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Abstract

The end of the Cold War has lessened the threat of a nuclear exchange between Russia and the
U.S. and decreased the need to focus on the morality of nuclear deterrence. Nevertheless, many
factors—including the breakup of the Soviet Union and the accompanying danger of the transfer of
nuclear weapons, nuclear materials, nuclear technology and nuclear knowledge—combine to make
the risk of nuclear war even greater. Indeed, many experts conclude that the risk of nuclear war is
greater now than during the Cold War. Consequently, a new ethic of nonproliferation urgently
needs to be developed.

.This work explores both the historical and the current spread of nuclear weapons. It also looks
at how ethical theory has explored the issues of war and peace and, specifically, nuclear weapons.
The conclusion of this exploration of previous ethical thought on nuclear issues is that at best the
conventional wisdom of Christian realism is inadequate to transcend the threat posed by nuclear
weapons. The constructive section of this work turns to newer ethical and theological thought, in
particular three distinctive perspectives: Christian pacifism, religious feminism, and third world
liberation theology. These schools contribute vision by providing new concepts to an ethic of
nonproliferation including community, nonviolence, justice, solidarity, character, risk-taking,
liberation, experience and struggle.

The elements from these new visions are then used in the construction of a transformational
ethic of nonproliferation. This ethic concludes that security comes from less, rather than more,
nuclear weapons. It calls for the creation of communities (including the church) to engage in
discussions and actions on behalf of nonproliferation. It also provides public policy
recommendations, including steps the United States and other nations should take on behalf of
nonproliferation. It recommends less violent defense policies, economic pressure and incentives,

international control, a comprehensive test ban treaty, nuclear-free zones, nuclear disarmament, no
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first use pledges, control of fissile material and decreased military spending. An ethic of

nonproliferation is a transformational ethic that provides hope for transcending the nuclear threat.
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PARTI:
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INTRODUCTION

In late 1991 James A. Baker III, then United States Secretary of State, visited several newly
independent states of the former Soviet Union. His major concern was the future of the nuclear
forces of the former Soviet Union. The purpose of the trip was to decrease the likelihood that these
states would lose control of these nuclear weapons, to prevent these weapons from being transferred
to other countries or entities and to offer advice on disarming the weapons. In the middle of this
mission, Baker made a strange plea to the leaders of Russia. Baker urged the Russians to retain a
substantial part of their nuclear arsenal and to keep the weapons pointed at the United States. He got
his wish. It was not until May of 1994 that Russia and the U.S. stopped targeting their nuclear
weapons at each other.

Baker, claiming that nuclear deterrence had been successful in keeping the peace for forty years,
was unwilling to give up what he considered a security blanket, even at the cost of having America
in the eyesight of Russian nuclear weapons. The people of the U.S. were nuclear targets and
hostages, and yet Baker, a high U.S. government official, was almost begging a former enemy to
keep it this way. Baker said that the U.S. needed the Russian missiles to maintain deterrence. Yet
when questioned about whom they were deterring, he refused to answer.'

Unfortunately, Baker’s way of thinking did not stop there. Ata NATO meeting that same year,
Baker also rejected the possibility of making all of the former Soviet states nonnuclear. Again he

argued such a move would undermine U.S. deterrence. Then in the nuclear arms talks between

'Norman Kempster and William Tuohy, “Baker Backs Nuclear Russia as a Deterrent,” Los
Angeles Times, 20 December 1991, 1.
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Russia and the U.S. in 1992, the U.S. persuaded Russia to keep 3,000-3,500 strategic weapons as
compared to the 2,000-2,500 that they wanted to keep.? The U.S. has been more concerned with
keeping its nuclear arsenal than removing the nuclear threats to its own citizens and to the world.
Though the world has changed in very dramatic ways with the fall of communism and the breakup of
the Soviet Union, the thinking of world leaders has not kept up with this radical new situation.

Baker, and others, are stuck in old patterns and ways.

In September of 1993, American and Russian defense analysts met at an amazing conference
entitled “U.S. and Russian Military-Technical Policy.” The conference participants were readily
able to appreciate the changed situation which the world now faced. The conference summary states:

There appeared to be a consensus with the general thesis . . . that the “new world

order” required new methodologies and new approaches for measuring “stability,”

because the straight-forward quantitative “stability” equations developed, and

enshrined, over the last forty-odd years were incapable of accommodating the

unpredictability of the new multi-polar international security environment and the

value systems of individual nations.?
Nevertheless, the participants were equally pessimistic about transcending old ways of thinking. The
summary went on to state: “The participants collectively acknowledged that the theology of
‘stability” (‘stabilnost’) would continue to have its devout adherents as long as nuclear weapons
exist; and found it unrealistic to expect arms control negotiations to succeed in reducing nuclear
weapons levels to ‘zero.”™ It is revealing from the perspective of religious ethics to notice that the
conference used the term “theology™ to refer to the mind-frame of “stability.” While this realistic
mind-set of stability is an inadequate, ineffective and dangerous approach to the nuclear threat in the

multi-polar post-Cold War world, getting beyond old patterns of thought is always difficult, and

“theology” changes very slowly.

*Charles P. Cozic and Karin L. Swisher, eds., Nuclear Proliferation, Opposing Viewpoints,
eds., David L. Bender and Bruno Leone. (San Diego: Greenhaven Press, 1992): 83.

3fred Boli, “Conference Summary,” Comparative Strategy 13, no. 1 (1994): 16-17.

“Boli, 16-17.
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Lest this be seen as a partisan issue, it should be noted that nuclear policy has not changed in
any significant way over the years, no matter whether a Republican or a Democrat President was in
office. The Clinton Administration’s review of U.S. nuclear policy reaffirmed the Bush and Reagan
Administrations’ nuclear stance. If anything, Clinton’s nonproliferation efforts are worse and more
dangerous than either the Bush or Reagan Administration’s approach. The Clinton approach has
given up on stopping proliferation and seeks only to control it. His administration has loosened
export controls which accelerate the spread of sensitive technology. The focus has been redirected
solely onto “rogue” nations, making the U.S. more willing to accept proliferation among friendly and
stable nations. Instead of trying to eliminate nuclear programs in places such as India and Pakistan,
under Clinton the U.S. simply seeks to freeze them at their current levels. Further, U.S. policy is
now more willing to use a military response in the face of troubling proliferation.’

Moreover, in what is probably the greatest foreign pciicy bungle of the Clinton Administration,
the U.S. Senate failed to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty when it came to a vote during
October of 1999. The Clinton Administration failed to win ratification despite overwhelming public
support for the treaty because it failed to put forth a new vision for nuclear policy that escapes Cold
War thinking. Into that thought vacuum, Republican Senators were happy to drag out all the
traditional Cold War arguments—that others might cheat and that the treaty might cause U.S. nuclear
forces to be less viable. Such arguments that nuclear weapons remain the source of true security for
the United States, no matter what transpires in nuclear proliferation in other parts of the world, are
not only false, they are dangerous. The message that nuclear weapons provide security is a false
Cold War ideology, but it is far from a harmless one. It encourages other nations and peoples to seek
nuclear weapons because they want such supposed security as well. The result is that no one is more

secure. Rather, we are all in more peril.

5Jim Mann, “New U.S. Nuclear Policy to Focus on ‘Rogue’ Regime,” Los Angeles Times, 9 May
1994, 1 & AS.
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Even progressive anti-nuclear activists are still trapped in thought based on Cold War realism.
Jonathan Dean of the Union of Concerned Scientists states, “The key action is dismantling all
reduced warheads and turning over their fissile material to monitored storage. This obligation is the
central dynamic of nuclear disarmament. Without it, we are still stuck in arms control.”® However,
Dean is also stuck in the same trap. He sees technical steps that the U.S. can take, but he does not
seem to grasp the radical nature of the changed situation and, therefore, is unable to provide an
alternative vision. The little thought addressing nuclear proliferation is stuck in ways of thinking
that have little relevance to the current world situation. Most of the analysis about the continuing
threat posed by nuclear weapons is trapped in Cold War ideology. In fact, realism, both Christian
and political, has always failed to grasp the nature of nuclear weapons and was inadequate for the
Cold War context. It is doubly inadequate in a post-Cold War world marked by multi-polarity and
ambiguity. The purpose of this work is to take a step in changing our way of thinking about nuciear
issues.

General Charles Horner, commander of the U.S. Space Command, created quite a stir just before
his retirement by suggesting that the U.S. completely disarm its nuclear weapons. He boldly stated,
“Think of the high moral ground we secure by having [no nuclear weapons). It’s kind of hard for us
to say to North Korea, ‘You're terrible people, you’re developing nuclear weapons,’ when we have
8,000.”" Four-star generals are not supposed to buck the party line, but he transcended old ways of
thinking by waking up to the new realities of our current world situation. This writing seeks to do

likewise.

¢Jim Wurst, “Ending Our Reliance on Nuclear and Conventional Arms,” Disarmament Times, 22
November 1994.

™Far Flung Frontiers of Security,” The Defense Monitor, 24, no. 1 (1995): 5.
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Some may question the decision to focus on the spread of nuclear weapons when the world is
full of other problems. Dr. Klaus Kinkel, the German Minister for Foreign Affairs puts it well when
he spoke at the Non-Proliferation Treaty extension conference:

We all know that the real problems facing mankind on the threshold of the new

century cannot be solved by the possession of nuclear weapons. Atomic bombs will

not help against mass migration and terrorism, environmental disasters, poverty

and overpopulation. On the other hand, stopping proliferation for all times and a

permanent disarmament pledge by the nuclear-weapon states are major

preconditions for the solution of these problems.®
Nuclear proliferation is the spread of nuclear information, technology, expertise, delivery systems
and the weapons themselves. Vertical proliferation deals with the spread of nuclear weapons within
the nuclear weapons’ nations. Usually this has meant an increase in the size of nuclear nations’
nuclear arsenals as was characteristic of the arms race from 1950-1990. Horizontal proliferation
refers to the spread of nuclear weapons to more and more nations or even more dangerous groups
other than nations. The central focus of this ethical work is horizontal proliferation, though it
carefully understands the strong connection between vertical and horizontal proliferation. As the
world faces the monumental problem of the spread of nuclear weapons, it also seeks guidance on
how nations, communities and people should react in the face of this problem. Often the voices that
emerge are only those of the so called “experts,” those who have specific training and experience in
foreign policy, international relations or security studies. This writing does not ignore the
contributions of those perspectives.

However, Victor Sidel, a professor at the Albert Einstein College of Medicine, reminds us that

we need to listen to others as well. He states, “This is too important an issue to leave to just the

prefessionals in the arms-control field. We need professionals in other fields to lend their insights to

8Sean Howard and Suzanna van Moyland, eds., Nuclear Proliferation News, No. 23 ( 3 May
1995), FHIT.Newsltr 61, PeaceNet, 15 May 1995.
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arms control and world security.” Further, we need to avoid the perspectives of James Baker,
President Clinton, the U.S. Senate and even nuclear disarmament proponent Jonathan Dean which
are locked in the past. We need perspectives that move beyond the narrow focus of the military
context. Jeffrey Boutwell, program director for international security studies at the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in Cambridge, Massachusetts concurs, “As the concept of
international security continues expanding to include more human-welfare issues,
scholars—particularly those able to employ sophisticated multidisciplinary analyses—will be uniquely
qualified to identify problems and propose solutions outside of the traditional military context.”'®
Moving onto new perspectives is difficult. For instance William Sweet points out that nuclear
weapons challenge democratic systems because nuclear weapons and nuclear energy use scientific
processes that are difficult for the citizenry to understand.!' However, the solution is not to ignore
the problem, but to bring it into the democratic process. We cannot be limited to old ways of
thinking nor be limited in our focus. True security deals with much more than military might.

In a changing world we must avoid the trap of old and irrelevant patterns of thought. The need
to focus on the morality of nuclear deterrence has lessened because the threat of a nuclear exchange
between the U.S. and what was the Soviet Union has diminished. Nevertheless, this new world has
its own dangers that call out for ethical reflection. Nuclear proliferation is not a new problem; it has
been with us since nuclear weapons were first developed. Nevertheless, many factors—including the
breakup of the Soviet Union and the accompanying danger of the transfer of nuclear weapons,

nuclear materials, nuclear technology and nuclear knowledge-require that we take a new look at the

%«Global Program For Arms-Control Education Is Planned,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 21
July 1993, a33.

"Jeffrey Boutwell, “Scholars Can Lead the Way in Redefining Global Security,” Chronicle of
Higher Education, 10 July 1991, a40.

"William Sweet, The Nuclear Age: Atomic Energy, Proliferation, and the Arms Race, Second
ed., (Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, 1988), 3.
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issue of nuclear proliferation. An independent task force sponsored by the Council on Foreign
Relations concludes that “the risk of the spread of nuclear weapons and perhaps even the risk of
nuclear use is probably greater now than it was during the dark days of the Cold War.”*? The
Clinton Administration undertook a major defense evaluation which it released in February 1995. It
concluded that the only threat that now exists to the American homeland is the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction.”” However, the Clinton Administration has taken no major policy
shifts in response to this radical new situation nor does it appear that it has contemplated any.
Depending on how we classify or count them, at least eight nations now possess nuciear
weapons. Five of these nations—the U.S., Russia,"* Great Britain, France and China have large
stockpiles of nuclear weapons. In 1974 India exploded what it called a peaceful weapon, making it
the sixth official nuclear nation. However, it claimed for a long time not to have developed a
stockpile of weapons, and as a result it was often not counted as a nation possessing nuclear
weapons. However, with growing tension between India and Pakistan, in May of 1998 India
undertook a series of nuclear tests. Pakistan followed a few days later with its own nuclear test
explosions and became the seventh official nuclear nation. While not an official nuclear nation since
it has never tested a nuclear device, Israel is considered to have a stockpile of nuclear weapons.
Although its efforts have been clandestine, and it has never officially acknowledged possession, it is
counted as the eighth nation possessing nuclear weapons. South Africa has admitted to having had
nuclear weapons in the past but claims to have disarmed. Some analysts suggest that North Korea
might possess a few nuclear weapons. [n addition, Japan, Germany, Canada, Italy, Sweden and

Switzerland have for a long time been capable of developing deliverable nuclear weapons.

"?Stephen J. Hadley, “Nuclear Proliferation: Confronting the New Challenges--Sponsored by the
Council on Foreign Relations,” Disarm.CTB-NPT 115-119, PeaceNet, 23 January 1995.

3The Defense Monitor, 24, no. 4 (1995): 1-2.

YFour of the former Soviet republics possessed nuclear weapons at the time of the breakup of the
Soviet Union but all except Russia have pledged to disarm and have apparently done so.
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The espoused ideology of the nuclear powers, or more simply, those who have nuclear weapons,
is that of nonproliferation—saying that no one else should get such weapons. The nuclear nations
seek to keep these weapons from spreading, especially from spreading to nations considered unstable
or dangerous. This is at best an over-simplistic approach. Seth W. Carus. director for defense
strategy on the policy planning staff in the office of the Secretary of Defense, points out that often
instead of considering the complexity of the issues, such an ideology only gives us the slogans that
all proliferation is bad. That might be effective to gamer public opposition but does little to
understand the true challenges in dealing with proliferation."* Moreover, because they are trapped in
Cold War ideologies, the nuclear powers are not willing to change their defense policies in ways that
could truly promote nonproliferation. The resuit is that the nuclear powers espouse nonproliferation
but are entrenched in policies that promote proliferation.

The central tool which the nuclear powers have used to slow or prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1968, which 180 nations have
subsequently signed. Signatory nations who have such weapons agree not to contribute to the spread
of nuclear weapons. Those who do not possess nuclear weapons pledge not to obtain them. During
1993, the NPT expired and was reviewed. A conference of the signatory nations met in April of
1995 and decided to extend the treaty “indefinitely” or, more directly, “forever.”

Over the last thirty years, the superpowers—especially the United States—have put enormous
coercive pressure on countries around the globe to sign and, more recently, to extend the treaty. This
is ethically problematic and perhaps counterproductive. The proliferation of nuclear weapon
technology is a threat to life on our planet. Nevertheless, what is needed is to move toward an ethic
that is less hypocritical/imperialistic/paternalistic than the typical explorations on this subject.

Traditional proposals rest on the ideology of nonproliferation by simply claiming that other countries

SW. Seth Carus, “Proliferation and Security in Southwest Asia,” The Washington Quarterly 17,
no. 2 (1994): 129.
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must not get the technology. In doing so, they fail to consider the ethical implications of the
stockpile of nuclear weapons already in existence. To move us to a new paradigm and to escape the
ideology of Cold War realism, we will look at ethical sources outside those normally consulted in the
consideration of foreign policy and international relations. While not excluding more traditional
sources, here we will listen to other voices.

In this work we will explore both the historical and the current spread of nuclear weapons. We
will also fook at how ethical theory has explored the issues of war and peace and, specifically,
nuclear weapons. The constructive section of this work sees how newer ethical and theological
thought can further the rich history of ethical analysis of war and peace issues. Fortunately, other
voices are crying out in the wilderness that need to be heard. Yet, too often we have failed to listen.
In particular this work seeks to listen to voices from three distinctive perspectives: third world
liberation theologies, religious feminism and Christian pacifism.

This work is not an attempt to create a liberationist, pacifist or feminist ethic of
nonproliferation. However, in each chapter focusing on these sources, [ will attempt to see what
these perspectives might say about nuclear proliferation. These three perspectives are not completely
compatible, and some may find it foolish to try to use these sources together. Nevertheless, the goal
is not to find complete unity between these three positions. Nor are any of the three positions
considered the final word on the subject. The purpose is to take these perspectives seriously by
listening carefully to what they have to say and then to draw from them ideas that are of use in an
ethic of nonproliferation that is transformational, moving beyond realistic Cold War perspectives.

The metaphor at work is an agricultural one. More specifically, it uses the image of the modern
agricultural cycle which harvests various forms of grain only to combine them to create a hybrid.
Hybrids are created because they are improvements on the previous seeds. This is done by taking
desirable characteristics from previous seeds and combining these various strengths to create

something new. In agriculture, the new hybrid may produce more output or be less susceptible to
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insects, weeds or drought. Here the hope is that the new hybrid will yield new analysis and thought
through synthesis that would have been missed without the drawing from and combining of these
various sources.

The original “harvesting” in this writing occurs when useful and helpful ethical contributions
from these three bodies of literature are gathered in. These ideas are then combined with each other
and with ideas from more traditional approaches to nuclear proliferation in the constructive process
of creating an ethic of nonproliferation, thus producing a new ethical hybrid. The hybrid is then
planted in the soil of politics, allowed to grow and flourish and then, eventually, harvested. Such
growth will be evidenced in the development of policy proposals to deal with nuclear proliferation.
Not all hybrids are successful, and only time will tell whether this ethic of nonproliferation will
flourish. Likely, this or some other hybrid of nonproliferation must flourish or life on this planet
will not. Our future quite literally depends on some nonproliferation hybrid flourishing.

