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In the present heated debate over die justice and 
sanity of tliennonuclear defense-a debate already 
well advanced in Great Britain and gaining headway 
in the United S t a t e s 4  often appears that nuclear 
realists and nuclear pacifists deliberately misunder- 
stand one another. There is a disturbing tendency 
to bJpass concrete discussion and to scatter energy 
in personal acrimony and repetition of cliches. 

Apparently the problem is simply that each posi- 
tion sees its opposite as an absolute antithesis. The 
nuclear pacifist tends to regard nuclear realism as 
a reckless and \vanton invitation to the total destruc- 
tion of civilization. The nuclear rciilist tends to look 
upon nuclear pacifism as a sentinientnl and fool- 
hardy summons to total capitulation to Communism. 
As a matter of fact, scaych ;IS \ve \vill, there do not 
seem to be any serious advocates of either estreme. 
The opponents so conceived are caricatures. No one 
aspires to total destruction or to total surrender. 
Each side believes precisely in the feasibility of its 
strategy for avoihng both citastrophes. There are, 
of course, important differences in the weight given 
to the tivo estrcime possibilities and the question as 
to which is the worse fate, total destruction or total 
surrender, is an urgcnt subject for debate. 

tinder the circumstances, with the two camps fail- 
ing to conimunicate and occxionnlly cliarging bad 
faith, we need to scrutinize more closely the respec- 
tive methods advanced for achieving world order 
without total war and ~vi thout  unconditonal surren- 
der. \Ve must put  frank and detailed queries to nu- 
clear realists and to nuclear pacifists, with an earnest 
endeavor to avoid unreasoned emotion and unfair 
allegations. \Ve must especially eschew the easy 
course of thinking that nuclear realists are without 
moral compunction and that nuclear pacifists are 
without practical judgment. 

.4ccordingly, it is imperative to look critically at 
the terms “utopian,” “naive,” and “irresponsible” as 
applied to nuclear pacifist arguments. By the same 
token we must question such imprecise and inflam- 
matory adjectives as “exTedient,” “reckless,” and 
“militaristic” as directed to nuclear realist conten- 
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tions. If such terms are to be used they must be 
given more content than Iieretofore, for as now em- 
ployed they hide the real strengths and wenkncsses 
of the respective positions and make it d%cult for 
the dsputants to speak to oiie another concretely. 

\\’hat follows is an attempt to further open dis- 
cussion from the nuclear pacifist \iewvpoint. The nu- 
cleilr pacifist position rests on two main arguments: 
( 1 )  the t?ioral argument thilt wholeside taking of 
human life cannot be justified even in the defense 
of the state; ( 9 )  the strategic or mititiuy-political 
argument that defense by thermonuclear weapons is 
self-defcnting and actually leads to the destniction 
of the state. Neither argument necessurily rcsts upon 
a utopian vie\v of society nor upon a perfectionist 
view of human nature in the way, for esaniple, that 
h,lornl Rearmament does. Neither is an attempt to 
apply i1 religious ethic (e.g., the Scnnon on the 
hlount) directly to the affairs of states. Neither is 
dependcnt upon absolute pacifism. 

line beyond 
udiicli, in tlic name of conscience and snnih,  lie 
refuses to go in the defense of his own values and 
in defense of his state. Nuclear pacifism clraivs into 
its fold a brond coalition of persons with many per- 
sonal philosophies and attitudes. The nuclehr pacifist 
may be an idealist but, as often, he is n stark pessi- 
miit Lvitli little immediate hope for thc \vorld. Un- 
certain of alternati\~es in world affiiirs, lie is at  least 
convinced that thc present course of nations, nith 
its dcfiance of conscience and insult to coinnion 
sense, holds no promise. This dogged insistence upon 
a personal protest largely devoid of ideological sub- 
stance is clearly illustrated by many of the rank and 
file supporters of tlie Canipnign for Nuclear Dis- 
armnment in Great Britain. 
1’0 date nuclear pacifism has been more a mood 

