- 
patible with the maintenance of international se- 
curity, human well-being and health.” The Gen- 
eral Assembly accepted the draft proposal and 
sent it to the U.N. disarmament committee for 
study by a vote of 126-0, with five abstentions, 
among which was the U.S. 

State Department officials said the reason for 
the abstention was concern that a convention- 
as opposed to a declaration of principles or a 
series of bilateral agreements-might not be the 
best way to handle the issue. Another concern’, 
officials said, was with definitions: Would fog 
dispersal to allow aircraft landings, for example, 
be prohibited? (Dr. Weiss answered this argu- 
ment before the hearings on the House resolu- 
tion: An agreement should “prohibit all applica- 
tions of weather and climate modification for 
hostile purposes, and i f  an ’exception is deemed 
necessary, to very carefully limit it to the dis- 
persal of fog to facilitate landings on one’s own 
or an allied airfield or ship. This approach would 
ban; for example, the use of fog dispersal to 
facilitate the effectiveness of other weapons.”) 

The apparent American position becomes 
clearer i f  we separate the three closely related 
issues actually under discussion. 

1. Weather modification: This involves activity 
affecting the weather on a short-range basis. 
Fog dispersal or cfoud-seeding to produce rain 
are the most obvious examples. The U.S. has 
taken no explicit stand against the use of such 
methods. 

2. Climate modification: State Department of- 
ficials have said the US. would never engage in 
climate modlfication a9 a means of warfare, but 
this involves stlll theoretical modification of the 
long-range weather situation of an, area: this Is 
different from short-range “weather war.” 
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3. Environmental modification: This would in- 
volve altering other aspects of the environment 
in addition to the weather. One example would be 
the use of herbicides, also used by the US. in 
Vietnam. 

Soviet U.N. Ambassador Malik descrjbed sev- 
eral more drastic, though largely theoretical, 
examples to the General Assembly: 

-Creating holes in the ozone layer of the at- 
mosphere which filters out the sun’s ultraviolet 
rays. Al l  life in an area hit by such rays would 
be destroyed. 

-Creating acoustic fields on the sea to com- 
bat navies; infrasound, with a frequency below 
human hearing, can cause mental derangement. 

-Melting ice caps, causing floods and tidal 
waves. 

-Creating tidal waves by underwater explo- 
sions. 

Opponents of all forms of weather, climate, or 
environmental modifications as a means of war- 
fare make a staggering, if fairly obvious, case: 

-Environmental modification is uncontrollable 
and unpredictable. 

-It c‘ .mot separate military and civilian tar- 
gets. “The use of weather modification,” Gude 
notes, “is invariably indiscriminate.” 

-Environmental modification can affect neutral 
nations which are neighbors to a nation under 
attack. 

-Environmental modification technique can be 
used clandestinely, so that a nation may not even 
know it is being attacked. 

-The possibility of undetected attack can feed 
national paranoia: a nation could be led to be- 
lieve that any unusual weatker pattern, for ex- 
ample, resulted from an enemy attack. 

-Environmental modification, like any other 
weapon, would spread to other nations once one 
nation used it. 

-Such modifications could affect the environ- 
mental balance and the production of crops in 
a world already faking a food crisis. 

-Long-range, permanent effects of environ- 
mental modification cannot be forecast. 

-The effects of such warfare cannot be 
stopped once a peace accord has been reached: 
its damage can continue long afterward. 

-As long as environmental modification can 
be used as a weapon, all legitimate peaceful re- 
search will be suspect. Gude said that in the 
1974 fiscal year the U.S.-through the Depart- 
ments of Defense, Commerce, Interior, Transpor- 
tation, Agriculture, and the National Science 
Foundation-spent just under $20 million on 
weather modification research. 

Environmental modification as a means of war- 
fare is an area where the domino theory holds 



up. It’s an easy step ‘from cloud-seeding and 
herbicides to more subtle and crippling tech- 
niques. The US. has so far advanced no “nation- 
al security” defense of such weapons. Yet it must 
be aware that this is an area where, because of 
the advanced state of U.S. technology, the U.S. 
Government looks suspect if it doesn’t take the 
lead in protecting peace and the environment- 
or at least share that lead. The appearance of 
foot-dragging creates an image of a nation hedg- 
ing on its stated moral ideals. 