While I am seeking out, listening to and harvesting from many voices in my process of
developing an ethic of nonproliferation, [ cannot in one project listen to all voices. Therefore
questions will arise as to the choices that [ have made. These three bodies of thought were chosen in
part because this writer has some familiarity with them, but mostly because they are voices that have
much to contribute to the discussion. Largely, nuclear proliferation is a subject located within
countries other than the United States, and it will be there that it will have its greatest impact. Asa
result, it is crucial that we listen to voices coming from a third world perspective and, consequently,
the voices of liberation theology are included. It is also time to listen to the voices of peace. At
times these voices of peace have received some attention in discussions about war and peace issues,
but often they are ignored. It is crucial to the topic of nuclear proliferation that we lift up the voices
of these true “experts” and, consequently, we will explore the writings of Christian pacifists. Finally,

it is crucial we listen to the voices of women who take seriously their own moral agency and who

11

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



question the male modes of thinking that have dominated this subject for too long; consequently,
feminist writers are another area of focus.

The point of departure is that Christian realism, and secular realistic approaches represented in
fields such as political science, international relations and security studies, are inadequate for
addressing the nuclear threat. They failed to grasp that nuclear weapons fundamentally changed
things because such weapons threaten creation itself, and no real defense against such weapons is
possible. Clearly, realists sensed this, and all have and continue to struggle in good faith against the
threat of a nuclear holocaust. However, they continue to think in categories which fail to match the
radical nature of the new situation which nuclear weapons brought. Their approach is too narrow
and unimaginatively pragmatic to produce the vision to get us out of this mess. These approaches
have been inadequate from the time that nuclear deterrence was developed, but they are even more
inadequate in a multipolar world with multiple and expanding nuclear actors.

This writing is an attempt to develop a vision adequate to transcend the nuclear threat. This
larger vision will draw upon the moral and spiritual dimension of justice, peacemaking and the
human potential. For nuclear issues, the ethic of responsibility espoused by Christian realism cannot
be successful; therefore, it is ultimately wnrealistic and needs important elements of this larger vision
to supplement it. We will find those essential elements in the theology of pacifism, feminism and
liberation theology, which will be explored in chapters three through five.

Christian realism has often found these three bodies of thought as representative of an irrelevant
ethic of utopian perfectionism. To be honest, they sometimes do contain the rhetoric of utopian
perfectionism and some of its elements. But, these three bodies of thought cannot be accurately
reduced to utopian perfectionism. Moreover, the ingredient of utopian perfectionism they offer
might contribute something useful. Consequently, realists are challenged to suspend disbelief and
look at the fresh ideas advanced here. These three schools of Christian theology will develop ideas

such as ideological awareness, community, vision, nonviolence, risk analysis, struggle, experience
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and solidarity in ways that are not simply idealistic notions lacking application to consequentialist
theory or policy formulation. They deserve to be pondered carefully by all varieties of Christian
thinkers. These more radical forms of theology illuminate the interconnectedness of complex
phenomena in ways that more traditional thought misses in its tendency to compartmentalize.

Even secular thinkers can find value in the profound and far-ranging visions offered here. They
are likely to be troubled even more than Christian realists are by much of the rhetoric of these
schools. Yet, all readers are challenged to avoid getting caught up in the rhetoric and instead
concentrate on grasping the meaning of what is put forth. If we will stretch our imaginations, we
will find concepts which will make a significant difference in a task that we can all agree on, making
the world safer from a nuclear disaster.

This study of listening to new voices is also predicated on the belief that public pressure does
matter in nuclear policy at both the national and internaticnal levels. Allan M. Winkler, chair of the
history department at Miami University and an expert on the history of nuclear policy, states:

Repeatedly in the post-World War Il years, pressure from academics and other

intellectuals, along with the general public, has prompted policy makers to deal

with the risks of nuclear war. But each time that we have taken a step toward

disarmament, public interest then has waned; we have stopped short of taking the

next step—and the arms race has heated up again. We must learn from this history

and understand the interplay between intellectual and public concern and the

resultant American arms-control agreements, if we are ever going to break this

pattern.'
These issues need to be raised before the public repeatedly. The voices of the expert can be of use,
but so can the voices of non-experts. For those of us who believe that religion and morality matter,
what could make more sense than to listen to the cutting-edge voices of theology?

The transformational ethic of nonproliferation developed here is useful in three ways. First, this

is a Christian ethic of nonproliferation. The church needs again to engage in discussions of nuclear

policy and this work is an argument for what the church should be teaching about the continuing

5Allan M. Winkler, “Shrinking the Nuclear Arsenal,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 19 May
1993, bl.
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threat to life that nuclear weapons pose. In the past, churches played crucial roles in nuclear politics,
especially during the 1980s but also during earlier decades as well. This ethic of nonproliferation
seeks to re-engage those in the North American churches who are concerned about ending the threat
of nuclear weapons.

Second, this ethic of nonproliferation provides public policy recommendations, including steps
the United States and other nations should take on nuclear issues to create a more just and peaceful
world. As a Christian ethic, the church can use these to identify specific policies which the church
should advocate that the U.S. and other nations take regarding nuclear policy.

Finally, policy makers are challenged to consider these proposals as well. In evaluating these
proposals, policy makers will not, nor should they, base their decisions exclusively on Christian
grounds. In a pluralistic society, however, good policy makers should be open to listening to the
contributions which various moral traditions bring to public policy. While policy makers may not be
willing to accept the following proposals entirely, there is still much to offer policy makers. Perhaps
most fundamentally, what is offered here are ideas that might move policy makers out of their Cold
War worldviews which are inappropriate and largely useless in this much more complex and morally
ambiguous post-Cold War world in which we find ourselves. Ironically, but not yet tragically,
political realists have lost touch with reality since the reality of the Cold War in which they continue
to operate no longer exists. This ethic of nonproliferation will help policy makers move into the
reality of the third millennium.

Trapped in Cold War ideology, current thinking on nonproliferation is doomed to failure. It will
not stop the spread of nuclear weapons. However, the innovative traditions of theology provide the
basis for a transformational ethic of nonproliferation. Such a new ethic of nonproliferation cannot
guarantee that humans will survive the nuclear age. However, it is the basis for hope that we can
transcend the apocalyptic danger that nuclear weapons pose. This new ethic of nonproliferation

provides the basis for a transition from a nuclear world to a post-nuclear world because it is based on
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transformational concepts such as community, transformational risk-taking, solidarity, a de-
emphasis on violence, a replacement of grand schemes with one-step-at-a-time pragmatism and
internationalization which arises from pacifism, feminism and liberation theology. Such concepts
provide a more realistic basis for transformation than bodies of thought called realism. The ethic of
nonproliferation developed here is a basis for human survival in the face of the nuclear threat. Itis

not the final word, but it is a crucial new first word.
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CHAPTER ONE:

THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

In the TV-movie version of Tom Clancy's Op-Center,' Paul Hood, the rookie head of the
operational center of the National Crisis Management Center, is forced to dea! with the predicament
of stolen nuclear warheads. Dishonest Russian military officers steal nuclear warheads, taking them
just when the disarmament process is making progress in the former Soviet Union. Under the
skilled and good-fortuned leadership of director Hood, U.S. intervention leads to the recapture of the
nuclear weapons. The world averts disaster and everything returns to normal.

While Clancy’s work is fictional, its story line may be more real than we would currently like to
admit. Nuclear technology is relatively simple and nuclear knowledge is available. The technical
details of building a fission (atomic-bomb) device has been available in print since 1964. The
November 1979 issue of The Progressive detailed the construction of a fusion (nuclear) bomb, a sort
of layperson’s guide to constructing a hydrogen bomb. Moreover, while the basic technology needed
to build nuclear weapons is more widely available than ever before, the scope of the effort necessary

to build such a weapon has never been less. With a concerted effort, any moderate industrial country

'In the best-selling novel version (Tom Clancy and Steve Pieczenik, Tom Clancy’s Op-Center
(New York: Berkley, 1995)), the story involves rogue South Korean military officers who seek to
start a second Korean-War in an effort to stop reunification.
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can acquire nuclear weapons. Even more troubling, the financial costs of the process have also
decreased.?

It is important not to overstate the threat. A “concerted effort” is still a considerable
undertaking. Likewise, the cost, while less than in the past, is still significant. It also takes a large
and sustained time commitment. The political will to get the bomb must outweigh and outlive other
political concerns. Thus, while any moderate industrial country can get the bomb, it will come with
considerable cost and effort. Nevertheless, the crucial point is that any moderate industrial nation

can become a nuclear nation. Such a fact is a significant and crucial threat to peace.

I. The Nuclear Cold War

After World War 11, the era of one nuclear power was short lived. The Soviet Union tested its
first nuclear weapon on August 29, 1949. The U.S. had hoped that with tight controls it could
maintain its nuclear monopoly for at least ten years. Instead, it took only four years for the Soviet
Union to develop the bomb, about the same length of time it took the Manhattan Project. Soviet
missile development and the launching of Sputnik made it clear that Europe and eventually the U.S.
would become nuclear targets.

Great Britain first tested the bomb in October of 1952. After Britain joined the nuclear club, the
U.S. became more willing to treat it as an equal. Sixty intermediate-range missiles were placed in
Great Britain under a dual key arrangement, which required a launch command from both nations to
fire a missile.

The hydrogen or “super-bomb,” immensely more powerful than an atomic bomb, was first tested
by the U.S. in October 1952. Russia followed suit in Novemher 1955, the same year Britain began

construction of its H-bomb.

*Mitchell Reiss, Without the Bomb: The Politics of Nuclear Nonproliferation (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1988), 28.
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Many nations undertook nuclear programs in the years after World War II, and by 1953 twenty
nations had nuclear research projects in operation.> That same year, President Eisenhower
announced the “Atoms for Peace” program to promote atomic energy globally. This nuclear
program was immensely successful on both the domestic and foreign policy fronts and was very
popular with the U.S. business community. In 1954 Congress rewrote the atomic energy legislation
to allow the sale of U.S. reactors to other nations. This legislation increased the spread of nuclear
information and therefore increased the potential for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Every
nation with a nuclear power plant has what they needed to produce the explosive material for a
nuclear bomb. However, even today not all nuclear reactors are equal; some produce weapon
material more efficiently, and some are easier to safeguard.

In 1956 an international conference created the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to
regulate atomic energy and stop the transfer of atomic energy knowledge and material from the
civilian to defense sectors within nations. The eighty-one attending nations endorsed the treaty, and
it was in force by the summer of 1957.* A United Nations’ agency, the IAEA’s responsibility is to
manage a system of international safeguards, which include maintaining records of nuclear
materials, automatic devices which monitor the flow of nuclear materials, and making on-site
inspections. The premise is that, since the knowledge to build nuclear weapons is available, the only
method of control is to regulate the materials for building such weapons. The objective is to deter
proliferation by insuring a high probability that any attempt of diversion will be subject to early
detection. However, the IAEA can neither prevent the misuse of materials nor punish violators; it

can only detect violations.

*William Sweet, The Nuclear Age: Atomic Energy, Proliferation, and the Arms Race, Second ed.
(Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, 1988), 12, 117, 120 & 124.

“Reiss, 10-11 & 13-14.
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The realistic view that all nations with the ability to proliferate would do so seemed to be
confirmed when France tested a nuclear weapon at Reggame, Algeria, in the Sahara Desert in 1960.
France progressed and developed its H-bomb by 1968.

China, despite its economic problems, built a bomb with only three years of effort, exploding its
first atomic bomb in 1964 and its first H-bomb in 1967. Afterwards, world leaders noticed and
treated China more seriously. The British, French and Chinese had all treated the bomb as a ticket
to dinner with the “big people,” and it turned out to be just that.’

Under the auspices of the United Nations and with the leadership of the United States and the
Soviet Union, 180 countries since 1968 have signed the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).
Among international agreements, only the Charter of the United Nations has more signers.
According to the terms of the NPT, a nation acquires nuclear weapons only when it detonates such a
weapon. Consequently, there are officially seven nuclear nations: Russia, the U.S., Great Britain,
France, China, India and Pakistan.

While criticism of the NPT abounds, the willingness of so many nations to sign the treaty
suggests a common understanding that the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a serious threat to the
world community. Despite the serious problems with the NPT, it is generally considered the most
effective arm control treaty ever.® In fact, even countries such as [srael, Pakistan and India, who
have refused to sign the treaty, have found that the treaty has impacted their nuclear efforts by
making it more difficult and also by subjecting them to moral criticism.’

Nevertheless, the NPT was a product of the nuclear superpowers and reflects primarily their

interest, especially their concern to deter horizontal proliferation—the acquisition of nuclear weapons

SSweet, 126 & 210.

*Norman Kempster, “U.S. Campaigns to Contain Nuclear Arms.” Los Angeles Times, 11
February 1995, A2.

"Norman Kempster, “Nations Agree to Make Nuclear Pact Permanent,” Los Angeles Times 12
May 1995, A10.
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by additional nations. The treaty went into effect in 1970, though less than half the U.N. nations had
signed it by then. The “take it or leave it” attitude of the superpowers offended many nonnuclear
states. Among nonnuclear states, the criticism was that they were asked to sacrifice too much power
and prestige in return for flimsy promises of disarmament from the nuclear powers.

The NPT provides nations which pledge not to acquire nuclear weapons with full access, subject
to safeguards, to peaceful nuclear technology. Article [ bars parties from helping another acquire
materials for nuclear bombs. Article II prohibits nonnuclear nations from acquiring nuclear
weapons. Article III puts the IAEA in charge of monitoring and requires nonnuclear states to accept
safeguards on all nuclear energy equipment that uses fissionable material. Article [V guarantees, as
an inalienable right, the development, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes
and obligates parties to the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials, and scientific and
technological information for use in peaceful nuclear energy. Article V goes as far as to allow for
peaceful nuclear explosions for civil engineering and for mineral excavation. Article VI commits the
nuclear powers to good faith efforts at disarmament. Article X allows for withdrawal with three
months notice if a nation determines that continuing within the treaty jeopardizes its supreme
interests.

Ironically, the NPT legitimizes and perhaps even encourages the spread of the very technologies
that need to be limited. Relying on understaffed and underfunded authority in the IAEA, the NPT
effectively lacks enforcement powers. In addition, the treaty lends credibility to the notion that there
is a distinction between peaceful and non-peaceful nuclear explosions. Its withdrawal clause
provides an easy out for member nations who decide to seek nuclear weapons. However, the NPT
does exert a certain moral force, even on those nations that have not joined. In international law
certain laws are binding on all people if it is something deemed valuable everywhere, even if their
government has not specifically agreed to them. One example is the requirement to avoid harming

civilians in time of war, and war crime charges can be brought against individuals who violate this
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requirement. Through the NPT, stopping the spread of nuclear weapons has become similarly
classified.

Unfortunately, arms control efforts such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty have not been the last
word on the subject. This was made abundantly clear in 1974 when India detonated a nuclear
explosion. Most troubling was that India did not need to create special facilities to manufacture
“weapon-grade” nuclear materials. Instead, India used local uranium, enriching it in a research
reactor. Because India has never signed the NPT, its explosion was not a violation of the treaty.
Nevertheless, their explosion does demonstrate that assistance for atomic energy can lead to nuclear
weapon capability.?

On May 11, 1995, the nations of the world, meeting at the United Nations Headquarters in New
York, extended the NPT indefinitely. The NPT is now a permanent treaty, precisely what the
nuclear nations wanted. Many peacemakers and nonnuclear nations wanted an extension for a fixed
number of years so that attention and pressure could later be placed on the nuclear powers to take
crucial steps toward disarmament. With the treaty permanent, the less powerful nations have lost
this leverage.

Along with the extension two other side protocols were agreed upon. The first provides a set of
principles and objectives but sets no timetables for reaching the objectives. The second strengthened
the treaty’s review process by including a ten-day Preparatory Committee Meeting during each of the
three years leading up to each five-year Review Conference.” This means that out of each five-year
period there will be some review of the NPT during four of the years.

More significant is the side agreement which outlines principles and objectives since they

function as an important blueprint for future peacemaking efforts:

8Reiss, 22.

°Sean Howard and Suzanna van Moyland, eds., Nuclear Proliferation News, no. 24 (17 May
1995), FHIT Newsltr 62, PeaceNet, 16 May 1995.
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* The foundational principles included a call to universality, thus urging all nations of the world
to abide by the treaty.

¢ In terms of nonproliferation, the document recognizes that nuclear weapons increase the risk of
nuclear war and affirms the crucial role the NPT has to play in stopping such a war.

« The objective regarding nuclear disarmament is a reminder that disarmament is promoted
through the easing of tensions, which can be achieved by the nuclear nations fulfilling their
commitment to nuclear disarmament. This includes a call for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
and a ban on the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons with the ultimate goal of the
eliminating nuclear weapons.

«  One goal of this new side agreement is to promote Nuclear Weapon Free Zones. Seeing them
as helpful tools in places such as the Middle East, it calls on all states to respect nuclear weapon
free zones already in existence and help with the creation of new zones.

* As for Security Assurances, the agreement requires the nuclear-weapon states to protect
nonnuclear states.

¢ The section on Safeguards upholds the value of the IAEA and suggests further discussion to
strengthen its power.

e  Finally, in regards to the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, the side agreement upholds the
inalienable right of all parties to peacefully use and develop nuclear energy. It encourages the
fullest exchange of equipment, material and information and encourages rigorous safety
controls.

Since the time of the extension of the NPT, the atomic tests undertaken by India and Pakistan

punctuate the need to focus on the danger of nuclear weapons. On a more positive note, the world,

though absent India and Pakistan, has finally created a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. While the

U.S. has signed the treaty, the Senate has failed to ratify it. Moreover, the series of nuclear tests
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seems to have scared Pakistan and India into more conciliatory positions with each other and the
nonproliferation regime.

Another approach used by the technologically advanced nations of the world to limit nuclear
proliferation is to limit the spread of related technology. For example, they have tried to limit the
transfer of computer technology and delivery technology such as missiles. It is estimated that by
2000, as many as 25 states will have military missile capability. In 1987 seven technologically
advanced nations signed the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) which seeks to halt the
spread of weapons of mass destruction delivery systems.'® The MTCR originally had a payload
criterion of 500 kilograms and range criteria of 300 kilometers to prevent the transfer of missiles that
can be used to deliver nuclear weapons.'' In January of 1993, twenty-two nations tightened the
restrictions in MTCR. The new restrictions essentially ban all sales of missile technology or parts to
nations suspected of developing chemical, biological or nuclear weapons.'* While China has agreed
to abide by the limitations, North Korea has not agreed. In the summer of 1995, Russia announced

that it would formally join the agreement."

Sergei Kortunov, “Nonproliferation and Counterproliferation: The Role of BMD,” Comparative
Strategy 13, no. 1 (1994): 141.

"Efraim Karsh, Martin S. Navias and Philip Sabin, eds., Non-Conventional Weapons
Proliferation in the Middle East: Tackling the Spread of Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological
Capabilities (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 231-232.

2gjd Balman, “New Restrictions on Missile Sales,” UP[ Newswire, Clarinet New File, 7
January 1993).

BRichard Boudreaux, “Russia Agrees to Stop Selling Arms to Iran,” Los Angeles Times, 1 July
1995, Al12.
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II. A New World
A. The Break-Up of the Soviet Union

While recent developments have reduced the danger of the superpowers using nuclear weapons
and raised questions about their military usefulness, the danger of proliferation is greater than a few
years ago. The breakup of the Soviet Union ignited fears that part of Moscow’s nuclear arsenal will
make its way into the international arms bazaar.