than a program. It has seemed on occasion even 
conteniphious of political solutions. The nuclear 
pacifist’s criticisms of the prevailing defense strate- 
gies of the great powers are not less valid for that 
reason, but his case might win anmuch wider hearing 
if he \vere more wilting to face the problems of 
political responsibility. I t  is obvious that the Cam- 
paign for Nuclear Disarmament represents a tremen- 
dous ground-swell of popular feeling and has even 
succeeded momentarily in capturing the official pol- 
icy of tlie Labor Party. But a t  the same time it has 
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paid insufficicnt atteiition to the strategic alterna- 
tives to thermonuclear defense and, therefore, is 
presently incapable of winning the support of hfr. 
Gaitskell and the parliamentary leadership of the 
party. 

- I n  the United States nuclear pacifism has had even 
less testing in the fires of strategic controversy. Con- 
sidering themselves a weak minority nuclear pacifists 
hatee joined in such broadly-based groups as the Na- 
tional Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, which 
has concentrated its efforts (and probably rightly, 
given the Anierican political climate in the last dec- 
ade) on attaining a test ban treaty with Russia. .But 
unfortunately there are few voices to raise publicly 
the niorc radial  doubts about thermonuclear de- 
fense i1nd to suggest plausible alternatives. 

The plain truth is that nuclear pac&ts have made 
isolated susgestions of value for the strategic de- 
fense of -democracy, but they have not forged them 
into ;i grand design which could be concretely de- 
bated. Yet the chief relevance of their suggestions 
w i U  depend upon how convincingly they are able 
to join premises and strategies and to organize 
strategies into a system of priorities. In broad out- 
line, here is how one nuclear pacifist attempts to 
move from premises to programs. 
0 

Since tliermonuclcar war is morally and politically 
self-defeating, and the same may be said of chemical 
and biological war in even greater degree, we must 
prcpare to ad\mxe our national interests in other 
wnys. Such means &\ride into conventional military 
and non-militar). methods. Conventional military de- 
fense by the strengtliening of NATO ground forces 
is perlinps the coininon current proposal, as stated 
niobt rcccntly and with great cogency by B. H. Lid- 
dell Hart, tile British niilitaq espert. *\ U N  force 
to interpose itself bchveen \\Tarring factions w-ithin 
nations a i d  betmveen nations has already demon- 
striitccl its v.ilue, in spit9 of glaring u-eaknesses in 
the hasty UN Congo opcration. A force recruited 
directly by the UN,  maintained permanently and 
with its national components more fully integrated, 
miglit eliminate many of these \veahesses. 

Yet tlie possibility must be faced that an enemy 
\vi11 employ or threaten to employ nuclear weapons 
or superior Sround forces against our conventional 
forces, or tliat the forces of contesting nations will 
oven~~lielni a much smaller U N  force. Political real- 
ism dictntcs thc need to plan for a “defense in depth” 
\vlucli \ t i l l  take into account non-militar). types of 
resist :\rice. 

Tlicrc arc, of course, the much needed compre- 
herisi i~ regiond economic and social development 
plans ndvanced and aided by the \Vest independent- 
ly or through the UN. One such plan in the Middle 
Exst \vould be wortli a legion of Baghdad Pacts and 
Eisenliowr Doctrines. They depend upon securing 
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the cooperation of tKe regional states, and thus do 
not lie wholly or even principally within the power 
of the IVestern alliance; but our initiative could have 
great persuasive value, particularly if the economic 
benefits could be dramatized. Likewise, measures to 
increase the authority of tlie U N  and other inter- 
national organs, such as the World Court, are desir- 
able steps toward a legally regulated community 
of nation-states. Again, however, these depend on 
the cooperative good faith of other nations, includ- 
ing those who are currently our enemies and against 
whom we seek temporary defense until the long- 
range measures achieve success. 

So we are brought inevitably to the possibilities 
for defense lying in the largely uneqdored area of 
“non-Liolent resistance.” By this we mean purposeful 
non-violent group action for political ends. The near- 
est andogies are, of course, Gandhi and the Ameri- 
can Negroes. The objection tliat the Russians are 
not bound by the same scruples as the British and 
Americans must be taken seriously into account. Cer- 
tainly a non-violent resistance movement on behalf 
of one world power against another world power 
has no ready parallel. It is also true that a state is 
more likely to use repressive force against another 
state depending on non-violent methods than is a 
government likely to use such force agzinst its otvn 
citizens. 

