
other voices 

In its September issric The Bulletin of Atomic Scien- 
tists prcscntd  an appraisal of thc proposed multi- 
lateral nuclear force by John N C W ~ O ~ I S C  and an argu- 
iiicnt against it by john Silard. (The AiLF was dis- 
cussed cditorially in the July issuc of world\iew.) 
Before presenting thcse t w o  articles, froin which thc 
following excerpts arc taken, thc Bulletin put the 
discussion in context: 

“\\%at thc MLF seems to  rcprescnt is a political 
niancucer rather than a new departiirc in nii2itary 
strategy. It is suggcsted that it answers the French 
forcc de frappc or that it satlsfics \Vest Ccrmany’s 
rcportcd desirc for a nuclear deterrcnt of her own. 
Some argue that it w i l l  prcocnt proliferation; others 
tliat it will encourage indcpendcnt nuclear forces. 
IVhatcvcr the arguments pro and con, the ques- 
tions that must be answercd are: how will the MLF 
aficct a peaceful settlemcnt in Europe, how will i t  
strengthen the AtIantic Alliance, and finally how 
will it affect further negotiations with the USSR on 
a r m  control.” 

. 

An Appraieal 

\ m a t  has been proposed is a mixed-manned force 
of twenty-five freighter-type ships, each bearing 
eight Polaris intermediate-range missiles. The ships 
would be manned by crews representing at least 
three nationalities, the U.S. and two other nations. 
The ships would ply the trading routes of the 
hlediterranean and the Atlantic. They would be dif- 
ficult to track by air, though efforts lvould surely be 
made by the Soviets to monitor their activities by 
submarine and ship, and with ground observers as- 
signed to piers and harbors. 

Estimates of the cost have fluctuated dramatically, 
usually reflecting the degree of opposition to the 
hlFL inside the Pentagon, but it is generally be- 
lieved that it would fall somewhere behveen three 
to five billion dollars in an eight- or ten-year period. 
The United States and Germany would be espected 
to bear the brunt of the cost, behveen seventyEve 
and eighty per cent; their respective contributions 
would be roughly equal, with neither’s presumably 
exceeding forty per cent. Italy would be expected 
to pledge between ten and twenty per cent of the 
balance, depending on whether Britain chose to be- 

come an originid nicniber. Greece and Turkey would 
be limited by lack of resources to token contribu- 
tions. The Benrlris countries, although deeply sus- 
picious of tlic hlLF, Iiave participated in tlie tech- 
nical level talks. Togetlier, Belgium and Holland 
might contribute about five per cent of the cost. 
Canada, Denmark, and Nor\vily have no interest in 
the enterprise. 

The hlLF \vould operate on tlie principle that each 
of the chief contributors-the United States, Ger- 
many, Itnly, and Britain (if slit; joins) would have 
to agree 011 firing the force. The commander of the 
MLF \vould be responsible to the Supreme Allied 
Commander for Europe (SACEUR). In order to pre- 
vent accidental or unauthorized use, the weapon 
systems on each ship would be remotely controlled 
by an electronic permissive link system. A missile 
presumably could not be physically prepared for 
firing until this system had transmitted a coded “am- 
ing” order; an order to fire would be similarly trans- 
mitted. 

President Kennedy never made a full commitment 
to the hlLF. Although he did make clear his inten- 
tion to submit any hfLF agreement to the Congress, 
he refused to engage his own prestige to the point 
of permitting normal congressional consultation on 
tlie diplomatic and technical discussions that he did 
allow to go forward. hioreover, the President was 
careful to say that the proposal was only one of a 
number of possible approaches to the question of 
nuclear weapons control within the alliance and that 
it was a useful approach only to the extent that Eu- 
ropqans responded favorably. 

8 

The rationale for the hlLF is political. Almost no- 
body, American or European, suggests that it would 
meet any military requirement that is not being met, 
or could not be met, in another form. The hlLF, at 
bottom, was designed as a means of satisfying sup- 
posed present or future German requirements in 
the nuclear weapons field. I t  is unrealistic, argue 
the advocates of hlLF, to assume that the Germans 
will continue to contribute the largest share of Nato’s 
conventional strength while standing aside as Britain 
and France proceed with the development of inde- 
pendent national nuclear forces. 