Washington reporter for National Catholic News 
. Service; former associate editor of National 

Catholic Reporter. 

Jim Castelli 

EXCURSUS 111 
Regional Proliferation: 
Ministers Shrink From the Nuclear 

Crystal Ball 

Ottawa-The Canadian Government is deeply 
split over the sale, virtually completed, of ad- 
vanced nuclear reactors to Argentina and South 
Korea. The projected deals would net a total of 
$1,080 million; but neither of the intending buyers 
is a party to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT), and both can be expected to follow India’s 
path toward regional domination by using the 
plutonium by-product of their reactors for the 
construction of relatively cheap nuclear weapons. 

Canada has consistently refrained from com- 
mitting its sophisticated nuclear energy industry 
to military purposes, but it has emerged as one 
of the major offenders under the NPT. The treaty, 
which is to come up for review in the spring and 
which Canada supports, provides for internation- 
al inspection and safeguards and outlaws the 
provision of specialist technology or fissile ma- 
terials to countries which refuse to be bound by 
its rules. India, whose nuclear device, constructed 
with considerable Canadian technical assistance, 
may yet shatter the entire framework of the 
treaty, is not a signatory. 

Some aspects of the Canadian dilemma, pre- 
senting a clear choice between immediate finan- 
cial gain and the long-term interests of mankind, 
confront all nations in this age of nuclear pro- 
liferation in whlch isolated regional interests 
condemn humanity to extinction. Like their fellow 
executives in most countries, even the “moralist” 
ministers in the Canadian Cabi et have shrunk 3- 

from the awful long-term implications of the 
decision they must make. 

The Trudeau Administration has managed ef- 
fectively to postpone the whole issue since the 
Indian explosion last May by dispatching an in- 
terdepartmental team of officials. to canvass 
opinions in friendly capitals. They have now re- 
turned with three rather obvious options, splitting 
the Canadian Cabinet between the “commercial- 
ists” and the “moralists.” The Prime Minister 
himself is inclined to support the “moralist” 
camp, but there is so much money involved that 
he might change his mind. 

The three alternatives, each of which is equally 
unattractive ‘for different reasons, are (1) con- 
tinuing the present policy of selling reactors at 
competitive prices and against the promises of 
good behavior, (2) restricting sales to customers 
likely to remain peaceful and stable during the 
lifetime of the reactor and willing to facilitate 
rigorous international checks, and (3) banning 
the export of nuclear reactors, materials, and 
technology altogether. 

In a carefully worded statement that can be 
read any way you like, the “moralist” External 
Affairs Minister Allan MacEachen has promised 
to the United Nations that “until more adequate 
internationally agreed measures are instituted, 
Canada intends to satisfy itself that any country 
using Canadian-supplied nuclear technology or 
materials will be subject to binding obligations 
that they will not be used in the fabrication of 
nuclear explosive devices for whatever purpose.” 
The arms merchant’s logic is expressed more 
simply by the “commercialist” Energy Minister 
Donald MacDonald, who asserts that the issue 
of nuclear safeguards is “an international prob- 
lem, not a Canadian one. After developing a 
viable system, should we not sell it internation- 
ally?” 

Civil service advisors, usually the source of 
ministerial inspirations, tend to favor the “com- 
mercialist” camp. Only the Canadian Atomlc 
Energy Control Board, charged with the task of 
defining those “binding obligations,” has a pro- 
fessional commitment to a sane nuclear export 
policy: while all the powers in the Department of 
Industry, Trade and Commerce, the Canadian 
International Development Agency, the Export 
Development Corporation, Atomic Energy of 
Canada Ltd., and even the Department of Ex- 
ternal Affairs measure their personal success in 
terms of sales secured abroad. Their success 
could wreck the NPT by demonstrating that nu- 
clear power for any purpose is available without 
the nuisance of international inspections. 

“Unless there is a strong pressure from 
Canadian public opinion,” comments a senior 
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