Nevertlicless, there arc characteristics of human 
nahire which seem to manifest themselves politically 
and presumably appear even in the Russian leaders 
and citizens. Serious study of non-violent defense 
will try to locate and analyze those characteristics 
and to capitalize upon them. To take but one exam- 
ple, Dr. Jerome D. Frank of Henry Phipps Psychi- 
atric Clinic, Johns Hopkns University, has noted 
that “self-fulfilling prophecies” apply not only to in- 
dividual psychoses but to national psychoses, i.e., 
hostile nations tend to act in such a way as to con- 
firm one another’s worst suspicions. IVhy is this SO? 

And, of special importance, homr can the If’est shape 
its policies so as to diminish if not actually dispel 
the Russian psychosis of “Western imperialism”? 
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It is clear, then, that although non-violent, such 
strategy is both coercive and calculating, for it has 
as its end the influencing of an enemy, first to refrain 
from the use of his militan force, and second to 
adopt similar defense of his interests. l h i l e  such 
plans may strike us as rather impractical they are 
by no means sentimental. They do not proceed on 
sweeping utopian foundations. They depend rather 
upon an accurate assessment of man as a political 
creature. 

Undoubtedly the crucial question concerns whether 
the deterrent character of military force can be dup- 
licated or at least paralleled in non-military forms 
of defense. To be specific, if the Russians no longer 



faced what is to them certainly a genuine fear, 
namely the r e m a m e n t  of Germany, how should 
the West fill the central European "power vacuum" 
so as to supply an equivalent for the deterrent effect 
of military force? What forms of non-military resist- 
ance will either cliscourage the Russians from invad- 
ing !Vestem Europe at all or, if tliey do, will be 
capable of exacting so high a price in local civil 
discontent and dissension in their own ranks, that it 
will seem too high for the benefits gained? 

It may be taken for granted that such resistance 
would demand unusual collesion and continuity. It 
could not be left to chance or inspiration. The forms 
of resistance would have to be carefully rehearsed 
until they became as habitual as the shooting of 
firearms. A chain of command and strategic patterns 
would have to be arranged through months and 
years of training. The estent to which resistance 
should assume obstructionist fomis, e.g., seeking phy- 
sically to block tlie passage of troops or supplies or 
to desist from \vork which would aid the enemy, in 
contrast to clliefly symbolic forms of resistance such 
as mass demonstrations, needs to be closely defined. 

It is also virtually certain that for the resistance 
movement to haire masimum effect it would need to 
retain a pronounced public and therefore sjmbolic 
character, p'vticipated in by a solid core of persons 
who were clearly recognized as speaking for the na- 
tiond majority. Gandlu once suggested that the Jews 
of Nazi Germany, instead of going quietly one b. 
one to the concentration camps, should have joined 
in groups to commit suicide in public. This might 
have stirred thc conscience of Gemiiiny. Politically 
effectisre non-Liolent resistance has to be framed so 
that i t  cannot be easilv dissipated or suppressed as 
the work ofdan ahpicil  minority of agitators. It is 
absolutely basic that it take into accouiit the demand 
for order in conununities and, therefore, any pro- 
gram bvould have to convince U'estern citizcns and 
Soviet armies of its essentially constructive rather 
than anarchistic purpose. Perhaps for this very rea- 
son 'obstructionist tactics, at least of the cruder sort,' 
should not be too readily resorted to. 

Tlie ramifications of such non-violent policies are 
seemingly endless. If a determined invasion were 
launched by Soviet leaders, could the resisters split 
the allegiance of the invading army? Could the na- 
ture and aim of the resistance movement be com- 
municated to Russian citizens so that the same or 
similar types of resistance might spread to the terri- 
tory of the invader? Hon. deep a penetration by 
invading forces nrould the M'est be willing to sustain 
before considering the resistance plan a failure? 
How would civil and political anarchy be anticipated 
and checked, for example, in the event of internal 
coups by collaborationists or chauvinists? How 
would Western non-violence oppose an infiltration 
of Eastern agents rather than Eastern armies? 