Analysts examining the situation during the breakup of the Soviet Union found three areas of
danger. First, analysts questioned who was in control of Soviet nuclear forces. Second, they noted
the danger that further disintegration in the republics might engender. Third, they pointed to the
consequences of Soviet military experts who, after losing their jobs. would sell their services to third
world countries. All three dangers remain now, nearly ten years after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union.

Significant attention has been focused on the possibility of defecting scientists providing
information to U.S. enemies. While only three hundred Soviet scientists have the expertise to design
a nuclear weapon, 5,000 possess critical knowledge, and 60,000 have related skills such as rocketry
or electronics. Many of these are stifl receiving no pay or only a limited pension."* In response to
this situation, an international consortium has raised $70 million to subsidize unemployed Soviet
scientists.”® Such assistance has helped move 8,200 Russian nuclear and chemical scientists into
civilian jobs.'* While this may be a good move, the ethics of this attempt to stop proliferation is

more ambiguous. Some point out that such efforts essentially reward military nuclear scientists

“Lee Michael Katz, “Soviet N-Experts Courted: Atomic-Power Hopefuls Bid for Scientists,”
USA Today, 8 January 1992, 4A.

SRobert Lee Hotz, “Learning to Live Without the Bomb,” Los Angeles Times, 22 December 1994,
A27.

'*Spike Robinson, ed., Military and Arms Transfer News, 95, no. 7 (21 April 1995),
FHIT.Newsltr 63, PeaceNet, 23 May 1995.
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while doing nothing to help Soviet civilian scientists, many of whom made conscientious efforts not
to participate in military research."’

The U.S. was assured in 1991 that Russia would be the only Soviet Republic to retain possession
of nuclear weapons, and a complex four-step process working toward this goal has been undertaken.
Step one moved the warheads in the Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus to Russia. Step two stored the
weapon-grade material in secure facilities. Step three sought to insure that scientists and engineers
from nuclear fields find civilian employment. Step four was to transform weapons laboratories into
nonmilitary research centers.'®

While the Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus quickly transferred all of their tactical nuclear
weapons to Russia,'® reaching the goal of transferring all strategic weapons was more difficult to
achieve, but eventually all three transferred all nuclear weapons to Russia. However, making
previous nuclear states into nonnuclear states is difficult, primarily because the scientists and
technicians in these republics cannot unlearn their knowledge.

The Ukraine was slowest in disarming. In 1993, the Ukrainian parliament claimed ownership
of the 1,800 strategic nuclear weapons that were on its soil at the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
making it the third largest nuclear nation in the world. However, Russia still controlled the launch
mechanism of these weapons. While the Ukraine’s proclamation of ownership was not a positive
development, it was not as negative as it might first appear because the Ukraine was still committed
to becoming a nonnuclear state. Its effort to control the weapons was an attempt to obtain two things
from the West. First, it sought a much larger financial support for the dismantling of the weapons

themselves. The Ukraine sought $1.5 to 2 billion, which is ten times what the West initially offered.

Kim A. McDonald,*“New Center For Nuclear Scientists Formed in Russia. Chronicle of Higher
Education, 26 February 1992, a39.

BRobert Lee Hotz, “Cold War Foes Forge Warm Ties,” Los Angeles Times, 23 June 1995, A30.

Stephen J. Hadley, “Nuclear Proliferation: Confronting the New Challenges—Sponsored by the
Council on Foreign Relations.,” Disarm.CTB-NPT 115-119, PeaceNet, 23 January 1995.
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Second, the Ukraine sought security guarantees from the West that a nuclear-free Ukraine would not
later be attacked. It had special concern with the rise of Russian nationalism and territorial disputes
between Russia and the Ukraine.

On January 14, 1994, at the Moscow summit Presidents Bill Clinton, Boris Yeltsin (Russia) and
Leonid Kravchuk (then President of the Ukraine) issued a trilateral statement. This statement
committed the Ukraine to join the NPT as a nonnuclear state and to denuclearize under START [
and the Lisbon Protocol. The Ukrainian parliament ratified START [ early in 1994 and then ratified
the NPT in late 1994. The Moscow Summit was a political action intended to force the nonnuclear
option upon the Ukraine and establish compensation for them. With the Ukraine desperately needing
the cash, Kravchuk agreed to start moving warheads to Moscow. A secret timetable completed in
February 1996 moved the rest of the warheads. In return, the Ukraine received 100 tons of nuclear
fuel for its power plants, and the U.S. paid Russia $60 million to dismantle and fabricate the fuel
which was to be sent back to the Ukraine. In addition, Russia also compensated the Ukraine for the
tactical nuclear weapons removed from its soil. Finally, the U.S_, Russia and U.K. promised the
Ukraine security guarantees for its borders.”® Progress on nuclear disarmament in the Ukraine has
continued. The Ukraine has now also agreed to abide by the MTCR limits easing fears that some of
its missile-related technology might make its way into the international market.!

Another method to deal with the threat of proliferation caused by the breakup of the Soviet
Union is by transferring weapon-grade material to a nuclear nation. In the fall of 1994, the U.S.
received 1,000 pounds of highly eariched uranium from Kazakhstan. This material could have been
used to make 20 to 36 weapons. The operation was conducted under top-secret conditions because of

fears that terrorists or another nation might attempt diversion operations during the transfer.

2prospects For Ukrainian Denuclearization After the Moscow Trilateral Statement.” Arms
Control Today, March 1994, 21-24.

2R, Jeffrey Smith, “Ukraine Agrees to Follow Missile Control Treaty,” Washington Post,
CompuServe, 13 May 1994.
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Kazakhstan received several hundred million dollars for the transfer plus increased international
recognition.”? The threat of Kazakhstan’s nuclear material reaching the illicit market was perhaps
greater because of the cultural and religious ties that this Muslim nation has with nations such as
Iran or Afghanistan. Steps such as the transfer of fissile material to the U.S. prevent that possibility.

There continue to be issues with nuclear policy in Russia. Its severe economic conditions have
decreased its military capability. For instance, Russia’s projected military spending for 1999 is $4
billion compared to $260 billion for the United States. This has caused Russia to perceive itself as
less secure. Consequently, in a strange reversal to Cold War days, Russia has taken the previous
NATO position of saying it will use nuclear weapons to counter a western conventional attack on
Russia. Russia has even engaged in drills and war games under such a military policy.”

Moreover, Russian nuclear material is greater than first estimated, and even with U.S.
assistance, the material is now less secure. This increases the possibility that such material could be
diverted to terrorist groups or rogue nations. Moreover, economic problems have meant that at many
nuclear sites, salaries are underpaid or not paid at all. Such realities increase the likelihood that

someone will steal nuclear material and sell it illegally.

B. The Role of China
As an emerging superpower, China is also an important nuclear power-broker. China’s nuclear
and nuclear-related sales and technical assistance have long been a source of concern for the United
States. Further, China’s military power has been increasing as they have undertaken a military
buildup. This has included a modernization program for its nuclear arsenal. Perhaps the biggest

nuclear story of 1999 was the discovery that China has for years been stealing nuclear secrets from

ZArt Pine, “Secret Operation Safeguarded Uranium,” Los Angeles Times, 24 November 24, 1994,
1.

BMichael R. Gordon, “Russia Launched Nuclear Drills, Official Says,” Milwaukee Journal
Sentinel, 10 July 1999), 7A.
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U.S. nuclear laboratories and installations. Some fear that China, not Russia, is the new military
rival to the United States.

On a more positive note, China has played a crucial role in de-escalating the Korean nuclear
crisis. Evidently, it was China that convinced North Korea to freeze its nuclear program by
informing North Korea that it could not count on indefinite support in its confrontation with the U.S.

over North Korean nuclear efforts.>*

C. Increased Credibility for the Superpowers

The change in the U.S./U.S.S.R. situation has made their calls for nonproliferation more
credible. Even before the breakup of the Soviet Union, Reagan and Gorbachev increased good will
toward the U.S. and U.S.S.R. with the elimination of medium-range missiles and commitment to
sharp reductions in nuclear arsenals. While over the course of nuclear history the United States has
manufactured more than 70,000 nuclear warheads, it has not manufactured a nuclear weapon since
1990. Over the course of nuclear history, the U.S. has produced 89 metric tons of plutonium and
more than 500 metric tons of highly enriched uranium. The U.S. has produced no plutonium for
weapons since 1988 and no highly enriched uranium for weapons since 1964.> However, the U.S.
revealed in 1994 that its stockpile of weapon-grade uranium is much higher than previously
disclosed.® New information shows that the Soviet Union’s nuclear total peaked at a high of 45,000

warheads, 12,000 more than U.S. estimates at the time. Further, their stockpile of weapon-grade

%Jim Mann, “China Assisted U.S. Efforts on N. Korea, Officials Say,” Los Angeles Times, 29
June 29, 1994, 1.

»«prospects For Ukrainian Denuclearization After the Moscow Trilateral Statement,” Arms
Control Today, March 1994, 21-24.

*Thomas W. Lippman and R. Jeffrey Smith. “U.S. Weapon-Grade Uranium Production Tops
Estimates,” Los Angeles Times, 28 June 1994, Al4.
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uranium is 1,200 tons, more than twice previous U.S. estimates.”’ Russia stopped its production of

weapon-grade plutonium in 1994 by closing down three reactors. Presently, none of the five major
nuclear nations (U.S., Russia, France, Great Britain, China) produce weapon-grade nuclear material
for weapons.

In the summer of 1992, President Yeltsin of Russia and President Bush of the United States with
START II agreed to make sweeping cuts in their own nations’ nuclear stockpile. When completed,
two-thirds of these two nations’ nuclear weapons will be destroyed. It is thought that after the
completion of this arms reduction, neither country will have enough strategic weapons left to wage a
first-strike. The plan calls for each nation’s stockpile of nuclear warheads to be reduced from 13,000
to between 3,000 and 3,500.2* START II still needs to be ratified by the U.S. and Russia, but its
coming into force was dependent on Belarus, Kazakhstan and the Ukraine ratifying START [. With
the ratification of START [ by these nations in 1994, the U.S. and Russia are limited to 1,600
strategic weapons and 4,900 warheads on missiles. However, as of 1999, the U.S. still has 8,500
strategic nuclear warheads, and Russia 7,200. While the Russian legislature has still not ratified
START II, preliminary planning for START III were begun during the summer of 1999. [t appears
that a START III agreement will cut Russian and American arsenals to a level of 2,000 to 2,500
strategic warheads.”

Other nuclear nations have also begun reducing their arsenals. At the turn of the century, Great
Britain has fewer than 300 operational warheads.’® However, it is modernizing with Trident

submarines and missiles. France has an estimated 500 nuclear warheads and its nuclear weapons are

2"Hotz, “Cold War Foes,” A30.

*Norman Kempster and Doyle McManus, “Huge Warhead Cuts Approved,” Los Angeles Times,
17 June 1992, 1 & A6.

¥Barry Schweid, “U.S. Russia Set New Round of Nuclear Talks,” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, 28
July 1999, 3A.

*%Howard and van Moyland, Nuclear Proliferation News, no. 24.
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both air-based and submarine-based, having closed its only land-based missile site.’* While China is
believed to have approximately 500 nuclear warheads,” they have as few as 14 intercontinental
ballistic missiles and only one nuclear capable submarine, which carries 12 missiles.** China has
undertaken a modernization program for its nuclear forces. This includes its first [CBM with
MIRVed (Multiple Independent Re-entry Vehicles) warheads. China has indicated it will continue
to modernize and expand its nuclear forces until U.S. and Russian arsenals come down to a
comparable level.

Besides the strategic reduction, the U.S. has also removed its tactical nuclear weapons from
elsewhere in the world. Yet, it has not destroyed these weapons but is instead storing them within
the United States. The former Soviet republics have taken similar steps and have returned all
tactical nuclear weapons to Russia.>*

However, the U.S. removal of tactical nuclear weapons from other nations has one
exception—Europe. As a perfect example of the inability to transcend old ways of thinking, the
Clinton Administration decided to dedicate 830 tactical nuclear weapons toward war fighting in
Europe. These include 350 sea-launched cruise missiles stored in the U.S. and 480 nuclear bombs
which will continue to be stored with U.S. forces in Europe. Such a decision was made although
nuclear weapons are not of use in defending territory such as Europe since the weapons would

destroy the very territory they are deployed to protect. The Center for Defense Information

'Scott Kraft, “France to Resume Nuclear Weapons Tests,” Los Angeles Times, 14 June 1995,
All.

3Nuclear Weapons After the Cold War,” The Defense Monitor 22, no. 1, ( 1993): 2.

3Louise Evans, “CHN: China Plans More Nuke Tests - Analysts,” Australian Associated Press,
CompuServe, 15 May 1995.

¥<Nuclear Weapons After the Cold War,” 3.
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concludes, “The security of Europe and the interests of the United States would be better served by
pursuing the complete elimination of battlefield nuclear weapons from the planet.”**

Moreover, even after all the START cuts, the United States and Russia will remain the major
nuclear powers. There will still be 20,000 nuclear warheac-is in the world with the explosive power
0f 200,000 Hiroshima bombs.*® The remaining nuclear weapons in America’s stockpile are held
with the assumption that they serve as a deterrent against other nuclear powers. The 3,500 strategic
weapons that the U.S. will keep under START II are more than it possessed in 1958, and each is
more powerful than the atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima. Further, each side retains their tactical
nuclear weapons, about 5,000 for each side.

At this time, acceptance of complete nuclear disarmament by the United States is not a
possibility. The U.S. has in place a sophisticated set of scientists and procedures to be the “stewards”
over these weapons, providing the ground work to insure U.S. military superiority. The U.S. is even
seeking new areas of research which would aflow the testing of nuclear forces and devices without
actual field explosions.”” As of 1995, the U.S. Energy Department maintained 10 major laboratories

 at the cost of $6.8 billion, providing research on nuclear bombs and other areas.®®

The cuts undertaken by the U.S. and Russia increase the credibility of their calls for nuclear
nonproliferation. However, nothing but scale has changed. While the change in scale is significant
and makes the world safer, it is still trapped in old ways of thinking. Such old ways of thinking not

only fail to solve the nuclear problem because they validate the supposed security and value of

3The Defense Monitor, 24, no.2 (1995): 6.
3%Nuclear Weapons After the Cold War,” 1.
3Hotz, “Learning to Live,” A29.

¥Ralph Vartabedian. “Panel Calls For Cutbacks At Nuclear Lab.” Los Angeles Times, 2 February
1995, A20.
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nuclear weapons, they encourage other nations and groups to seek nuclear weapons as is evidenced

in the next section.

I, Moving Toward Acquisition

A fear that nuclear weapons will fall into the “wrong” hands has long existed. Today, despite
the signs of hope, many nations are still moving in the direction of acquiring nuclear weapons.
While the predictions of the past that the world would have twenty-five or more nuclear nations has
not yet happened, some still predict that it will. The assumption fueling this fear is that as one new
nuclear nation emerges several of its neighbors will follow course.

In traditional understandings of international relations, some six benefits of possessing nuclear
weapons are identified: Preserving the security of the state, influencing an ally, achieving greater
independence from allies, international prestige, bolstering domestic political support, economic
development and scientific progress.”” These six advantages undoubtedly arise out of real and
legitimate concerns of many nations. Moreover, as long as we remain in a realist paradigm, these
six nuclear motivations will remain. So, if proliferation is going to be slowed or stopped then the
world community must at least find ways to help nations address these concerns through avenues
other than the acquisition of nuclear arms. However, no such process is being developed.

Even more ominous is that after years of clandestine work, several nations, who from the
perspective of U.S. policymakers have dangerous histories and leadership, are nearing acquisition of
nuclear weapons. Besides the nations that are actively seeking to acquire nuclear arms, many
nations, without much concerted effort, are developing expertise in the area. Thus, a change in
world or regional politics could quickly push several nations toward acquisition. This is simply
more evidence for the need to attempt to control the pressures that move nations toward

proliferation. The world desperately needs an ethic of nonproliferation that grows out of the

PReiss, xviii.
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concerns of the nations of the world rather than one developed solely with the concerns of the United
States in mind.

In the rest of this chapter, we will explore the development of nuclear weapons around the
world. First, we will in more depth explore two special cases that paradigmatically represent the
threat of the spread of nuclear weapons. The first is North Korea as an example of a nation seeking
nuclear weapons and how an ethic of nonproliferation can offer options for a resolution. The second
is nuclear terrorism, which is a unique threat to the world and a special challenge to an ethic of
nonproliferation. Second, we will explore other nations that are actively seeking nuclear weapons.
In the third category are nations which are more passive proliferators, including nations who are
making progress without any direct effort or are working very slowing toward the acquisition of

nuclear weapons.

A. Paradigmatic Cases
1. North Korea

Of the potential nuclear nations, North Korea has attracted the most attention. It will also serve
as a paradigmatic case through this exploration of proliferation because it displays both the dangers
of the spread of nuclear weapons and the possibilities of positive responses available to counter
proliferation.

Since China and the Soviet Union have removed their protective nuclear umbrellas from over
North Korea, North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons is paradoxically being intensified because of
the thaw in the Cold War. North Korea is believed to be attempting to produce an atomic weapon.
However, just how close it is to the goal is highly debated. Russian analysts suggest that North

Korea is at least three to seven years away from developing a nuclear weapon.® Others believe it can

“Janet Guttsman, “Russia Says N. Korea Still Far From Nuclear Bombs,” Reuters, ClariNet
Electronic News Service, 18 June 1994.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



create 2 bomb much sooner. Still others believe that they are not even close to such a goal. No
matter how soon it might occur, North Korea’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would destabilize the
region. In response, South Korea might seek its own weapons, and Japan could do the same. Also,
China and Russia would most likely react to the presence of nuclear weapons on their borders.

A careful analysis of the Korean situation should not fail to ignore U.S. nuclear involvement in
Korea. During the Korean War, General MacArthur asked for use of “the bomb” and the National
Security Council recommended that it be used if negotiations broke down. While no situation was
possible in which the military benefits of using atomic weapons outweighed the harm, the U.S. did
decide to use nuclear threats to pressure for an end to the war. Threatening the use of nuclear
weapons did resume the peace talks, which were quickly concluded.

After the peace agreement, nuclear threats were again used against North Korea. The warning
was that if it broke the agreement, it risked nuclear attack.®' Significantly, since no peace treaty was
ever signed, the two Koreas are technically still at war. A fair appraisal of the situation admits the
possibility that North Korea has taken steps toward becoming a nuclear state. After all, the U.S. did
inform them that if war broke out again, the U.S. would use nuclear weapons against North Korea.

Because North Korea has two long-established, noncontroversial and IAEA safeguarded nuclear
research facilities, under the NPT it is entitled to IAEA assistance, including help with uranium
mining. North Korea built a research reactor in 1987. While its 30-megawatt reactor is tiny
compared to the 1,000-megawatt commercial reactors, it nevertheless can produce 20 pounds of
plutonium a year. The Soviet Union has trained North Korea’s reactor operators under an [AEA

sanctioned deal.”> North Korea may have started building a plutonium processing plant.

“'Douglass P. Lackey, Moral Principles and Nuclear Weapons (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and
Allanheld, 1985), 40-45.