It is as an anti-proliferation measure that the hfLF 
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is normally put forward but its rationale has become 
considerably more complex. For example, numerous 
Europeans are gaining the impression that the MLF 
is intended as a precursor to a European nuclear 
forcc, operating either free of United States partic- 
ipation and control, or, at a minimum, under a vot- 
ing procedure that would allow any three of the 
four Ley governments (United States, Germany, 
Italy, and Britain) to take critical decisions by quali- 
fied majority, A number of Americans believe that 
this would offer the lenst hazardous and most com- 
patible means of satisfying European requirements. 
The h lLF agreement would contain no self-execut- 
ing provision for an evolution of this kind; Congress 
woiild reject-initially, at least-such a departure. 
The idea is that the‘preamble, or some part of the 
agreement, would set forth the willingness of all 
parties to reopen the so-called unanimity provision 
at a kiter date. Thus, the then Vice-president John- 
son, speaking in Brussels last November 8, said, 
“Evolution of this missile fleet toward European con- 
trol, as Europe marches toward unity, is by no means 
excluded.” 
0 

The hlLF is defended on still other grounds. It  
might, for example, provide an alternative and more 
satisfactory arrangement for Britain and France at 
such time as either or both finally decide to discon- 
tinue national nuclear programs. The two could 
merge their nuclear weapons with the MLF, to 
which each could then assign a large portion of the 
costs of these weapons. 

The MLF, it is argued, would also serve to expose 
Europeans to a strategic nuclear weapons program. 
It would offer Europeans participation in the opera- 
tion and control of nuclear weapon systems; it would 
acquaint them with how target assessments and 
assignments are made; it could possibly encourage 
an awareness of the need for a realistic balance be- 
tu’een nuclear and nonnuclear resources. The hiLF 
provides for a considerable European investment- 
Iience a stake-in the enterprise. 

It is argued furtlier that the MLF is an integra- 
tion program and that any integration within the 
alliance would be vastly beneficial, especially now. 
I t  is pointed out that, while the MLF may be un- 
necessary from a military standpoint, it would have 
the political advantage of operating in the European 
theater and would cover targets now covered by 
American weapon systems. This presumably would 
pczrmit retirement of at least some U.S. weapons. 

Finally, some argue that the MLF would isolate 
France, clliefly by weakening the Franco-Gennan 

rapprochement and aligning Germany more h n l y  
with the United States. This in turn would contribute 
to thwarting the Gaullist design for Europe. It would 
also further reduce the possibility of a Franco-Ger- 
man undertaking at the nuclear weapons level. 

John Newhouse 

The Case Against 

It is clear that for the sixties, MLF proponents 
vastly overestimate European desire for a larger 
nuclear role. It is said that without MLF the Ger- 
mans would soon follow the example of de Gaulle 
in developing an independent nuclear force. But 
there is no evidence that the Germans presently de- 
sire a nuclear force of their own. What the Germans 
do desire is assurance that the United States is com- 
mitted to employing its nuclear forces in Europe to 
forestall aggressive action from the east, and that our 
weapons are targeted so as to assure that a nuclear 
exchange would involve Russian territory, not just 
German soil. Yet for &is modest German concern, 
the MLF goes too far. 

The MLF will create an entirely new nuclear force 
at sea, which is both expensive and U M ~ C ~ S S ~  in 
strategic military terms. Moreover, it may kindle 
rather than quiet nuclear aspirations among our Eu- 
ropean allies, and thus propel the very sentiment 
it is claimed the MLF would foreclose-the aspira- 
tion for independent nuclear capability. If we 
espouse the view that our allies’ self-respect requires 
parity of nuclear participation with us, it will not 
be long before they espouse the same view. By con- 
trast, without our active salesmanship, nuclear arms 
development may remain unpopular in Germany, 
England, and other nations. 
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While the hiLF is more than is needed to meet the 
present concern of our allies, on the other hand it 
is inadequate to meet long-term aspirations of Nato 
nations. As Kissinger’s analysis points out [The Re- 
porter, hlarch 19631, the force of de Gaulle’s posi- 
tion for independent nuclear capability is based 
upon fundamental differences between the United 
States and some of its Nato allies. 

Moreover, the glue in the Nato alliance has been 
the existence of the common enemy in the east, but 
a predictable progression of closer relationships with 
the Soviets, fear of a resurgent Germany, and con- 
flicting economic interests such as those reflected in 
the split over the Common Market, may radically 
alter the present community of interest between the 
U.S. and some Nata countries. 