To admit to these questions is doubtless to demon- 

strate for some readers that the entire conception 
of non-military defense, being beyond certain con- 
trol, is subsequently beyond practical consider il t '  Ion. 
But i t  is equally clear that the age-old theories and 
habits of war confront us with consequences fully 
as unpredictable and ,uncontrollable. Since the dan- 
gers in our dependence upon military defense ' arc 
now so vast, it is a rejection of realism to ignore 
non-milit;u?r alternatives merely because they are 
not familiar or because they also contain dangers. 
Until the possible new courses me explored, how 
can we truly weigh their dangers against those of 
thermonuclear catasbophe? 

A non-violent resistance niovement along such lines 
demands an estraordinruy national discipline. It nec- 
essitates a stronger sense of national purpose and a 
greater willingness on the part of citizens to be in- 
formed politically and to subordinate personal inter- 
ests to -state interests. Under such conditions, the 
dangers of a monolithic statism are doubtless great 
and would have to be watchcd curefully, but they 
are certainly no greater than those inherent in our 
present over-militarized society with its concentm- 
tion of power and national destiny in the hands of 
a few political and military leaders. It is also clem 
that the responsibilities to be borne by tlic Il'esteril 
European partners of NATO would be vastly greater 
than ours since it is their territories \vhich woulcl be 
initially e.xposed to Soviet invasion. 
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Let us c a r v  our speciiliition one step further: by 
\vhiIt means could a sufficiently disciplined leadcr- 
ship be supplied for a non-violent resistance move- 
ment? Tlie proposal for a freedom youth corps ns an 
alternati\.c way of fulfilling militar). sen-icc offers 
some interesting possibilities. A group nit11 tlic mo- 
rale and discipline normally iissocintecl only \\-it11 the 
military could be employed to symbolize and to 
propagate If'estern politicid and social values. Tlie 
membership should be rccruited under a joint NATO 
plan, a project \vhich might give new life to NATO 
just a t  the moment its military function is clouded 
by the fast developments in thermonuclear technol- 
ogy. Such a corps could be trained in the first in- 
stance to curry out cultural and economic projects 
in all the NATO countries and wherever imvited, 
hopefully within Communist countries as part of 
cultural exchange programs. Simultaneously they 
would be trained in methods of resistance to enemy 
occupation. They would s e n e  as the cadres for a 
hge-scale civil resistance plan whose aim it would 
be to make enemy occupation of NATO countries a 
distinct political and military liability. \\'it11 high 
standards of selection, the freedom youth corps 
n7ould be a dynamic embodiment of \Vestem values 
fulfilling the kind of emotional symbolic value now 
usually reserved for troops on parade. Thus the 
corps' function in ''passive" resistance would be one 
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part of a larger conception, an extension of positive 
political purpose and not an expression of defeatism. 

Ob\iously there are many unanswered questions 
about the timing and the effects of the development 
and use of such a corps. How should it be related 
to conventional forces? In what order or in what 
combination should military and non-military meas- 
ures of defense be employed? Should conventional 
forces be used fist  and non-military “forces” only 
as a last resort? Should the youth corps occupy for- 
ward positions in central Europe and be “backed 
up” by conventional forces? Or, if we concede value 
to noi-military defense, is there any reason for con- 
ventional forces beyond those needed to maintain 
internal order in the \Vestem states? In Germany, 
for example, could a de-militarized zone be estab- 
lished east of the Wine River in which only youth 
corps units \vould be stationed? Could such a plan 
persuade the Soviets to withdraw their occupation 
forces behind the Oder-Neisse line? 