42Cozic and Swisher, 21-22 & 135.
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These factors are significant because they suggest that North Korea could produce its own
materials for a nuclear bomb. One of two elements is needed for a nuclear fission explosive
device-Uranium-235 (U-235) or Plutonium-239 (Pu-239). Natural uranium contains only a small
percentage of U-235 and must be “enriched™ to at least 90% in order to be used in a bomb.
Enriching uranium, however, requires a complicated and difficult physical separation process. The
creation of Pu-239, however, involves a comparatively simple chemical process. Nuclear power
plants convert the common form of uranium, U-238, to Plutonium-239. Thus, all nuclear power
plants produce plutonium. While the plutonium does require further processing for use in a bomb,
this processing requires only that it be separated from other elements.

North Korea admits only to producing a few grams of weapon-grade plutonium. Others,
however, fear that they may have far more, perhaps enough for a weapon. The Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute estimates that North Korea has enough plutonium to produce
four to seven nuclear bombs. The U.S. estimates that North Korea has enough plutonium for one or
two bombs. Still, other reports suggest that North Korea already possesses one or two nuclear
weapons. However, all that can be said with certainty is that they have some plutonium, perhaps
enough for a weapon or two. What is unknown is whether they can construct an actual weapon.

North Korea is also developing delivery systems. In May of 1993, it successfully test-launched
an intermediate-range missile into the Sea of Japan. With a range of 621 miles, the missile could hit
parts of Japan. The development of North Korean missiles is not just an indirect threat to the United
States. A Department of Defense study concluded that Alaska could be within the range of North
Korean missiles by the year 2000.*" Recently, North Korea launched what was first thought to be a
missile over Japanese territory. Later analysis indicated it was a failed attempt to launch a satellite.

Still, the technology of space rockets and military missiles are essentially the same. North Korean

“John M Deutch, “The New Nuclear Threat,” Foreign Affairs 71:4 (Fall 1992):121-122.

“«“News Review,” Nuclear Proliferation News, 7 March 1995.
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missile abilities are clearly advancing. Disagreement between the U.S., South Korea and North
Korea continues as North Korea develops and tests long-range missiles. Reportedly, North Korea
has a finished long-range missile, the Taepodong II, with a range of 4,163 miles, putting Alaska and
Hawaii within its striking distance.

North Korea signed the NPT in 1985, and so their nuclear weapons’ development is a violation
of international law. Reports show that North Korea has tried to hire nuclear scientists and buy
nuclear technology from the former Soviet republics.*® Yet, North Korea says that its nuclear
research is solely peaceful.

On September 27, 1991, President Bush ordered the withdrawal of all nuclear weapons from
South Korea.* In 1992 North Korea refused to open its nuclear facilities for inspection until the
U.S. completed the withdrawal. The U.S. has removed all weapons, and a hotline has been set up
between the Defense Ministers of North and South Korea, and the two nations have taken steps
toward a peace pact.

North Korea claims that it acquired a small amount of plutonium by a single reprocessing of
spent fuel rods from a reactor. However, it appears that North Korea reprocessed the rods more than
once and might have much larger nuclear intentions, including nuclear weapons, than they have
admitted. Indications of reprocessing sent up red flags and increased the calls for more thorough
inspections. However, the inspection issue has led to major difficuities. The IAEA wanted to
inspect two installations near Yongbyon, but North Korea refused, insisting that since these
installations are conventional military installations, they are not subject to inspection. Because of
the disagreement over these inspections, in March 1993 North Korea announced that it would

withdraw from the NPT. After much international pressure and some concessions from the United

*Jack Kelley, “Russian Nuke Experts Wooed,” USA Today, 8 January 1992, 1.

“Jon B. Wolfsthal, “IAEA Team Arrives in North Korea,” Arms Control Today, March 1994,
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States, North Korea announced in June of 1993 that it was suspending its decision to leave the NPT.
The major concession that North Korea received was direct talks with the United States, out of which
came an agreement between the two nations to refrain from the use of force (including nuclear force)
against each other. The issue of the inspection of the disputed facilities, however, remained
unresolved.

In 1994 North Korea announced that it was shutting down its Yongbyon reactors and removing
the spent fuel rods. Since the IAEA wanted to extract samples from the removed rods, the shutdown
and removal of the rods would prevent the IAEA from determining whether the rods had been the
source of additional plutonium. WNorth Korea finally allowed IAEA inspectors into nuclear sites
during the Spring of 1994 but blocked their access to several facilities and denied them direct access
to these spent fuel rods. Another part of the concern arose from the plant being shut down for three
months in 1989 before North Korea had a safeguard agreement with IAEA. North Korea claims that
in 1989 it only removed one or two damaged rods. However, inspection could tell if and how much
material was removed. While the IAEA could not conduct the on-site inspections that it wanted, the
U.S. had national technical means to assess North Korea’s actions. The conclusion of that
assessment, based on power levels at which North Korea operated its reactor, suggests that it was not
possible for North Korea to have diverted a substantial amount of plutonium with the only danger
time being when the reactor was shut down in 1989.*7 In May 1994, after inspection was allowed,
inspectors confirmed that all of the fuel rods had been accounted for, indicating that nothing was
diverted in 1994.%

The situation then worsened. North Korean officials walked out of a meeting with South Korean

officials. The IAEA met to discuss whether it should ask the Security Council to consider sanctions.

“Tpeter Hayes, The Realpolitik of the [IAEA-DPRK Standoff, 31 January 1994. Asia.Security.
(PeaceNet, 1 February 1994).

“8John M. Broder, “N. Korea Crisis Eases As Inspectors Report No Nuclear Fuel Diversion,” Los
Angeles Times, 21 May 1994, AS.
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North Korea said that it would regard sanctions as an act of war.*> China suggested that it would not
support sanctions by the Security Council. However, its statements did not suggest whether it would
veto the measure or simply abstain. The immediate response of the U.S. government included the
rescheduling of “Team Spirit,” its joint military exercises with South Korea. The U.S. also renewed
efforts to send Patriot missiles to South Korea.*

While tensions were still high, former U.S. President Jimmy Carter made a controversial,
private diplomatic trip to both Nerth Korea and South Korea. In these meetings Carter got North
Korean dictator Kim [I Sung to agree to freeze North Korea’s nuclear programs in return for high-
level talks with the United States.

Soon after, long time dictator Kim [l Sung died, causing great uncertainty. North Koreans call
his son Kim Jong Il “supreme leader,” but they did not immediately give him the title of President of
North Korea nor head of the Communist Party, indicating that he had not taken complete control of
the nation. More recent assessments conclude, however, that he has now successfully replaced his
father.®!

During the time of leadership uncertainty, a breakthrough occurred, and the U.S. and North
Korea signed a nuclear agreement in October of 1994. This agreement was built on the foundation
of the diplomacy mission of former President Carter. In the agreement, North Korea agreed to freeze
its nuclear programs in exchange for diplomatic and economic concessions from the United States.
The U.S. is also allowing steel companies to import between $5-10 million of magnetite, used in
blast furnaces. The U.S. is providing fuel oil and arranging for two light-water nuclear reactors

which will be under IAEA inspection to replace the current North Korean gas-graphic reactors
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which are more prone to be used for weapon-grade fuel. The fuel oil is an interim component
needed by North Korea because they are abandoning the graphite reactors already under construction
and nearing completion.’* It also agreed to allow unlimited international inspection of all its nuclear
sites within five years, which should reveal the number of nuclear weapons North Korea might have
produced. North Korea will also dismantle its nuclear facilities (including a fuel reprocessing
center) and ship radioactive fuel rods out of the country once the light-water reactors are on-line by
approximately 2005.” Extra protection is provided by the provision that key components of the
reactors will not be shipped to North Korea until last, which means the deal can be stopped if North
Korea does not fulfill its part of the agreement. Further, South Korea and Japan are paying most of
the costs of the agreement.*

U.S. policy was designed to show North Korea that joining the company of “civilized” nations is
better than being a “pariah”™ nation. Critics charge that the U.S. plan simply allows the North
Korean regime more time to survive and leaves open the possibility for North Korea to sell missiles
to countries like Iran and Syria. The U.S. responds to this charge by arguing that the benefit of
preventing proliferation outweighs associated costs and that economic aid alone is insufficient to
prevent the collapse of North Korea. While North Korea’s desperate economic status makes
economic help a powerful “carrot,” the U.S. continues to maintain a powerful “stick” with 37,000
troops stationed in South Korea. North Korea’s support of a 1.3 million person army in a nation

with only 22 million people worsens North Korea’s economic woes.*
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The U.S. has always had a difficult time understanding an opponent’s actions from the
opponent’s perspective. All too often the U.S. assumes that the actions of an opposing nation are
irrational, rather than exploring its rationality from the perspective of that nation. For instance, the
U.S. has always assumed that the North Korean army was an invasion force, seeking to sweep over
South Korea just as it did in 1950. However, the Center for Defense Information understands the
North Korean forces differently: “What the Pentagon always has assumed to be another invasion
force may well be a defensive force. From the perspective of small, insecure, and technologically-
outdated North Korea, a large military is not unreasonable for defense.™

Living out the agreement to stop the nuclear weapon program in North Korea has continued to
be problematic. Inspection issues continue to cause problems. While North Korea is the only place
in the world where the [AEA has permanent inspectors,’” North Korea has not allowed inspectors to
conduct radioactivity measurements at Yongbyon, nor has it provided all the data requested.
Nevertheless, North Korea is overall more cooperative than in the past.” and no evidence exists
indicating that North Korea has restarted its nuclear program. Finally, since the agreement does not
require complete inspections until later in the process, such refusals by North Korea are appropriate.
Indeed, Thomas Wilborn, a research professor of national security affairs at the Strategic Studies
Institute of the U.S. Army War College, points out, “Pyongyang has complied scrupulously with
technical aspects of the agreement.” He further argues that, while an agreement that allowed

immediate special inspection might have been preferable, the agreement reached is much preferable

to no agreement.
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Consequently, the agreement represents a good compromise. North Korea has shut down its
five-megawatt reactor at Yongbyon, it has stopped construction of two larger reactors and it has
placed the 8,000 fuel rods into storage rather than reprocessing them. North Korea has also sealed a
radio-chemical laboratory which the U.S. feared would have been used to reprocess spent fuel into
plutonium.%°

Other difficulties in living out the agreement remain. The U.S. provided light-water reactors,
intended to replace Soviet supplied North Korean reactors under construction, are actually from
South Korea. North Korea refuses to accept them, not because of the technology, but because they
are from South Korea. The U.S. says these reactors are North Korea’s only option because South
Korea is the only country willing to pay the $4 billion cost. North Korea has also threatened that if
the talks fail, it will process 8,000 spent fuel rods, which could yield enough plutonium for up to four
nuclear devices. North Korean diplomats also walked out of the 1995 NPT extension talks in New
York, claiming that it had been unfairly attacked during the proceedings.

The U.S. and North Korea reached a tentative compromise in June of 1995. The reactors will be
designated as advanced versions of U.S. origin designs, the supplier will be the Korean Energy
Development Organization rather than South Korea, and a U.S. company will be program director.
South Korea was not happy with the deal but did not block the agreement.®’ This may be because
they are, in actuality, South Korean reactors, and a South Korea company will be the prime
contractor. Nevertheless, they are not South Korean in name, and a U.S. company will be program

coordinator. The U.S. is now working to help store the spent fuel rods from the Yongbyon reactor

%“Art Pine, “Citing Compliance with Pact, U.S. To Send Oil to North Korea,” Los Angeles Times,
6 January 1995, A6.

S!Sean Howard and Suzanna van Moyland, eds., Nuclear Proliferation News, no. 28 (30 June
1995), FHIT.Newsltr 76, PeaceNet, 30 June 1995.

41

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



safely.® There continue to be disagreements, and the U.S. is concerned that a new site in North
Korea may have a nuclear function. However, the less than smooth process seems to continue on an
overall positive course.

The test case of North Korea is a good reminder that the U.S. can bend the truth to advance
specific political goals. Robert A. Manning, a senior fellow at the Progressive Policy Institute and a
former State Department advisor, argues that the often repeated phrase that North Korea may have
one or two bombs “is based on a worst-case estimate of what North Korea might have done during a
100-day period in 1989-when North Korea shut off its reactor.”® Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., a retired
Navy rear admiral and director of the Center for Defense Information, argues that the U.S. has
created with North Korea a nuclear strawman to justify higher U.S. defense spending. He argues
that any real threat from North Korea is based on the assumption that North Korea refueled their
reactor in 1989 and then reprocessed that fuel. Yet no proof of either assumption exists. If the
assumptions are incorrect, then North Korea does not possess enough nuclear material for even one
nuclear weapon. Carroll identifies additional flaws in the U.S. position. Even if North Korea had
reprocessed, they may not have produced enough weapon-grade material. Moreover, North Korea
probably could not produce a nuclear trigger nor a workable design small enough to be used in a
weapon that they could deliver in any manner. Carroll says that without all these things North
Korea’s nuclear program has no military significance. Carroll argues that the Pentagon is seeking to
support a two-war defense posture. That is, the Department of Defense is seeking a defense budget
large enough to give it the capability to fight two wars simultaneously. To justify this, the Pentagon

needed to put forth potential threats. A nonnuclear North Korea which spends less than 1% of what

82Jim Mann, “U.S., N. Korea Spell Out Details of Nuclear Agreement,” Los Angeles Times, 14
June 1995, A4.
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42

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



the U.S. spends militarily and is countered by a very strong South Korea is no real threat unless
North Korea becomes a nuclear threat.®

North Korea, meanwhile, may have its own reasons for playing along with a charade. In the
first place such a charade reinforces a philosophy called juche, or self-reliance, which North Korea
has long promulgated. This nation has always been suspicious of the west and anyone seeking to
interfere in its internal affairs. Secondly, the need to maintain such a charade explains why North
Korea has dragged its feet on inspection. If North Korea had no nuclear program, as long as it could
maintain the appearance of one, it could obtain a series of major concessions from other nations.

North Korea provides an excellent case study for the ethical response to potential proliferation
under a new ethic of nonproliferation. While many have advocated military means in response to
North Korea, if the peaceful diplomatic approach continues to be successful as it now appears, this

could become a model for future action. Unfortunately, the U.S. has not taken the same approach to

other countries, such as Iran.

2. The Threat of Nuclear Terrorism

The breakup of the Soviet Union has heightened concern about the leakage of nuclear
technology, materials or weapons into an underground market in which perhaps not only nations, but
also terrorist groups, could obtain nuclear capability. Although the former Soviet republics have
given assurances, this fear is especially credible because these same nations are also desperate for the
currency that the sale of such weapons would bring.

On October 15, 1992, officials arrested smugglers in Munich, Germany when they found 6.6
pounds of uranium in the trunk of a car. At first they thought that the uranium was enriched
weapon-grade material. Further investigation revealed, however, that it was simply low-grade

nuclear fuel readily available on the market. In fact, for a long time all of the smuggled nuclear

%Eugene J. Carroll, Jr., “Creating a Nuclear Straw Man,” Los Angeles Times, 8 April 1994, B7.
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material seized by officials was non-weapon-grade. The situation has now changed as, several times
now, highly enriched uranium has been seized.** An extensive review of the evidence undertaken by
William C. Potter of the center for nonproliferation studies concludes that in at least four cases

significant diversions of weapon-grade nuclear material from former Soviet states have taken place.®®

During the summer of 1994, German officials seized plutonium smuggled from Russia in three
different incidents. However, the German government later admitted to staging some of these
incidents in an attempt to put pressure of Russia to do more about smuggling.®’

Despite such deception, the smuggling of nuclear materials is clearly not just a threat. In 1994
there were 182 cases of the smuggling of radioactive materials in Germany. In December 1994,
Czech police seized six pounds of nearly pure uranium-235. Information in the case suggests that it
came from a Russian nuclear institute.® During the Spring of 1995, two Russian soldiers were found
in the Ukraine in possession of 13 pounds of uranium-235 which they had hidden in sour cream jars.
It would take only 30 to 40 pounds to produce a crude atomic weapon. [n a separate case two
nuclear fuel rods were missing from the Chemnoby! nuclear power plant which is also in the

Ukraine.® Also, in the Spring of 1995, Slovak police seized 80 pounds of U-235. An analysis of
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the cases suggests that while the number of cases is still small, the quantity of nuclear material is
increasing.™

On a more positive note, no organized effort on the buying end of the market is present. For the
most part, the smugglers have been isolated individuals with get-rich hopes who have smuggled
without having buyers lined up in advance. In fact, some have speculated that the few buyers the
smugglers could find have all been undercover police officers. Neither does there seem to be an
organized crime effort running the smuggling attempts.™

While these cases do not seem to indicate a large or coordinated smuggling operation, we can
safely assume that some terrorist groups would like to have nuclear weapons. For instance, the
police found documents about enriching uranium when they raided members of Aum Supreme
Truth, the Japanese cult implicated in several terrorist attacks on Japanese subway systems. Graham
Allison, best known for his important book on the Cuban Missile Crisis entitled Essence of
Decision,” has recently argued that unless we take drastic steps to curtail the spread of nuclear
materials, we will have a nuclear bombing similar to either the Oklahoma City bombing or the
bombing of the World Trade Center in New York City. Allison states, “In the absence of a
determined program of action, we have every reason to anticipate acts of nuclear terrorism against
American targets before this decade is out.”™ Fortunately, his timetable has been incorrect, but his
prediction of a terrorist nuclear attack is still a strong possibility.

The U.S. has tried to take counter-proliferation steps concerning smuggling and terrorism. For

instance, the FBI has set up a training school in Hungary which in part trains police and security

"Potter.
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forces in central and eastern European countries to deal with nuclear smuggling. The FBI has also
opened an office in Moscow to work on the issue, and Russia has taken steps to secure Russian
nuclear weapons and military nuclear materials.” Still, serious security issues remain at Russian
nuclear facilities.

In fairness, this threat cannot be viewed as simply something “over there.” The manner in
which the U.S. handles materials and technology also raises serious concerns that the U.S. could
contribute to the acquisition of nuclear weapons by terrorists. For instance, in 1993, the major
components of a nuclear fuel reprocessing plant were included in a batch of surplus government
equipment put up for sale. This is the very technology that allows someone to take spent fuel from a
civilian nuclear energy plant and convert it to weapon-grade material. A used car and scrap dealer
from Pocatello, Idaho, bought the equipment and tried to resell it overseas. Fortunately, the British
government saw his advertisement and notified the U.S. government who then stopped the sale.
Importantly, the scrap dealer was not at fault; rather, the U.S. government must be faulted for
turning over the working components of a reprocessing plant. While the desire to recover some
funds through scrap sales is understandable, the government must not sell working nuclear
equipment.”™

Control of nuclear materials in the United States also raises concerns about diversions. Even in
the U.S. a great deal of plutonium and highly enriched uranium has been reported missing.
Estimates suggest that as much as 8,000 pounds of weapon-grade nuclear material are missing.
Some analysts speculate that the U.S. gave part of the missing material to Israel.” Besides the

missing material, issues of the mishandling of materials also arise. In November of 1994 an Army

*Robinson, Military and Arms Transfer News 95, no. 7.
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Depot in California accidentally used Federal Express, rather than a safeguarded transportation
method, to ship weapon-grade plutonium to Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico.
FedExing weapon-grade plutonium does not give us great confidence about the security of U.S.
nuclear materials.