To the extent that anticipations of such changes 
exist in Europe, there will be growing interest in 
independent nuclear forces or a European nuclear 
force not subject to a United States veto. In the case 
of Germany, there will be the added incentive of 
the role of swing-nation which the pseudo-partner- 
ship will not satisfy. In sum, as much as the MLF 
exceeds the presently manifested desire for Nato- 
nation participation in the nuclear deterrent, it will 
fall short of the long-term European demand for 
independent nuclear capability. 

It may therefore be anticipated that pressure will 
ultimately arise for abandonment of the United 
States veto and that such pressure may in time result 
in the proliferation of nuclear weaponry which the 
hlLF is supposed to forestall. Alternatively, if Nato 
countries cannot attenuate or force abandonment of 
the U.S. veto, they may proceed to develop inde- 
pendent nuclear forces, with the added stimulus and 
knowledge which we ourselves have provided 
through the MLF. 

Some administration 05ciak who are not advo- 
cates of the MLF would nevertheless continue on 
our present course on the theory that in future bar- 
gaining with the Soviets over arms control in Europe, 
the MLF would provide an additional pawn for 
trading. Yet as any experienced negotiator knows, 
one may bargain with assets, but it is difficult to 
bargain to an advantage with liabilities. 

Even more importantly, the “bargaining pawn” 
argument disregards the fact that if the MLF actual- 
ly comes into being, it may be impossible to convince 
our own allies to give it up for an arms-control agree- 
ment. Once a strategic European force is in exist- 
ence, our Nato allies may say that if it was worth 
creating for the collective security, it is worth keep- 
ing and ought not to be surrendered short of a com- 
plete and general disarmament agreement. I t  is 
therefore probable that while creation of the MLF 
may provide an additional pawn for trading with 
the Soviets in a European arms-control agreement, 
it would represent a pawn which our hlLP “part- 
ners” would refuse to trade. 

Proponents urge that the MLF multilateral control, 
with vetoes by major participants, is not materially 
different from the existing bilateral control over 
tactical and medium-range nuclear weapons in Eu- 
rope. These proponents argue that with respect to 
the present nuclear weapons in Europe there is al- 
ready a system of shared control with the situs na- 
tion, and that all the MLF will do is to add more 
trigger fingers. 

Apart from some question whether the MLF will 
in fact not give increased leverage to other nations 
with respect to the use of nuclear weapons, this 
argument blurs the critical distinction behveen 
stratcgic and tactical weapons. The decision that our 
Nato allies should share in the deployment and con- 
trol of tactical weapons located in Europe may have 
been right or wrong, but it was a radically different 
decision from that posed by the hiLF. For a deci- 
sion to fire the missiles in the hlLF would be to 
launch an attack on the Soviet Union with weapons 
of medium range so deployed as to be able to reach 
Soviet targets. In such an event a nuclear war would 
ensue in which countless millions of Soviet and 
American citizens would perish. By contrast, the de- 
cision to give our Nato allies bilateral controls over 
tactical weapons was only a determination that a 
nuclear exchange initiated within the boundaries of 
Nato nations properly requires their participation in 
the decision-making process. Accordingly, the hlLF 
cannot be passed off as a mere extension of a bi- 
lateral control system to a multilateral control sys- 
tem, for the weapons of strategic war deployed in 
the hiLF have radically different significance for 
the United States from the nuclear weapons over 
\vhicli w e  presently share controls with Nnto allies. 

.4 final argument made by some proponents is that 
the hlLF would encourage a Western European 
alliance possessing its own strategic nuclear wenpons 
free of United States control and responsibility. 
These proponents urge that the MLF is desirable not 
because it will end proliferation but because it will 
promote it. 

To the extent that this view rests on the desire 
for a JVestem European unity it may, for sake of 
argument, be conceded that such a force would in 
fact promote some accretion in the unity of the Nato 
alliance. Yet the chief reason for such unity would 
be not fear of the Soviets, but fear of the Germans 
-the anticipation that without other allies, the MLF 
would be a German-American nuclear alliance. Cer- 
tainly, this is a fragile base for European “unity.” 
hloreover, the price paid in the proliferation of nu- 
clear weapons to more countries and the destabil- 
ization of the nuclear balance between the Soviets 
and the United States by this third force is a price 
too high to be paid. In the last analysis, the integrity 
of the MLF proposal itself becomes subject to ques- 
tion when it is advertised simultaneously as a device 
which will contain and promote strategic nuclear 
weapons in Europe. 

lohn Silard 
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