A iii;ijor question concerns how these nieasures 
are to be related to Soviet moves. Are they to pio- 
cccd unilaterally or bilnterally or in some combina- 
tion of the hvo processes? There can be little doubt 
tliat the hoped-for goal is bilaterd agreement. The 
question is, how much unilateral action by the IVest 
is permissible and even necessary in order to encour- 
age the Communists to enter agreements, whether 
c.pressed or tacit? All  first steps of a bilateral nature 
are certainly to be encouraged as a basis for estab- 
l i s l i i n ~  a measure of trust. For tlus reason, the nu- 
clear pacifist should look with favor on negotiations 
for :I nuclear test ban, preivention of surprise attack, 
:incl disiirmanient plans that reduce or eliminate 
\rwpons or redistribute them-as in the proposals 
lor “nloni-frce” zones. Tlie nuclear pacifist does not 
furtlicr his cause by iiisistin~ on all or nothing at all, 
cspccially since tlie decisions for war and peace may 
\vcll hirn on an estremely dclicate balance of trust 
and fcar. 

On the other linnd, tlie nuclear pacifist may be 
ask ins  for too much in his over-insistence on bilateral 
ngrcemcnt. This is now rather generally recognized 
in ;I limited fashion with respect to the degree of 
precision in the control devices for policing n test 
bnn. An elcnient of trust must enter in if there is to 
be any nuclear test biin agreement. But perhaps the 
principle needs to be estended. In negotiations for 
bilateral aqreements each party seeks maximum gains 
lv i t l i  minimum concessions, not only because of ex- 
pansionist aims but also because of genuine fear of 
the motives of the other. Thus the Soviets may be 
un\villing to enter certain bilateral agreements as 
long as it sc‘cnis to them that we are trying to get 
an unfair advantage whicli might be used apinst  
them. It appears that this is the honest conviction 
of the Russians about our suggestions for disarma- 
ment controls. In such an impasse there is something 
to be said for unilateral initiative in disarmament. 
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Such initiative might take the form of dismantling 
of a number of nuclear bombs, of withdrawing nu- 
clear tactical weapons from \Vestern Europe or mis- 
siles from Great Britain, or demilitarization of all 
or part of IVestem Germany. 

Tlie aim in all such unilateral action would be to 
offer tangible evidence of the honest motives we 
profess in negotiations. The Communists might there- 
by be enticed into further bilateral agreements in 
which their interests are served as well as ours. Uni- 
lateral gestures of this sort would be s i g d c a n t  out 
of proportion to their actual effect on the balance 
of power. They would possess an effective symbolic 
value, and might give the liberal elements in the 
SoLiet Union the opening to press their policies of 
peaceful accommodation to the West. If we doubt 
the realism of t h i s  line of thought, we need only 
remind ourselves that liberal peace-seeking elements 
in the West are strengthened by the shreds of con- 
cession and diplomatic good behavior periodically 
evidenced by the Soviets (e.g., the Austrian peace 
treaty, the Antarctic treaty, the lease of land to Fin- 
land). Thus n strong case can be made for the Ir’est’s 
risking unilateral initiative disamament. 

There is admitteclly much to be said against it. It 
might be interpreted as wealmess, although t l l i s  is 
not likely to be the case if unilateral initiative is 
combined with \rigorous political activity on a broad 
front, for esample, by the development of the free- 
dom youth corps and foreign programs of regional 
social and economic development. Still, as Reinhold 
Niebulir has aptly put it, “hard utopian illusions” 
(Communism) are always ready to take advantage 
of “soft utopian illusions” (democratic nuclear paci- 
fism). 

Perliaps unilateral initiative will only tempt the 
Coniniunists to greater demands and even invite 
them to invade !irestem Europe. In such discussions 
the analogy of the hiunich “sell-out’’ to Hitler is 
nomially cited as a \;.arning. But let us suppose that 
the inhabitants of Poland, Czechoslovakia, France 
and the Low Countries had been not only wilting 
but  adequately prepared to wage a disciplined cam- 
paign of non-violent resistance and to wage it in the 
streets so that word of it could not fail to reach the 
German people and so that hundreds of thousands 
of Hitler’s troops were occupied merely in “fighting 
civilians. If such a threat could have been a part of 
the negotiating strength of Chamberlain, and not 
merely a desire to aivoid war, the outcome might 
have been different. 