Terrorism raises problems about who punishment or to whom deterrence should be directed
since terrorists do not act out of the realistic national self-interest models that nations use when
developing nuclear policy. To handle terrorists, it is necessary not just to safeguard nuclear items
(which is in fact only an accounting system), but nuclear items must be secured. The threat of
nuclear terrorism points to the need for a new ethic of nonproliferation. Clearly, such an ethic must
be realistic; it must reduce the threat. However, the threat of nuclear terrorism points to the
inadequacy of current thinking. Terrorist groups do not act in ways that realism can comprehend.
Consequently, realism is woefully ill-prepared to respond to the threat of nuclear terrorism. An
adequate ethic of nonproliferation must be able to point to policy choices which can reduce the threat

of nuclear terrorism.

B. Active Proliferators
1. Pakistan
Pakistan has been committed to acquiring nuclear weapons since {974. Moreover, because of
Cold War realism, the U.S. helped Pakistan build a large and powerful military and helped with its
nuclear program in its early years.” Some reports suggest that China gave Pakistan reliable bomb
designs in the early 1980s in return for some its high-tech information.”” The United States

continued its complicity with Pakistan’s nuclear development during the Reagan administration

Beworld at War—1992, The Defense Monitor, 21, no. 6 (1992): 10.
"Sweet, 156-157.
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because Pakistan was helping the U.S. in Afghanistan.’® Much of the equipment that Pakistan has
acquired was not banned at the time Pakistan acquired it. Because Pakistan is not a party to NPT, its
nuclear actions are legal under international law.

Pakistan declared that it was a nuclear power with an announcement by Prime Minister Benazir
Bhutto in 1991 but then said it has not assembled the actual weapons.®* Apparently, it obtained
material for its first atomic weapon in 1986, and by the mid 1990s probably had all the essential
elements for 5-10 undeclared atomic bombs. The significance of Pakistani nuclear development is
great for Pakistan, which is a country with limited natural resources, few financial resources and a
small industrial base.

Because of Pakistan’s nuclear efforts, the U.S. has dramatically curtailed foreign assistance to
Pakistan. While Pakistan has lost a great deal of foreign aid because of its nuclear programs, it is
vehement in its resolve to develop advanced weapon systems that it believes will provide security.
This also points to the failure of realistic approaches to nonproliferation.

Pakistan undertook a series of nuclear tests in May 1998 after its rival [ndia had done so.
Estimates are that it now likely has between 15 and 20 nuclear weapons. Of special concern is the
fact that Pakistan does not have adequate control procedures for its nuclear arsenal. The India-
Pakistan nuclear conflict is troubling because the two nations have fought three wars since each
gained independence from Great Britain in 1947. They share a 450-mile disputed border, and
Pakistan supports the insurgency in India’s Kashmir.®*

Pakistan tested nuclear capable short-range missiles in 1989, and China has been accused of

selling missiles to Pakistan. They may have missiles with up to a 900-mile range, and some reports
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suggest that they have placed nuclear warheads on some missiles. The possibility of Chinese
assistance raises the ever present problem of enforcing any agreement designed to stop or slow the
spread of nuclear weapons if violations cannot be verified. The U.S. has satellite pictures of
suspicious looking crates being unloaded in Pakistan but lacks any proof of their content.
Meanwhile, China denies shipping any missile parts, and Pakistan denies that it has ever bought
nuclear capable missiles from China. While U.S. law requires sanctions if it finds that China is
transferring banned missile technology, there is not sufficient evidence for such a finding.

While Pakistan has long been a critic of the discriminatory nature of the NPT, it does recognize
that globally the NPT has played a positive role and has in fact favored its extension. However,
Pakistan refuses to sign the NPT unless India, its neighbor and long-standing rival, signs. Pakistan

has recently said that it would agree to a fissile material cutoff.*’

2. India

Although India exploded a nuclear weapon in 1974, until 1998 it claimed to have no nuclear
arsenal. Many in India pointed out that nuclear weapons are contrary to Mahatma Gandhi’s legacy
of nonviolence and India’s longstanding international effort to portray nuclear weapons as evil.*
India’s nuclear test in 1974 did force a reevaluation and tighter controls on nuclear exports by the
nuclear states, who hoped to make it at least more difficult for other nations to acquire nuclear
capability. In 1977 India agreed to full-scope safeguards on its nuclear operations if the nuclear
weapon states would freeze production of fissile material for atomic bombs, agree to a

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and set target dates for reducing nuclear weapons stockpiles.®

8«Documents and Sources,” Nuclear Proliferation News, 7 March 1995.
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Because the nuclear nations have not met these requirements, India has not subjected its facilities to
safeguarding.

While India is highly critical of the NPT, India does support arms control proposals that will
apply equally to all nations. India has long maintained that the proliferation problem is not simply
horizontal (spreading to more nations), but rather the vertical (expanding nuclear arsenals)
proliferation within the nuclear states. It says that it will join the NPT only after the superpowers
take significant disarmament steps which, India points out, are required by the NPT. India is one of
the strong third-world critics of the NPT. Its arguments carry much moral weight. However, not
idealizing India is important. While India has vilified nuclear weapons, it has also worked to attain
nuclear capability. While calling for disarmament, it has undertaken a huge military buildup.
Despite these ambiguities, India is an important nonproliferation voice.

India has long been thought to be ready to resume nuclear testing on short notice. Such
assessments were obviously correct as India conducted a series of nuclear tests in May 1998 as
tension was rising in its conflict with Pakistan. A Congressional Research Service report says that
India can build both fission and hydrogen bombs. Post test estimates are that India has a stockpile of
more than 60 nuclear weapons. India has four major atomic power complexes. It also has several
unsafeguarded reprocessing plants and several unsafeguarded research reactors.*® India is also
building a breeder reactor nuclear power plant, which by definition produces more plutonium than it
consumes. Consequently, India will have even more plutonium available for nuclear weapons.
Some blame the U.S. tilt toward China, Pakistan’s closest ally, as provoking India’s nuclear tests.®’

The Soviet Union has long helped and supported India’s military and may have included some

nuclear assistance.?® During the summer of 1993, Russia sold rocket engines to India. The U.S.
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contends that the sale is a violation of Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), a treaty that
Russia has not signed but has verbally agreed to abide. Unfortunately, the profit motive for
cash-short nations often counters desires to prevent proliferation. [ndia has in recent years test-fired
five different nuclear capable missiles including one with a range of 1,550 miles. With such a range
India has missiles capable of reaching China or Pakistan, both of whom India has previously fought
wars against. India has also developed an advanced anti-missile system similar to the United States’
Patriot system of Gulf War fame.®®

Nuclear weapons in India and Pakistan have the danger of turning their regional conflict over
the territorial dispute of the Kashmir into a disaster. Before Indian independence, the Kashmir was
an autonomous state and Kashmir nationalists, now supported by Pakistan, have been struggling for
independence ever since. An article published in The New Yorker” claims that India and Pakistan
were on the brink of a nuclear war in 1990. The claim of the article, denied by both India and
Pakistan, is that a nuclear disaster was prevented only through intervention by the Bush

Administration. Whatever the truth is about this example, South Asia is a nuclear hot spot.

3. Israel

While the peace process continues in the Middle-East, [srael’s supposed possession of nuclear
weapons continues to be a nonproliferation problem. New estimates suggest that Israel’s nuclear
arsenal is larger than was previously believed. However, because Israel’s nuclear program is
clandestine, its size is subject for much debate. Leonard S. Spector, director of the Carnegie
Endowment’s nuclear nonproliferation project, argues that Israel may have as many as 200 nuclear

devices. U.S. officials, however, say this is inaccurate and that Israel has less than 100, perhaps only
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50-60. While U.S. officials believe that the Dimona reactor could not produce enough material for
200 nuclear weapons, Israel may have clandestinely enlarged it. Any of the estimates would allow
Israel to use nuclear weapons tactically while still having enough for strategic purposes. Tactical
nuclear weapons suggest that [srael’s nuclear arsenal may be for more than deterrence raising
troubling questions about Israel’s intentions and the possible use of nuclear weapons in the Middle
East.

It is believed that beginning in 1957, France shared nuclear information with Israel. This would
account for [srael’s ability to develop weapons without actual test explosions. The CIA believes that
Israel had the bomb as early as 1968. The work is assumed to have been undertaken at the
unsafeguarded Dimona complex which includes a research reactor and reprocessing facility supplied
by France. Israel may also have bought or stolen nuclear materials from the U.S. and Europe.®!
Israel began to enrich uranium in 1979 or 1980.*

Information suggests that Israel has produced tritium and mithium deuteride. This would
suggest that at least some of their nuclear weapons are advanced. Such weapons would have yields
much greater than the 20 kilotons usually projected for their weapons.” They also have short range
missiles and are testing intermediate range missiles with up to a 1,250-mile range.*

Israel has a policy of nuclear uncertainty—refusing to admit or deny whether it possesses nuclear
weapons or has programs to achieve such a goal. Israel has also refused to sign the NPT. This
uncertain position may be preferable to a direct admission of their possession of nuclear weapons. In

one sense Israel’s uncertain position has allowed the Arab countries not to develop their own nuclear
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forces. A direct admission of Israel’s nuclear capability might “force” the Arab nations to conclude
that they too must have a nuclear force.”

Nuclear tensions in the Middle East are high, and we should be concerned about Israel’s
reaction to nuclear efforts by other Middle Eastern nations. After all, [srael bombed an Iraqi nuclear
facility in 1981. Because Israel used CIA satellite images in that effort, it has subsequently had its
access to such data limited. However, in February of 1995 Israel launched its own spy satellite and it
now has F-15E aircraft with a range of 2,400 miles. This means that Iran’s nuclear facilities are
now within its range.”

Israel’s nuclear program is in fact becoming a more divisive issue in the Middle East. Except
for the United Arab Emirates and Oman, neither of which have nuclear programs, all Arab nations
are NPT members. Arab nations are upset with Israel’s continued nuclear efforts, while most of
them are committed to nonproliferation. Arab nations, including Egypt, [raq, Saudi Arabia and
Syria, initially said they would not sign an extension of the NPT unless Israel also signed the treaty.
While they did agree to the extension, Israel has not signed the NPT. Israel has said that it is willing
to discuss nonproliferation, but only after there is a comprehensive Middle East peace agreement

which includes Syria.”’
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C. Latent Proliferators

1. Iraq

If it were not for the effects of the Guilf War, Iraq would be in the previous category. The Non-
Proliferation Treaty’s effectiveness is most profoundly put into question with the case of Iraq. Doubt
arises because Iraq, as a signatory nation, had even allowed inspectors into its facilities. However,
even after the destruction which it suffered in the Gulf War, Iraq may be a more significant long-
term nuclear threat than Iran. Since Iraq has latent nuclear ability, a mere change in the regime or a
change in its attitudes toward such weapons could move Iraq from being a potential nuclear threat to
an actuai one.

At the start of the Gulf War, Iraq was not on the verge of possessing nuclear weapons, but it did
have a very sophisticated program. Moreover, in the aftermath of the Guif War, additional evidence
has emerged about the advanced degree of Iraq’s nuclear program. New details indicate that Iraq
launched a crash effort to build a nuclear weapon by April of 1991, hoping to use it in the Gulf
War.”® While the plan failed and the war was over by the projected completion date, Iraq still
operated a multi-billion dollar nuclear program for nearly a decade. Some suggest that if Saddam
Hussein had not started the Gulf War, Iraq would have been a nuclear state by now.”

As often happens, the concern for economic gain by the nuclear nations outweighed wise
decisions about what technology and hardware was transferred to [raq. In the latter half of the
1980s, the British government allowed machinery to be shipped to Iraq though it knew it was
essential to Iraqi nuclear efforts. The British transfer was directly tied to efforts to keep one of its

own struggling industries afloat. Allegations have been made that the U.S. also allowed important
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technological transfers to Iraq out of economic concerns.'® Iraq, meanwhile, was very ingenious by
hiding its illicit purchases behind innocent and legitimate purchases. Also in an attempt to hide its
purchases, Iraq sought components rather than whole items and tried to buy machines that could
make contraband items rather than the items themselves. They also used middle buyers to hide the
final destinations of the products. In fact almost none of the transferred goods raised any concerns;
business with Iraq was encouraged because during its war with Iran the West had supported Iraq."""

The outcome of the Gulf War was designed to end Iraqi nuclear efforts. Security Council
Resolution 687 set procedures to destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction and its ballistic missile
capabilities. During the last several years, U.N. inspectors have overseen the dismantling of $2
billion worth of Iraqi nuclear facilities, and both highly enriched uranium and plutonium have been
removed from Iraq. While these were very small quantities of weapon-grade material, if [raq had
completed the facilities under construction, it would have been able to produce enough for a nuclear
device within as short of time as two years. Some of the plutonium found had been extracted from a
Soviet supplied reactor although the IAEA was safeguarding the reactor. Seized documents provide
clear proof that, besides having the capabilities, Iraq was in fact trying to build nuclear weapons.
Moreover, Iraq was trying to produce advanced weapons, such as a hydrogen bomb, and testing the
ability to arm its ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads.

On April 14, 1992, IAEA inspectors demolished Iraq’s principal nuclear production facility at
Al-Attheer.'” Despite the completion of the dismantling work, Iraq could quickly return to their
pre-Gulf War nuclear level because of the experience and expertise they currently possess. New

reports suggest that Iraq may be continuing its nuclear program through computer modeling, though

'“Douglas Frantz and William Tuohy, “British Allow Iraq to Acquire Tooling for High-Tech
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eds. David L Bender and Bruno Leone. (San Diego: Greenhaven Press, 1992), 119-121.

12K arsh, Navias and Sabin, 285.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



the IAEA has been unable to confirm such reports.'® Although trying to revive its nuclear program
would be difficult and costly for Iraq, further vigilance is needed. Again it is important to remember
that Iraq had good reason to seek nuclear weapons in the first place. Acquiring weapons of mass
destruction was not just a matter of adding another category of weapons to Saddam Hussein’s
arsenal, but was rather a key to his political survival. Such weapons could blunt [srael’s superiority
and remove the threat of hostile neighbors such as Iran and Syria. A true effort to end proliferation
will need to address those motivations.

Iraq has substantial missile ability and is investing in furthering those abiiities. The U.S.
destroyed most of Iraq’s past infrastructure in the area of missiles during and after the Gulif War.
However, Iraq still has the needed pool of scientists and engineers within its borders. Furthermore,
new and recent evidence suggests that [raq has continued to engage in elaborate systems to purchase
missile parts covertly. They have not deployed new missiles, but they may be stockpiling the parts in
secrete for use at a future date.'* [raq has a proven track record of keeping things hidden. Before
the Gulf War, the IAEA was unable to detect any illicit activity. Some U.S. analysts believe that
once trade sanctions are lifted, Iraq could build nuclear weapons in as quick as five to seven years.
While that estimate exaggerates the rate at which they could do so, a continued nuclear threat from

"
Iraq is a reality.

Many critics argue that President Bush overplayed the nuclear threat from Iraq to gain public
support for the U.S. war effort since the war was, in fact, waged for other reasons.'” Such claims
may be true. Nevertheless, [raqi possession of nuclear weapons would have greatly altered the

situation at the time of the Gulf War. In particular, a nuclear Iraq may have stopped other Arab
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states from seeking U.S. intervention. Further, U.S. forces would have been in a much more
vulnerable situation. In fact, the U.S. may not have engaged in the systematic bombing that proved
so successful in the Gulf War. This may now mean that for any regional power to confront the U.S,,
they will need first to acquire nuclear weapons. Further, even future regimes in Iraq may still want
nuclear weapons, especially because of Iraq’s difficult relations with Israel and with Iran.

Increased tension has lead to the expulsion from Iraq of U.N. inspectors. This is a troubling
development since inspection, though an imperfect process, was much more effective than military

strikes, which are almost totally ineffective in stopping clandestine weapons programs.

2. Iran

Sayed Ayatollah Mohajerani, former vice-president of Iran, argues that nonproliferation efforts
discriminate against the third world. He argues that it is hypocritical for the U.S. and Russia to have
nuclear weapons while seeking to deny such weapons to Arab nations. Mohajerani suggests that
Arab nations would not use nuclear weapons, but would possess them only to deter their enemies.'*

While Iran is a party to the NPT, most analysts believe it is seeking nuclear weapons. In so
doing, Iran may be seeking to take up the nuclear mantle left in the wake of [raq’s defeat. Further,
Iran also fears that Iraq will again become powerful sometime in the future and has pressure to
counter Israel’s nuclear arsenal.'”” However, Iran claims that its nuclear efforts are completely
peaceful and that it is not seeking atomic weapons. Finally, Iraq has reminded other nations that

under the NPT it does have a right to nuclear technology.
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The U.S. assumes that Iran has engaged in some research in the production of weapon-grade
nuclear materials and asserts that such research has no peaceful use.'® Although Israel claims that
Iran will have a nuclear weapon within three years,'” U.S. estimates conclude that Iran is at least 5-
10 years away from building nuclear weapons indigenously. Whichever the case, the introduction of
nuclear technology, expertise or materials from the former Soviet Union or China could speed up the
acquisition timetable. [srael claims that [ran already has 150 foreign nuclear scientists and
engineers working within its borders. Also, in at least two cases, [ranian nationals have been
arrested in Turkey trying to smuggle enriched uranium.''® However, [ran denies that it has any
military atomic program.

The nations of the world hold two varying views about [ran. One view, held by the Russians, is
that [ran probably cannot carry out its nuclear weapon program. This position claims that Iran will
not have a nuclear bomb anytime soon. Three factors lead Russia to this conclusion: Damage from
the war with Iraq, its low industrial base and its foreign dependance in areas of high technology.
Others claim that [ran’s economy could not support the major nuclear program that they would need
to develop a nuclear weapon within ten years.'"" A second view, based on a CIA assessment, insists
that Iran may be more successful in its nuclear efforts. While the CIA also says Iran is at least 8-10
years away from developing a nuclear weapon, the CIA believes this timetable could be speeded up

with outside help.'"?
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If Iran is seeking nuclear weapons, it is a good test case for world response. However, the [AEA
has not found any evidence of a nuclear weapon program in Iran. Claiming that Iran is a “rogue
nation” which has a crash nuclear program and supports terrorism, the U.S. announced a trade
embargo upon Iran during the spring of 1995. The world, including the United States’ closest allies
in Europe, refused to go along. In fact, most U.S. allies have questioned whether Iran has any
serious nuclear program at all. They argue further that until there is a smoking gun the best strategy
is to remain in contact with Iran. The U.S. insists that even transfers allowed under the NPT should
not be undertaken with Iran. The U.S. position, however, is a violation of the NPT because the NPT
requires that nuclear powers provide nuclear energy assistance to those seeking it. Further, it is
important to remember that the U.S. has no hard evidence against Iran; all that the U.S. has is
circumstantial evidence, including attempts to buy dual-use technology and stories which cannot be
confirmed. Completely lacking is any specific location of nuclear facilities which should be
identifiable if Iran has the massive program claimed by the United States.

While we should be concerned about Iran, more careful analysis gives a more balanced view.
Arab world specialist Sandra Mackey identifies three powerful and emotional forces that shape
Iran’s positions: “Fear of invasion, pride of nation and the conviction that foreign-driven
conspiracies are always operating against them.”'"’ Mackey goes on to point out that whatever
nuclear program Iran has, they would understand it to be defensive, not offensive.'

Why might Iran be seeking nuclear weapons? Even a nuclear Iran would be subject to massive
retaliation if they ever used nuclear weapons. Therefore, they must have other reasons. One reason
is to deter. Mere possession of nuclear weapons could well deter U.S. military action in the region.

Second, since ignoring a nuclear nation is difficult, Iran might use its nuclear weapons to force other

'3Sandra Mackey, “Fear of Enemies Isn’t Paranoia; U.S. Policy Invites Disaster,” Los Angeles
Times, 7 June 1995, B7.

"“Mackey, B7.
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area nations to take Iranian interests into greater consideration. Third, Iran could use nuclear
weapons to control the escalation of a war. [f Iran became involved in a war with the U.S,, their
possession of nuclear weapons could be used to keep the conflict limited.''* Although these
motivations are less sinister than world domination, a nuclear Iran still would cause more instability
in the world. However, the extent of Iran’s nuclear program is far from clear. Iran needs to be
watched, but it is quite likely that current U.S. policy to isolate Iran is not only doomed to failure, but

is based on overreaction and falsehood.

3. Others

Several other nations continue to be possible proliferators precisely because their nuclear
capability continues to develop and mature even if they do not have the intention of developing
nuclear weapons. These other nations include Syria, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Japan, Libya, Taiwan,
and South Africa.

Syria has for the first time shown interest in nuclear weapons. Speculation is that Syria has
nuclear intentions but is a long way from developing them and has no known significant nuclear
facilities. However, intelligence reports suggest that Syria is seeking to create a nuclear
infrastructure with military implications. As an NPT member, Syria must legally submit any nuclear
facilities to [AEA inspection.''® China is accused of selling to Syria missiles that may have nuclear
capabilities. Syria is also attempting to develop cruise missiles. While Syria will clearly not be a
nuclear state in the near future, it is another nation which is beginning to show interest in becoming
nuclear.

The north African nation of Algeria is no stranger to nuclear matters. In fact, since it is where

France first tested nuclear weapons, Algeria is one of the few nations which has experienced nuclear

"SCarus, 137.

116K arsh, Navias and Sabin, 135 & 146.
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explosions. France was the colonial ruler of Algeria until 1962 when a bloody eight-year war finally
brought Algerian independence. In more recent years Algeria appears to be establishing a nuclear
infrastructure with military possibilities. [n the 1980s, Algeria’s nuclear program was thought to be
limited to uranium exploration and two small 1-megawatt research reactors supplied by Argentina.
While Algeria was not an NPT member at the time, it still allowed the reactors to be under [AEA
safeguards. Some evidence indicates that nuclear technicians from former Soviet republics are
working in Algeria.'"” In 1991, U.S. intelligence discovered that. with help from China, Algeria was
secretly building a larger research reactor protected by a ring of antiaircraft missiles. In May 1991,
apparently because of U.S. diplomatic intervention, China and Algeria announced that this larger
reactor will be under IAEA supervision.''®

It is unclear what motivates Algeria’s nuclear actions. During Algeria’s seven-year guerrilla
war with Morocco over the Western Sahara, Morocco made a military deal with the United States.
Consequently, Algeria may have decided that the nuciear option might counter Morocco’s newly
created advantage. It also may have sought to increase its prestige in the non-aligned movement.
Increased international pressure followed, and on January 7, 1992, Algiers announced that it would
join the NPT, which it did in early 1995.'"°

Saudi Arabia has generally been one of the friendliest Arab nations to the United States. It
played a crucial role in U.S. efforts in the Gulf War and has also expressed anti-nuclear sentiments.
However, rumors suggest that Saudi Arabia has sought to employ former Soviet nuclear scientists
and has attempted to equip its missiles with potential nuclear warheads. Such actions may be in

reaction to Iranian nuclear efforts.'*®

"Cozic and Swisher, 21-22.

118K arsh, Navias and Sabin, 135 & 147-149.
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A dissident former Saudi diplomat, Mohammed Khilewi, who is seeking political asylum in the
U.S,, claims that Saudi Arabia assisted Iraq’s nuclear program during the 1980s. The assistance
reportedly included the transfer of advanced technology and $5 billion in economic support for the
program. Khilewi also claims that Saudi scientists received training in nuclear technology in Iraq
and that Saudi Arabia has set up its own military nuclear research center at Suleiyel, 60 miles
southeast of Riyadh. He claims to have seen possible Iraqi technicians working at this site. Khilewi
certainly knows about nuclear issues since he was a nuclear proliferation expert working at the Saudi
mission to the United Nations. However, Saudi Arabia claims that he is lying and that he has
created forged documents to bolster his false claims."

Although for a long time Japan has been able to create a sizeable nuclear force, it has also had
more to lose than gain from nuclear weapons. However, some speculate that it could construct
weapons in as short as a few weeks. Japan has engaged in nuclear research since during World War
II. However, with its special status as the only nation to have suffered an atomic attack, Japan has
traditionally opposed nuclear weapons. Restricted by both international and domestic legal
requirements, it is also unclear whether Japan has any legal option to develop nuclear weapons.
Also, raising nuclear stakes for a small, densely-populated nation is not good strategy.

Two possible technical blocks to Japan building nuclear weapons exist. First is Japan’s inability
to test because of lack of open spaces, and second is the lack of sophisticated “trigger” devices to set
off nuclear weapons. However, Israel, South Africa and Pakistan developed nuclear weapons
without first testing, and some reports suggest that Japan has obtained the triggers. [f correct, this
would mean that Japan could construct a nuclear warhead in a very short time. Moreover, they can

build the missiles to deliver nuclear weapons.

2ISteve Coll and John Mintz, “Saudi Aid to Iraqi A-Bomb Effort Alleged; Asylum-Seeking
Diplomat Says Riyadh Secretly Gave Baghdad Money and Technology.” Washington Post,
CompuServe, 24 July 1994.
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Japan has recently imported from France a ton of plutonium for its commercial energy program.
This is enough nuclear material for 120 nuclear bombs. Over time the U.S. has allowed Japan to buy

122

more plutonium than is contained in all of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons.'* In 1994, concern

was raised about a Japanese plant that makes fuel from plutonium for breeder reactors. About 150
pounds were found missing, an amount which was enough for nine nuclear weapons. Japan claims
that the missing material is simply stuck in the equipment.

Japan is one of the few nations which still plans to use plutonium for energy production. Ina
series of planned ones, they have one operational prototype breeder reactor which produces more
plutonium than it consumes. Japan places its hope in the theory that breeder reactors can be an
inexhaustible energy supply. However, plutonium is environmentally dangerous along with the ever
present possibility of a military diversion of the material.'?

During the summer of 1993, Japan’s foreign minister suggested that it should be willing to build
nuclear weapons to counter a nuclear North Korea. Simultaneously, Japan showed its support for the
extension of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The foreign minister also said that a nuclear
threat from North Korea does not automatically mean that Japan will develop its own arsenal. First,
Japan would try to rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. However, he said that possessing the ability to
develop nuclear weapons is becoming crucial to Japan. This is another indication of the growing
nuclear problem in Asia. While Japan has publicly taken the moral high ground in the fight against
nuclear proliferation, many other Asian nations say they now have something to fear from Japan.

The U.S. has long considered Libya a pariah state and assumes that Libya would like to get its

hands on nuclear weapons. Unconfirmed reports suggest that Libya unsuccessfully approached India

12Cozic and Swisher, 178.

BDavid Holley, “Japan’s Energy Plan May Fuel Spread of Plutonium,” Los Angeles Times, 20
March 1994), 1, A8 & AlOQ.
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in the 1970s with an offer to pay $15 million for nuclear information.'* The breakup of the Soviet
Union has given Libya new opportunities to purchase nuclear weapons. Reports suggest that Libya
has tried to hire Russian nuclear scientists and may have some working within its borders.' While
Libya is still many years, probably decades, away from building nuclear weapons indigenously,
outside help could speed up the program. Libya is a party to the NPT, and so its nuclear programs
would be illegal. Libya is also working on delivery systems, and some reports indicate that Libya
and Iran are working together on missiles.'*’

Taiwan is a small nation in a hostile relationship to the nuclear superpower China. While
China believes that Taiwan illegally holds and controls part of Chinese territory, Taiwan believes
that it is the legitimate government of China. Such a situation makes Taiwan ripe in its desire for
nuclear weapons.

Taiwan has had a sizable nuclear program but lacks the facilities to produce materials for
nuclear weapons. Since they are signers of the NPT, a move to develop or acquire nuclear weapons
would be illegal.'® Political pressure from the United States has seemed to curtail most of Taiwan’s
nuclear efforts.'”® However, decreased U.S. support for Taiwan could reignite Taiwan’s interest in
nuciear weapons.

South Africa might be a model for achieving nonproliferation as it has evidently backed away
from the proliferation process. In 1993, then President, Frederick de Klerk, admitted that South

Africa had built six Hiroshima-size nuclear weapons between 1975 and 1990. A U.S. satellite in
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1979 detected what might have been a South African nuclear test. However, de Klerk denies that
South Africa has ever detonated a nuclear weapon and claims that it has dismantled all of its nuclear
weapons. He explained that South Africa had developed the weapons because it knew that its
international isolation meant that no other nation would come to its aid if it had been threatened.
Specifically, South Africa feared the Cuban buildup in Angola, although, in a rational sense, it was
not a real threat to South Africa. While de Klerk claimed that no foreign government was involved
in its nuclear program, many nuclear analysts speculate that Israel provided assistance. South Africa
signed and ratified the NPT in 1991,"° and it has refused to identify its nuclear scientists, attempting

to prevent others from hiring them.""

IV. Conclusion

This review of the spread of nuclear weapons reveals a real and pressing problem with nuclear
proliferation. The nuclear issue did not disappear with the breakup of the Soviet Union. Nor did the
nuclear problem disappear with the improvement of relations between the United States and Russia.
While past predictions claiming the nuclear club would soon have as many as 25 members have been
seriously flawed, the number of nuclear nations is increasing, and the potential for many new nuclear
nations remains a strong possibility. The number of nuclear weapons does not grow daily as it did
just a few years past, yet the danger from nuclear weapons is greater than during the Cold War since
new proliferators are often less stable and have fewer technical safeguards on their nuclear weapons.

Extreme realists suggest that war and foreign policy are outside the realm of moral and ethical
analysis. Those who hold such views will find little of value in this project. However, such a

position is simply wrong. In the first place, such a position claims that results are the only relevant

%patrick Coilings, “South Africa Admits to Having Constructed Nuclear Bombs,” UP/
Newswire, ClariNet Network News Files, March 24, 1993.

BiRobinson, Military and Arms Transfer News 95, no. 7.
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criteria. Yet such a position is an ethical argument-albeit from an extreme utilitarian position.
Utilitarianism, of course, is a major ethical theory. In the second place, people, be they citizens, or
soldiers or even presidents, automatically make moral evaluations about war and foreign policy in
terms of commonly held values and principles. President Kennedy refused to order a surprise
military attack on Cuba during the Cuban missile crisis because he thought it would be a “Pearl
Harbor” in reverse. Implicit in that statement was the conclusion that such an action would be
morally wrong, just as Japan had been morally wrong for attacking the United States. Moreover, the
U.S. was almost torn apart because of moral arguments over the Vietnam War. More recently, the
U.S. Senate debated the morality of the going to war in the Persian Gulf. Just as the public cringed
at reports of the My Lai massacre during the Vietnam War, so does the public cringe at reports of
atrocities coming from the confiict in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. Cringing is a moral
evaluation. With our very bodies we say this or that “is wrong.”

The problem with this emotional approach is that it suggests a seat-of-the-pants, rather than
thoughtful and critical ethical analysis. Fortunately, as a species we humans have engaged in a long,
careful, thoughtful moral evaluation of the issues of war and peace. Our traditions contain valuable
resources which we can tum to as we approach the continued problems that nuclear weapons pose.
At the same time, previous thought may be inadequate for our current context. Consequently, the
next chapter explores traditional ethical resources to see what guidance they can give, as well as
what short-comings point to the need for new ethical analysis, to the problem of nuclear

proliferation.
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CHAPTER TWO:

TRADITIONS OF WAR AND PEACE

No emperor or fiend of the past—not Caesar, not Alexander the Great, nor
Attila the Hun—ever claimed the sovereign right to determine the life and
future of the entire universe. Yet that power is now claimed by every
graduate engineer who steps into a nuclear weapons laboratory.

E. L. Doctorow!

Since ancient times, human beings have made ethical decisions about war and peace. In fact,
human history includes a great deal of critical reflection about the appropriateness of the use of
violence. Therefore, any exploration of peace issues today must seek to place itself within this long
and noteworthy history. This chapter seeks briefly to describe and then discern the importance of
previous ethical and policy thought for the analysis of nuclear proliferation and nonproliferation
policy options. Two divergent trajectories emerge from previous ethical analysis. First, much of the
previous thought is trapped in the past and not only provides no help in addressing the problem, it
actually inhibits the development of solutions. Second, other thought from the past is forward
looking and can contribute to the development of an ethic of nonproliferation.

When considering the implications of previous ethical thought on nuclear weapons, it is
important to keep at the forefront how dramatically the world situation has changed with the end of

the Cold-War and the downfall of the Soviet empire. This change does not make all of the previous

work moot, but it does mean that much of it is no longer relevant. However, ingrained ideas are

“Capsules,” The Other Side, January-February 1992, 27.
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slow to change, and people are slow to give up ideas that have been important to them in the past.
Therefore, part of the task is to explore what is still useful and jettison those ideas whose days of
relevance have now passed.

The most significant insight from previous thought is the understanding that nuclear weapons
are not merely big bombs but are fundamentally different than other weapons. Much of that
distinctiveness does come from the fact that their power means that they can do in a flash what may
take many days or months to achieve with conventional weapons. However, nuclear weapons also
have distinct qualities which include the human and environmental damage they inflict through the
release of radiation plus the huge amount of material that they raise into the atmosphere which can
affect the global climate.

For the past several decades, the focus of nuclear ethical evaluation has been on deterrence.
These previous evaluations of deterrence continue to have relevance since nuclear powers such as the
United States still operate in the mind-set of deterrence. However, it is less clear now who is being
deterred and by whom. In other words, the sides are far less defined. The current vogue is to speak
of minimal deterrence or the nuclear powers keeping a small nuclear force whose sole purpose is to
deter a nuclear attack against it by anyone else. The previous ethical work which raised serious
ethical concerns about deterrence pushes nations in the direction of minimal deterrence. However,
the U.S. is presently unwilling to move to a level that can fairly be classified as minimal. Moreover,
it is far from clear that a minimal deterrent actually avoids the ethical criticisms levied at massive
deterrence, which includes the willingness to threaten to exterminate millions of noncombatants.
The obvious conclusion from the ethics of deterrence is that any use of nuclear weapons fails to meet
ethical analysis. For instance, nuclear weapons cannot meet just war standards of proportionality,
success or discrimination. Moreover, minimal deterrence fares no better since the possession of and
reliance on nuclear weapons is bound at some point in time to lead to nuclear use. Moreover,

nuclear proliferation greatly increases this risk.
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The only solution to these ethical problems is to seek ways to move beyond nuclear weapons.
Moreover, from a nonproliferation point of view, if the U.S. practiced what it preached, it would be
in a much stronger position to encourage others to refrain from getting nuclear weapons. An ethic of
nonproliferation rejects the self-righteousness of the United States and other nuclear powers who fail
to notice the contradiction between possessing nuclear weapons and vilifying other nations’ attempts
to acquire them. Such a double standard would require justification that so far has not been
provided. Even when feeble attempts to justify such a stance are made, it is immediately clear that
the policies of the nuclear powers are not consistent with such justifications.

An ethic of nonproliferation will require a wide understanding of security, taking into
consideration factors other than military power and also admitting that other nations, including our
enemies, have security interests. Such an ethic will look at security on a giobal level. It will
evaluate policy on whether it promotes the interests of all humanity, not just one nation. It will also
reject violations of human rights in the name of security. Moreover, it will move us to use the same
standards for evaluating behavior rather than different standards for different nations. At the level of
ethical theory, it will be a mixed system that is concerned with principles but also with
consequences.

Moving beyond a nuclear world will not result in a nonviolent utopia. In fact, moving to a non-
nuclear status will have a significant impact on conventional force requirements, and the tradeoffs
need ethical analysis as well. Pacifists will no doubt be uncomfortable with the possibility that an
end to a nuclear world may actually lead to increased military spending, at least in the short run.
Yet, pacifists will remind us that justice issues are tied to military spending as the money spent on
guans could be spent on food or housing or schools.

Furthermore, the United States cannot abdicate its responsibility in the world. The

peacemakers’ call should not be one of isolationism. Just the contrary, it is time for the U.S. to step
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forward and take the initiative, but this time as a true moral leader who seeks fair and just solutions,
not ones that are simply self-serving.

In this chapter we will explore previous thought that is useful, in either a positive or negative
sense, for the construction of an ethic of nonproliferation.” First, we will explore thought that keeps
us trapped in the past, preventing an adequate addressing of the nuclear threat in a post-Cold War
world. Second, we will explore previous thought that is forward looking and useful in the

construction of an ethic of nonproliferation.

I. Trapped in the Past
Sheldon Ungar in his fascinating book, The Rise and Fall of Nuclearism: Fear and Faith as
Determinants of the Arms Race, argues that the nuclear world is characterized by the interaction
between nuclearism—faith in this awe-inspiring power—and nuclear fear—the panic that such power
unleashes.® Ungar points out the theological nature of nuclear power:
And here was a power that was both metaphorically and practically transcendent.
Metaphorically, it represented a sense of power"that had hitherto been limited to

the gods. Splitting the atom dramatically heightened the sense of human
dominion; it practically elevated us into the empyrean. The control over nature’s

*In the American academy, religious ethics is not the first place where one would think to look
when seeking solutions to the problem of nuclear weapons. Instead, debates over weapon systems
and conflict between nations have usually been confined to the fields of international relations,
security studies and military science. These fields of study have much to offer to a discussion of the
continuing problem of nuclear weapons and a huge body of literature from these traditional fields
exists. However, much of it is only descriptive and has been already used in chapter one. Only those
more general and overarching works on the subject are the focus here.

One can quickly conclude that these traditional approaches differ from a religious ethical
approach to nonproliferation in many ways. Most noticeably, traditional approaches are based on
different value assumptions and have different moral and ethical positions than a religious ethic.
However, it is important to remember that the goal of both traditional fields and religious ethics is
the avoidance of violence. Indeed, traditional approaches almost universally agree that proliferation
is a negative development, something that we must seek to slow or stop. As a result, despite the
differences between traditional approaches and religious ethics, this shared goal means the
traditional approaches can help in the development of a religious ethic of nonproliferation.