Still there is no way to remove entirely the risk 
of SoLiet invasion of \Pestem Europe. It can only 
be reduced and its dangers prepared for. The West 
must be ready with carefully thought-out conven- 
tional military and/or non-military means of resist- 
ance. And the risk of enemy invasion must be bal- 
anced against the risk of a nuclear conflagration with 
its almost certain loss of freedom for the sunivors 



plus the growing risk of East and If7=! disregarding 
the other nations of the world in their psychotic 
absorption with the Cold IVar. 

The admitted tendency of human nature to take 
advantage of weakness must be balanced by tlie 
recognition of a principle of which nuclear realists 
often seem oblivious: belligerence begets belliger- 
ence and fear creates fear. \Vestern nuclear threats 
only serve to entrench the Soviet dictatorship and 
to postpone the day of peaceful accommodation be- 
tween East and ]Vest. A unilateral move or series 
of moves to diminish the imtating quality of nuclear 
defense may be indispensable to getting bilateral 
agreements of substance. Such a well-considered 
policy has every right to resent the stigma “utopian” 
and to claim the approbation of “realism,” for i t  de- 
fines that in U7estem life which is worth defending 
and suggests sensible \vays to defend it. 

Thus a middle ground of strategy may be attain- 
able where a majority of nuclear realists and paci- 
fists can stand. While each doubtless prefers his o\vn 
relatively simplified do,mns, they may have to 
concede merit in one another’s insights. Under n 
pragmatic Kennedy administration something of the 
sort may occur. It is rather startling at first glance 
that Kennedv’s foreign policy is a schizophrenic 
combination ‘of niore arms and more negotiations. 
That his peace proposals are intended to be taken 
seriously seems apparent both in the administrnti1.e 
ei-perience of the men he has so far appointed to 
disnmiament posts and also in his endorsement of ;in 
A r m s  Control Research Institute under go\.ernment 
auspices and the development of a Pence Corps to 
c“-y freedom throu~liout the Lrvorld in a personal 
but non-paternalistic form. Needless to say, the \v,iy 
in which he will combine these projects with othe’r 
defense measures probably. will not coincide with 

die siiggcstions put forth by this writer. But large- 
scale research into the theoretical and prncticnl as- 
pccts of disnmiament and non-violent resistance, 
~ ‘ \ w i  i f  not adopted in toto, could sewe as a constant 
source of political rather than military responses to 
Communist challenge. 

If these and similar p r o g r m  are executed with 
iiiingination, the West may gain sonic monicntum 
and self-confidcnce which will allo\v it to esperiment 
\vith iinilnteral moves. These moves will have the 
additional merit of “keeping tlie Communists guess- 
ing” i1s they have nomiilly kept us guessing during 
the politically passive Eisenhower era. These eiTcri- 
nients in non-military defense wi l l  be carried out by 
an administration that lias “kept its p i l r d  up” niuch 
to the satisfaction of nuclear realists. All in all, 
Kennedv’s nclininistriition promises to use military 
defense’ns a background for diplomatic venture and 
initiative, which is liresumably the utmost that seri- 
ous nuclear realists espcct of nuclear amis. The 
function of nuclear pacikts will be to point con- 
stantly to the disastrous consequences of nuclcar 
wdr not merely in physical terms but also in terms 
of the loss of dignity and freedom among its sur- 
\ivors-and to encourage practical efforts tosirilrd 
non-nuclear defense of democratic nations. 

The writer is under no illusion of speaking for 
other nuclear pacifists, escept in n broad sense. He 
has advanced these Lien‘s and queries in the interest 
of discussion, for even many avowed nuclear realists 
are not satisfied with the way the IVest has been 
combinins military and non-militnry means of de- 
fense. From this point the discussion needs to move 
into specifics ivhere research and eiq~crin~ent and 
reflection replace emotion and fancy. Rhetorical 
countcr-punching is no substitute for inquiry. Con- 
sidering the pittance until now invested in peace 
resenrcli as cornparecl with tlie wealth poured into 
nuclear \veapons, there is little doubt as to where 
the new frontiers of international affairs really lie. 
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