*Sheldon Ungar, The Rise and Fall of Nuclearism: Fear and Faith As Determinants of the Arms
Race (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1992), 2.
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ultimate power was also taken as a sign of grace, an indication of America’s moral

superiority and redemptive capacity. ... Practically, transcendent power embodied

one of the most critical attributes of a deity: dominion over life and death, the

power to preserve or to deny the future. The bomb appeared a godsend. ... Not

only could it remove the threat posed by totalitarianism, but it seemed capable of

securing the future, of assuring historical continuity to Western democracies and

values. Finally, it afforded the promise of a utopian future, one based on (nothing

more than) cheap and abundant energy.*
Understanding the religious and moral ethos that has been attached to nuclear weapons is crucial if
those who wish to counter the continued reliance on such weapons are going to be effective. Nuclear
weapons do not come from evil but from highly moral systems of belief.

One natural way to counter this nuclear theology is by the naturally occurring opposite reaction
which Ungar calls nuclear fear. People tend tc avoid the nuclear issue, dealing with it only when it
is thrust before them. Consequently, there is normally a low-level of nuclear fear punctuated by
moral panics caused by either American or (in the past) Soviet provocative actions. Ungar notes that
while changes in the Soviet Union have lightened the nuclear fear, it could be a factor again with the
threat of third-world nuclear proliferation.’

Nuclear fear can and has been used and manipulated by those who oppose nuclear weapons,
generating public support for their position. However, it is probably not the best method for
significant long-term change because it is a factor only in times of crisis. Instead, fundamental
change will come through countering nuclearism or creating a theology that is different from
nuclearism. Nuclearism traps us in the past because it claims that nuclear weapons are our savior.
Such a view undergirds much of the thought on nuclear weapons. This is a false notion as nuclear
weapons, rather than being our savior, threaten our very existence.

A survey of previous thought concerning nuclear proliferation yields a wealth of information

and perspectives about the issue. Traditional fields such as international relations, military science

*Ungar, 4-5.

SUngar, 5 & 9.
71

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



and security studies struggle to escape their old modes of thinking, and some writers within the
traditional fields even admit this limitation. Brad Roberts, editor of The Washington Quarterly and a
research fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, D.C., points out
that the result of failing to escape old ways of thinking “is an emphasis on fine-tuning old
approaches, a tendency to apply outdated conceptual models to new challenges, and disarray in

»6

policy.” Unfortunately, much of the thought about nuclear proliferation is trapped in these outdated
approaches. Because such approaches will not only fail but could lead to our destruction, it is crucial

that we expose such thought. This is the task to which we now turn.

A. Realism

For the first half of this century, moral evaluations played an important role in the study of
international relations. Since that time, they have been moved to the periphery. There are two
reasons for this change. The first was the attempt to create a value-free discipline and its push to
focus on objectivity as was present in most academic disciplines. The second was the domination of
realism in international relations with its focus on necessity, which de-emphasized ethical concemns.
For the hard-core realist there is little room for choice, let alone moral choice. Even Reinhold
Niebuhr suggested that morality could not triumph in international relations because national
loyalties come first. He also suggested that international relations are too complex for human ethical
standards to be effective. Paradoxically, Niebuhr still believed that ethics had a place in
international affairs at least as a mitigating influence. For instance, he suggested that justice could
temper the competition between nations.

Hans Morgenthau with his 1948 book, Politics Among Nations, began the process of ending the

prominence of ethics in international relations. He tore down the moral understandings of American

®Brad Roberts, “From Nonproliferation to Antiproliferation,” International Security 18, no. 1
(1993): 139.
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foreign policy by suggesting that international politics is always a struggle of power and that ethics
and power are contradictions in terms. Any policy that fails to note this is therefore ethically and
diplomatically dangerous. Morgenthau was more negative than Niebuhr who saw in humanity a
concern for justice while Morgenthau saw only selfishness and lust for power. So is there any room
for ethics? Remarkably, Morgenthau says there is since, for him, international ethics means
understanding the role of power and choosing the lesser of the two evils in any situation. Further, by
expressing foreign policy in moral terms, says Morgenthau, nations help their citizens deal with the
tension between morality and national loyalty.’

During most of this century, for better or for worse, Reinhold Niebuhr (1892-1971) has been one
of the most important theological voices in this nation. Niebuhr’s influence in American society,
especially its intellectual thought, has been very significant. Niebuhr is also a central figure in the
thought about nonviolence and violence. Pacifist John Howard Yoder is not alone in claiming,
“Niebuhr’s theology is the principal system of thought with which to come to grips if we wish to
consider pacifism as found in America today.”®

Niebuhr understands the world to be a place of conflict and insists that as human beings we live
“after the Fall.” Further, according to Niebuhr, the situation is complicated by the fact that
collectives (including nations) cannot be expected to live up to the moral level that individuals might
hope to attain.

Moreover, while Niebuhr understands that the New Testament provides an absolute love ethic as
a theoretical standard for our actions, practically, it cannot be the normative basis for our actions

because the gospel also demands that we work for justice. While absolute justice, which is equal to

"Robert W. McElroy, Morality and American Foreign Policy: The Role of Ethics in International
Affairs (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), 3, 16 & 19-23.

8John H. Yoder, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Pacifism (Washington, DC: The Church Peace
Mission, 1966), 3.
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love, exists in theory, we are called in this conflicted world to seek relative justice. Relative justice,
says Niebubhr, is both the opposite of love and, yet paradoxically, the approximation of love.

To work for justice, Niebuhr claims, requires the willingness to use coercion although it violates
the wills of people. Once the use of coercion is allowed, no intrinsic distinction between violent and
nonviolent remains. However, Niebuhr sees an extrinsic difference and prefers nonviolent means.
For instance, Niebuhr greatly admired Martin Luther King, Jr., although he seemed mystified that
King labeled his struggle as pacific.’

Niebuhr is therefore willing to sanction violence in the name of justice. Unfortunately, Niebuhr
fails to provide clear criteria for the use of violence. While he seems to accept just war thinking, he
does not use it in a systematic way, and James Childress points out that Niebuhr sets no limits on
violence except proportionality.

While realism is as old as international relations, and it is traced back through Thucydides,
Machiavelli and Hobbes, Niebuhr is the central religious voice of realism. Christian realism has and
continues to have great impact upon thinking about war and peace. Even more so, Niebuhr is
foundational for much of the realist school of international relations. While many more recent
schools of theological thought give a strong critique of realism, they nevertheless incorporate much
of its thought. James Childress reminds us that political theology, liberation theology and theologies
of revolution maintain a realistic view of violence.'’

Realism as a political philosophy often justifies the continued presence of nuclear weapons.
Realism is based on the thesis that, because international relations are based on power, it is
fundamentaily different from domestic politics which is based on authority. Because at the

international level no authority to impose law and order is in place, we are left with anxiety

’Reinhold Niebuhr, “Reinhold Niebuhr,” in How My Mind Has Changed, ed. Harold E. Fey
(Cleveland: World Publishing, 1960), [18.

"James F. Childress, Moral Responsibility in Conflicts: Essays on Nonviolence, War, and
Conscience (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1982), xiii & 29.
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reminiscent of Hobbes’ state of nature. Therefore, nuclear deterrence is the very “epitome of realism
in the nuclear age.”"'

For realists, judgements about nuclear deterrence and nuclear war are two distinct moral
judgements. Realists condemn nuclear war but see little problem with nuclear deterrence, often
suggesting it is the best way to prevent nuclear war. Avner Cohen, lecturer in philosophy at Tel
Aviv University with a Ph.D. from the University of Chicago. argues that this is flawed. Nuclear
deterrence turns realism upside down or goes outside its boundaries, for a Hobbesian realism would
require that deterrence and war be linked. Further deterrence does not provide enough certainty for
the avoidance of nuclear war, something that realism should require. Moreover, Hobbesian realism
says that resort to force are at times required, and nuclear deterrence does not allow for that. Ina
Hobbesian world, if there are nuclear weapons, then they will at some point in time be used. At
some point in time deterrence will fail, realism should say.” In its dominant form, though, realism
has never concluded such. Instead it has sanctioned deterrence as the savior against the threat of
nuclear war. Cohn’s analysis is correct. With nuclear weapons, realism stopped being realistic.

However, few realists seemed to notice that they were trapped by the lure of nuclearism. For
example, the traditional fields tend to operate out of some form of the realist school of thought,
rejecting utopian ideals and principles and preferring power analysis determination of what can be
achieved. Such thinking often sees tradeoffs between nonproliferation and other areas of concern.
For instance, what might advance nonproliferation concerns with China might require sacrifice of
some human rights concerns. Realists, of course, see human rights issues as idealistic and, therefore,

worth sacrificing in the name of nonproliferation efforts.” An ethic of nonproliferation must be

"Kenneth Kipnis and Diana T. Meyers, eds., Political Realism and International Morality:
Ethics in the Nuclear Age (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1987), 220-221.

2Kipnis and Meyers, 230-231.

YStephen D. Wrage and George H. Quester. “Promoting Human Rights and Preventing Nuclear
Proliferation: Some Comparisons.” Security Studies 3, no. 1 (1993): 152.

75

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



realistic, understanding that tradeoffs are necessary, but it will attempt to be more holistic than
traditional approaches in considering who are hurt in the tradeoffs. Moreover, it will be realistic
about the nature and impact of nuclear weapons.

The realist argues that the presence of ruthless leaders in the world means that neither arms
control nor disarmament'* will be effective. In one sense they are correct. For the world to build
down its nuclear arsenal to lower levels such as 3000, 1000 or 500 will require not only that the
world become a different place, but also that thinking about nuclear weapons change dramatically.
Arms control allows for the continuance of minimal deterrence and is opposed to complete nuclear
disarmament.'® Such an approach fails to meet the radicalness of change needed to truly alter the
situation. Therefore, an adequate ethic of nonproliferation should be based on a disarmament
paradigm; though, arms control steps will need to be part of the process.

While a minority position within the traditional fields, there are also those who call for
significant reductions or the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, calls for the
abolition of nuclear weapons are usually rejected out of hand in the traditional fields which are tied
to old ways of thinking. Lincoln Wolfenstein, professor of physics at Carnegie Mellon University in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and a member of the National Academy of Sciences, states:

But little . . . change is reflected in the thinking of professional strategists. Even
those who advocate drastic reductions in U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals feel
compelled to defend their proposals in terms of traditional concepts of bipolar

strategic stability. However, these arguments are almost irrelevant to the current
situation.'®

"“The distinction between “arms control” and “disarmament” is important. Arms control is self-
imposed limits on weapons or the growth of arsenals and usually does not threaten or significantly
alter the military landscape. In contrast, disarmament is a more radical process; it can significantly
change the status quo by going beyond mere limits to fundamentally change the armament level.

'*Harald Mueller, David Fisher and Wolfgang Koetter, Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Global
Order (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 2-4 & 6.

'*Lincoln Wolfenstein, “End Nuclear Addiction,” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, May 1991, 13.

76

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



He counters that a good beginning for new thinking would be the simple idea that no nation should
have nuclear weapons. He is aware of the well-worn arguments on why this is impossible, but he
counters with the fact that nuclear weapons have no military value. For support he turns to past wars
such as Korea or Vietnam, noting that the U.S. nuclear arsenal was of no value in either war."”
Further support for his claim comes from a study group of U.S. and Japanese experts who concluded
that eliminating nuclear weapons would not be destabilizing. The study committee which then
suggests we begin START 111 negotiations to reduce the U.S. and Russian arsenals to 300-500
warheads each."® Such bold thinking is not the norm as realism remains stuck in a bi-polar Cold-
War ideology, especially on nuclear issues.

While I am greatly shaped by and find much value in realism, realism has been an unmitigated
failure when it comes to nuclear policy. Instead, worth has been given to unrealistic defense
strategies such as deterrence, and value was given to fantasies such as overkill which concluded that
the U_S. was more secure since it could destroy the Soviet Union fourteen times while the Soviet
Union could only destroy the United States eleven times. In fact, neither provided security and any
use of nuclear weapons threatened the existence of the planet. Nuclear policy controlled by realism
was never adequate. However, it continues to shape nuclear policy trapping it in irrelevant and what
will be unsuccessful and likely dangerous policy choices. For example, because realism falsely
stresses that nuclear weapons provide the U.S. with security, the central emphasis of the U.S. is on
maintaining a significant nuclear arsenal. Such a paradigm fails to allow for the radical changes
necessary if we are to counter the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Realism will have to be
jettisoned or reshaped by new thought such as feminism and liberation theology until realism’s

nuclear policy can for the first time become realistic.

YWolfenstein, 13-14.

'8Rosemarie Philips, ed., The United States, Japan, and the Future of Nuclear Weapons: Report
of the U.S.-Japan Study Group on Arms Control and Non-Proliferation Afier the Cold War.
(Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1995), 21-22.
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B. Failure of Current Approaches

While much of the thought from the traditional fields such as international relations is rooted in
realism, traditional fields also provide useful criticism of the current regime. Such analysis points
out that the major purpose of the International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) is to monitor the
uranium going into nuclear power plants and the plutonium which comes out.'” The value of such a
policy should not be underestimated. The Office of Technology Assessment concludes, “Obtaining
fissionable nuclear weapon material (enriched uranium or plutonium) today remains the greatest
single obstacle most countries would face in the pursuit of nuclear weapons.”*® However, once a
nation can manufacture highly enriched uranium or plutonium, inspection is of little value.
Consequently, the present regime cannot be a long-term solution to nuclear proliferation. Therefore,
a production ban on weapon-grade material is also needed. However, it is doubtful the world will go
along since nations such as France and Britain are making money from nations such as Japan which
buy such material.?* Other writers point to more critical failures of the current regime. Gary
Samore, acting director, office of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, bureau of political-military
affairs, U.S. Department of State, argues that the case of Iraq represents a near massive failure in the
international nonproliferation regime. Moreover, it would have been more disastrous if Saddam
Hussein had not made the mistake of invading Kuwait. This mistake allowed for the destruction of

Iraq’s nuclear program.?

Charles P. Cozic and Karin L. Swisher, eds., Nuclear Proliferation, Opposing Viewpoints,
eds. David L Bender and Bruno Leone, (San Diego: Greenhaven Press, 1992), I6.

2. S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction, OTA-ISC-559, (U.S. Government Printing Office, August 1993), 6.

2Cozic and Swisher, 23-24.

ZMitchell Reiss and Robert S. Litwak, eds., Nuclear Proliferation afier the Cold War
(Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1994), 15-16.
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Overall, the U.S. approach to nonproliferation has been inconsistent, if not hypocritical.
Historically, other goals such as maintaining and advancing U.S. nuclear forces have been a more
central issue than nonproliferation concerns. The U.S. has not been concerned when friendly
countries acquire nuclear weapons but only when adversaries tried. Such inconsistency hurts
nonproliferation efforts such as the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty ( NPT). Further, such policies
ignore the reality that possession of nuclear weapons is problematic in anyone’s hands since the
presence of nuclear weapons can cause a regional arms race and regimes can change quickly,
becoming hostile or unstable.

It is a double standard for the U.S. to have nuclear weapons and use the NPT to prevent others
from getting nuclear weapons. Moreover, the NPT also contributes to proliferation through its
promotion of nuclear energy. The current approach to proliferation is trapped in the past and
incapable of providing adequate solutions to the nuclear problem. The solutions now offered are
based on keeping U.S. nuclear weapons while often seeking not to inhibit proliferation, but only to

manage it. Current thinking lacks the imagination to truly address the nuclear problem.

C. Failure of Technical Solutions

Another common reaction offered by current thinking is to seek a technical fix to any problem.
With the problem of nuclear proliferation, the technical fix put forward is a Ballistic Missile Defense
(BMD) system. Some argue for BMD systems as insurance against failing to stop proliferation and
as an anti-proliferation measure discouraging others from seeking to acquire nuclear weapons. A
BMD is any system that counters ballistic missiles. These can range from Star Wars schemes to the
Patriot Missile of Gulf War fame. These systems seek to provide protection for populations or for
other military systems. Lieutenant Malcolm O’Neill, acting director of ballistic missile defense
organization for the Department of Defense, argues that BMDs can enhance cooperation and

stability, especially if we develop them in cooperation with the Russians. O’Neill argues that BMDs
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decrease incentives to escalate during a conflict because the enemy has no reason to launch a nuclear
attack if it can be successfully defended against. He also argues that by protecting our homeland, we
increase our credibility and, therefore, our ability to make strong defense commitments to others.”

This analysis, though, ignores the fact that BMDs can fuel an arms race by encouraging the
opponent to build up in an attempt to overwhelm a BMD system. Further, there are serious
questions that systems like Star Wars can ever work. While it would be good to have a technology,
be it Star Wars or BMDs, which would make nuclear weapons obsolete, McGeorge Bundy points out
that, while technology advances, it is not true that we can actually achieve all desirable technological
advances.”® BMDs may not be a hard, realistic approach to the continuing threat of nuclear weapons
that their proponents claim it to be, but instead may turn out to be a soft utopianism based on the
belief in technology. Indeed, defining the solutions as technological may in fact be more of a utopian
stance than moving toward the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Moreover, BMDs, even if
they work, would defend only against one type of delivery system—the missile. Even with missiles, at
best BMDs would defend against a very limited missile attack. Furthermore, many of the nuclear
threats including terrorism would not be from missiles. Consequently, BMDs have the added
disadvantage of creating a false sense of security.

Harold Feiveson, senior research scholar, and Frank von Hippel, professor of public and
international affairs at Princeton University, also argue against BMDs. They argue that a system
that would defend against 200 missiles would raise serious doubts about an opponent’s retaliatory
force if they have 1,000 or fewer nuclear warheads. Thus BMDs will prevent deep cuts in nuclear

stockpiles or reignite the arms race.” It is also interesting to see people from the traditional fields

BMalcolm O’Neil. “Stability and Ballistic Missile Defense,” Comparative Strategy 13, no. 1
(1994): 114-115.

*McGeorge Bundy, William J. Crowe Jr. and Sidney D. Drell, Reducing Nuclear Danger: The
Road Away From the Brink (New York: Council of Foreign Relations Press, 1993), 11.

BCozic and Swisher, 190-191.
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which in the past supported the nuclear buildups to protect the U.S. by increasing deterrence against
the U.S.S.R. now argue that we need another military buildup, this time BMDs, because deterrence
has never worked. Keith B. Payne, president of National Institute for Public Policy, editor-in-chief
of Comparative Strategy and adjunct professor of national security studies at Georgetown University,
argues that deterrence failed in the past, including the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the Yom Kippur
War and with Saddam Hussein in the Gulf War. Payne writes, *“Deterrence is an inherently
unreliable approach to war prevention. This has long been recognized by historians.”* Payne
continues his argument suggesting that although nuciear deterrence overall has worked in the past,
this is no guarantee that it will work in the future.””

The future of U.S. and other nuclear powers’ security policies are a key component to
nonproliferation efforts. For the most part, a survey of thought about nonproliferation highlights a
lack of fundamental change in modes of thinking. The same arguments that led to the arms race are
now used to justify similar, if smaller, defense policies. The same arguments used to argue for a Star
Wars missile defense system are now used to support a ballistic missile defense system. We must not
be fooled: Washington and Moscow still want nuclear weapons; the only change is that the end of
the Cold War has made possession of fewer nuclear weapons strategically significant. Instead of
looking for technical fixes to problems, we need to fix the problems themselves, and that will require
a fundamental change in how we think about nuclear weapons. It will require that we transcend

nuclearism.

*Keith B. Payne, “Proliferation, Deterrence, Stability and Missile Defense.” Comparative
Strategy 13, no. 1 (1994): 126.

*Payne, 120-121.
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D. Nuclear Deterrence

In nuclear ethics, it is the issue of deterrence which has received careful and extensive
examination, as the volume of written material on deterrence is simply enormous. The concept of
deterrence arose because military victory in total war was no longer possible. The only feasible
alternative military policy was the deterrence of war. Any actual use of nuclear weapons made no
sense, as each side feared the retaliatory capabilities of the other to inflict catastrophic destruction.
Thus, the main goal of military policy was to possess a system of weapons that would survive a first-
strike attack and could be used in a retaliatory strike. This was accomplished by storing nuclear
weapons away from cities and underground.”®

The United States further developed its deterrent policy, which became known as MAD,
standing for Mutually Assured Destruction. The rationale behind this strategy was that, if the threat
were horrible enough, an actual attack would never have to be carried out. Because under deterrence
theory the weapons would never be used, the morality of their use was considered to be irrelevant.

During the 1970s this view changed, and the doctrine of deterrence has since been under intense
moral examination. The number of writings undertaking ethical analysis of nuclear deterrence is
staggering. Many individuals, groups, churches and organizations produced their own treatises on
the subject.”

Deontological approaches tend to reject deterrence because threatening innocent life is wrong,
regardless of the good consequences it might bring about. For example, Paul Ramsey compares the

targeting of cities to tying babies to the bumpers of cars in order to get people to drive more

%Gwynne Dyer, War (New York: Crown, 1995), 208.

See, for instance, the Catholic statement: National Council of Catholic Bishops, The Challenge
of Peace: God'’s Promise and Our Response. (Washington, DC: U.S. Catholic Conference, 1983);
the Disciples of Christ statement: Panel on Christian Ethics in a Nuclear Age, Seeking God's Peace
in a Nuclear Age: A Call to Disciples of Christ. (St. Louis: CBP Press, 19835); or the Methodist
statement: United Methodist Council of Bishops, /n Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and a
Just Peace—Foundation Document. (Nashville: Graded Press, 1986).
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carefully. It would save lives, but that does not make it moral. The consequentialist response to
deterrence is that the consequence of saving millions necessitates the willingness to threaten death
on a massive scale.”

One of the problems with deterrence is that it has a chance of failure, and its failure implies a
nuclear exchange. Because of this, some claim that given the possibility for failure, “any acceptance
of deterrence involves a conditional willingness to use nuclear weapons.™' Given the criteria that
any use of nuclear weapons is morally unacceptable, then we can conclude that deterrence is also
morally unacceptable. While others may defend deterrence based on the reality of the situation at
hand, this does not address the question of the possibilities of the future which needs to be taken into
consideration.

Deterrence has never been an acceptable approach to the nuclear problem. [t requires that we be
willing to destroy the world in a false hope that such a threat will save the world. Some point to the
fact that we have not had a nuclear war as proof that it works. More likely, the world has simply
been lucky so far, and there is no guarantee that it will continue to “work.” [n fact, nuclear
proliferation continues to increase the likelihood that deterrence will faii. Deterrence is an
unrealistic approach. Unfortunately, the world and especially the United States is stuck in the
ideology of deterrence, albeit now moving toward a smaller or. perhaps even eventually, a minimal

deterrent force. Regardless the scope, all nuclear deterrence suffers from the same ethical failings.

II. Forward to the Future
As is evidenced in the previous section, much of previous thought on war and peace in general

and specifically on the nuclear threat is not only irrelevant and ineffective, it keeps us trapped in a

*®Joseph S. Nye Ir., Nuclear Ethics, (New York: Free Press, 1986), 1 1, 18 & 20.

31David Hollenbach, “Whither Nuclear Deterrence?: The Moral Debate Continues,” Theological
Studies 47 (March 1986): 120.
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dangerous paradigm. However, not all previous thought is useless and dangerous. Some of the
previous thought is very useful in moving us forward to a very different and hopeful future. It is to

such thought that we now turn.

A. Ethics Matters

The lesson learned from the downfall of communism in eastern Europe is that ethics played an
important role. Terry Nardin points out that the most significant factors were ideals such as truth,
honor, respect and personal responsibility. These ideals mattered because they were part of the
moral tradition of Europe. Sissela Bok concurs, pointing out that one need only compare the
changes in Eastern Europe with what happened in Lebanon, Ethiopia and El Salvador to conclude
that peaceful change is quicker, more effective and less brutal than violent change. The new tools of
communication and computers make such nonviolent change even more possible.*

Robert McElroy concludes that the number of foreign policy decisions which involve ethical
considerations is large while the number that only consider state interest is smail. McElroy
concludes this by analyzing specific U.S. actions such as the 1921 food aid to the Soviet Union,
Nixon’s limiting of chemical/biological weapons, and the Panama Canal Treaty. McElroy does not
simply select examples which support his conclusion. For example, he acknowledges that in the
bombing of Dresden during World War I, ethical considerations obviously failed to be considered.
Nevertheless, traditional interest-based realistic understandings of international relations cannot
explain those times when morality is a factor in the decision making of nations. Yet history over and
over provides such examples. Moreover, the presence of strong international norms indicates that, at

least at times and under certain circumstances, small groups of people can generate enough public

2Joel H. Rosenthal, ed., Ethics and International Affairs: A Reader (Washington, DC:
Georgetown University Press, 1995), 135 & 164.
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opinion to affect policy decisions.”®> Citizens’ using the power of ethics can and do influence the
affairs of nations.

Dorothy Jones concurs that ethical principles do play an important role in the relations between
nations. She concludes, first, that there are ethical standards for nations in their relations with each
other. Second, such standards can be universalized even considering the vast cultural diversity
around the globe. Third, the principles do matter and transcend the obvious motivation of self-
interest.**

The consensus that emerges from these studies is that ethics matters. Gerald F. Powers, foreign
policy advisor for the U.S. Catholic Conference, points out four major contributions that the field of
social ethics has made to foreign policy:

I. Both the nature of the issues and the nature of the times require that we reject
amoral forms of realism and insist that religious and moral perspectives be an
integral part of foreign policy considerations.*

2. A morally responsible foreign policy should have as an overarching objective a
more united international community based on mutual cooperation and justice
among and within nations.*®

3. Justas no single paradigm is adequate for a complex and messy post-Cold War
world, no single ethic can provide the basis for a just and peaceful world. A
multifaceted ethic of peace building must replace an ethic of the use of force as
the central concern in foreign policy.”

4. The moral fabric and moral influence of nations will become increasingly
important factors in international affairs.’®

These ethical considerations will help shape this ethic of nonproliferation.

3McElroy, 42, 55-56 & 170-171.

**Dorothy V. Jones, Code of Peace: Ethics and Security in the World of the Warlord States
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), xi. .

¥Gerald F. Powers, Drew Christiansen and Robert T. Hennemeyer, eds., Peacemaking: Moral
and Policy Challenges for a New World, (Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference,
1994), 304.

¥powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 305.
¥Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 306.

*¥powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 307.
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The re-emergence of international ethics has reopened fundamental questions of moral
philosophy. First, such attempts include a move toward universality. Yet that runs contrary to the
new emphasis on respecting the diversity and differences between cultures. Disagreements between
relativism and universality, therefore, remain a vital subject. Second, the re-emergence of
international ethics has brought the debate between deontological versus utilitarian approaches to the
fore again. Those involved with international relations are concerned with consequences, but if that
becomes the only issue, then principled moral issues are diluted. Third, the question of whether self-
interest and morality are mutually exclusive of each other has reemerged. There is danger in making
them equal, but many conclude that making them mutually exclusive goes too far in the other
direction.”®

One solution to the problem of universality, Kegley suggests, is reciprocity—only do what you
would want done to yourself.*> Moreover, there is an emerging international ethic that sees the
advantages in “collaboration and altruism for sheitering states from common dangers.™! In rejecting
zero-sum, this approach instead sees the advantages of throwing a lifeline to those in need. The
advantages come because in an interdependent world each nation’s security depends on the security
of every other nation. Despite what some critics say this is not utopian thinking but rather grounded
in reciprocity or what Kegley calls the three “Cs”: Common security, comprehensive security, and
collective security. Reciprocity is also present in the concept of proportional deterrence which
upholds balance and limits in military capabilities. All of this departs from the realist’s preference

for self-reliance.” Kegley concludes, “The United States can be either a moral leader—a force for the

*Rosenthal, 30-31.
“Rosenthal, 121.
“IRosenthal, 122.
“2Rosenthal, 122-123.
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ideals of peace, democracy, and reciprocal treatment—or an obstacle to a just world order. That role
will depend on the values its leaders choose to guide its actions.™

No one is suggesting that such moves will be easy, and international ethics is difficult. Judging
ethical issues is difficult enough on the domestic level, and it becomes even more complicated on the
international level. The most important and obvious conclusion from the field of international ethics
is that ethics is indeed relevant and important. While ethics has, in some circles, been for a time
pushed aside in discussions of international affairs, it never stopped being a major player in the
decision making of nations. Historical analysis indicates that nations have throughout the 20"
century included moral issues into their considerations when making important decisions. Today’s
global economy breaks down nationalistic barriers and pushes nations to work together in
cooperative ways.

International ethics is quick to remind us that the post-Cold War world is indeed a significantly
different situation than the past. Moreover, it reminds us that ethics mattered in bringing an end to
the Cold War for moral ideals such as truth, and honor served as the basis for change. Even more
noteworthy is that this revolution demonstrated not only that peaceful change can work, but also that
it probably works more quickly than violent revolutions. Such historical examples also indicate that
public opinion can influence the course of nations. However, there is a danger that nations such as
the U.S. could react to the new situation with one of two extremes—isolation or the need to intervene

in every global conflict. International ethics rejects both in favor of a middle road.

“Rosenthal, 128.
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B. Basic Information

Previous thought is very helpful in providing background information and understanding of the
nature of nuclear proliferation. Much of that background has already been drawn upon in chapter
one as we looked at the current world situation concerning nuclear proliferation. However, a few
more items need to be examined here. For instance, another way to divide the responses to
proliferation is into two camps—‘passive” nonproliferation and “active” counterproliferation. The
nonproliferation approach includes strengthening the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT); promoting political measures which limit incentives to
proliferation, including tension reduction and conflict resolution; strengthening IAEA safeguards;
strengthening export controls; and limiting the spread of nuclear knowledge. Counter proliferation
measures include the exchange of proliferation data and more cooperation of intetligence services,
cooperative political punishments by the nuclear powers of those seeking to proliferate, development
and institutionalization of economic and legal sanctions, compulsory inspections. indirect military
response to proliferators, direct military force if deterrence fails, and joint research into the remote
disarmament of nuclear warheads in the hands of terrorists. Pointing to the case of Iraq as proof that
the current system does not work, some advocate for an active system over a passive one.

Another schematic tool, borrowed from economic theory, is to divide nonproliferation efforts
into supply-side and demand-side efforts. According to this approach, the status quo is comprised
mostly of supply-side restrictions including embargoes and export-controls which seek to stop
nuclear materials, technology and expertise from reaching potential nuclear states. These supply-
side measures are always temporary, at best buying time. In the long term, these efforts will fail, and
technology will continue to spread.* Consequently, the key to solving the nuclear problem is on the

demand-side. Demand side solutions seek to create situations where nations will not want nuclear

“Jean-Francois Rioux, ed, Limiting the Proliferation of Weapons: the Role of Supply-Side
Strategies (Don Mills, Ontario: Oxford University Press, 1992), 2-3.
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weapons. However, until that can be achieved, continuing supply-side efforts to slow proliferation
will be important.

Traditional fields such as international relations have helped us to understand that solutions will
not be simple but multidimensional. Dr. Gregory H. Canavan. senior scientific advisor for defense
programs, physics division, Los Alamos National Laboratory, argues for a complex approach to
nuclear proliferation.

In the future, we must attain our objectives through a variety of approaches,

including prevention, de-escalation, deterrence, preemption, counteraction, and

resolution. We will need to avail ourselves of all of the tools of non-adversarial

and adversarial interaction, including diplomatic influence, information, economic,

and legal, military instruments. That has led to significant broadening of the scope

of stability analysis and the range of its applications.*
An ethic of nonproliferation will take a complex approach to the nuclear threat. Indeed. one of the
mistakes of most previous thought is that it is has sought a single and complete solution to the
problem. Such a solution does not exist and simply points to a misunderstanding of the complexity
of the problem. Solutions will be focused on demand-side, seeking to change situations which will
decrease the desire for nuclear weapons. At the same time it will continue supply-side efforts. An
ethic of nonproliferation will be focused on nonproliferation as opposed to counter-proliferation
seeing much of counter-proliferation as a search for a technical fix. However, it is open to counter-

proliferation means that do not raise ethical objections and can provide part of a complex approach

to addressing nuclear proliferation.

C. A Post-Cold War World
While most previous thought is trapped in a Cold War paradigm, some of the previous thought
is very helpful in pushing us to move to a post-Coid War world. Since the breakup of the Soviet

Union, everything has become more complicated. Previously, most analysis focused on relations

*Gregory H. Canavan, “Traditional Notions of Deterrence: Stability in a Multipolar, Proliferated
Environment,” Comparative Strategy. 13, no. 1 (1994): 148.
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between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. and used bipolar models. Yet, now we exist in a multipolar world. In
a few places we still have a struggle between communism and democracy. But even in those places
destabilizing factors such as nationalism, ethnic, and religious differences are also operative. In
addition, in many places there is also a power vacuum caused by the end of the East-West conflict.

An ethic of nonproliferation must now operate in 2 much more complicated world.

D. Nuclear incentives and Motivations

The traditional fields such as international relations, military science and security studies
remind us that part of the process of working for peace is an understanding of the complicated
factors and pressures that push nations to seek nuclear weapons. Philip Sabin, lecturer in the
department of war studies of King’s College in London points out that the need for a military
response is increased by a lack of understanding of the factors that restrain nations or the incentives
which nations have for acquiring nuclear weapons.* Nations seek nuclear weapons in part because
they receive advantages from possessing them. Because these real factors encourage nations to seek
nuclear weapons, efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons must deal with these incentives. The
traditional fields identify six major incentives which motivate nations to seek nuclear weapons: 1.
Preserving the security of the state, 2. Influencing an ally, 3. Achieving greater independence from
allies, 4. Increasing international prestige, 5. Bolstering domestic political support and 6.
Encouraging economic development and scientific progress.”’

Mitchell Reiss, guest scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in

Washington, D.C., has updated the traditional list of nuclear motives for the post-Cold War world.

“Efraim Karsh, Martin S. Navias and Philip Sabin, eds., Non-Conventional Weapons
Proliferation in the Middle East: Tackling the Spread of Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological
Capabilities New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 10.

“"Mitchell Reiss, Without the Bomb: The Politics of Nuclear Nonproliferation (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1988), xviii.
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He concludes that, although all of the previous incentives to acquire nuclear weapons are still
present, some are now stronger while others are weaker. In particular, Reiss notes, the desire to
preserve the security of the state and increase international prestige are the strongest incentives.
Multipolarity, the spread of power and technology, and the breakdown of the Cold War security
arrangements have caused more nations to feel insecure. Such insecurity promotes acquisition of
nuclear weapons, even though nuclear weapons provide little security in real terms. Nevertheless,
they still give the holder a degree of prestige. Two other incentives—technological determinism and
bureaucratic determinism—-are not only still present but greater because technology is more
widespread and competence is now greater in the third world. The breakup of the Soviet Union is a
new reality, and while not a new incentive, it is at least a new opportunity for proliferation.*

Others have further studied the motivations that push nations toward nuclear weapons. [f
political leaders perceive a serious threat, they are likely to consider nuclear weapons. Also, as noted
above, prestige is associated with nuclear weapons, creating political advantages to those seeking
nuclear weapons. At the regional level, nuclear weapons can be a big advantage. Domestic political
advantages also exist. In the first place, in an authoritarian nation no opposition is present to oppose
nuclear weapons. In other nations a nuclear attempt may appease military leaders. Finally, the
prestige of nuclear weapons may play well to domestic nationalistic self-esteem.”

However, the prestige of nuclear weapons may have waned some. Kathleen Baily points out that
the prestige of nuclear weapons is based on a false assumption. She claims that the reality is that the
nuclear powers were powerful long before they had nuclear weapons. The nuclear weapons did not
make them powerful. While nuclear weapons may have enhanced these nations’ prestige, they did

not create it.*° Currently, international prestige is more focused on economic prosperity, financial

“Reiss and Litwak, 337 & 341.
“Cozic and Swisher, 163-164.

K athleen C. Bailey, Strengthening Nuclear Non-Proliferation (Boulder: Westview, 1993), 50.
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stability, and critical technologies such as computers. Furthermore, arms reduction by the U.S. and
Russia have painted nuclear weapons as “expensive and elaborate anachronisms.”' An ethic of
nonproliferation will seek to reveal the true nature of nuclear weapons.

Lieutenant Colonel Frederick Strain, chief of the strategic assessment branch of the U.S. Air
Force, has used Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to develop a hierarchy of needs associated
with what he calls nuclear addiction. According to Strain, to see the tremendous allure of nuclear
weapons, one needs only to look at Saddam Hussein’s spending billions of dollars for nuclear
weapons while his people went hungry during the [ran-Iraqi War. Turning to Maslow, Strain points
out that the most fundamental nuclear motivation is survival: Nations believe that nuclear weapons
can guarantee a nation or culture’s continuance. Nations operating on this level may have secret
nuclear programs. Level two in Strain’s hierarchy is the motivation of deterrence. Nations seek to
prevent the action of an opponent by making the cost of such an action too high for the opponent to
bear. Nations operating on this level may allude to their possible possession of nuclear weapons.
Prestige and hegemony are Strain’s level three. Nations operating on this level are more likely to
acknowledge their possession of nuclear weapons. Level four is focused on regional security and
hegemony. Nations operating on this level are concerned with regional rather than global security.
Historically, such nations have relied on the U.S. or the U.S.S.R. for security, but the end of the Cold
War threatens this arrangement. Level five is grand autonomy or independence. Here nations are
concerned with global security or insuring they have the status of a major global player. The sixth
and final level is that of superpower status. Unfortunately, many nations with such designs believe
that nuclear weapons are prerequisites to such status. China and India are possible candidates for

this level.??

5IReiss and Litwak, 339.

2Frederick Strain, “Understanding Nuclear Addiction.” Strategic Review 21, #3 (Summer 1993):
58-66.
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Strain’s model reminds us that different nations have different motivations for seeking nuclear
weapons. Therefore nonproliferation efforts effectively directed at certain nations may be completely
ineffective when directed at other nations. An ethic of nonproliferation will need to be sufficiently

complex to address varied and multiple pressures which cause nuclear proliferation.

E. Nonproliferation Motivations

Conventional wisdom has been that proliferation is inevitable. During the Kennedy
Administration, experts made the prediction that there would be 15 to 25 nuclear powers by the
1970s. Those predictions were not fulfilled primarily because several nations with the
technological ability did not have the accompanying political motivation necessary to acquire nuclear
weapons. Mitchell Reiss points out, “Nuclear proliferation depends on two variables: technological
capability and political motivation. Both must be present for a country to acquire nuclear weapons.
The capability without the motivation is innocuous. The motivation without the capability is
futile.”® Commentators who claim that proliferation is inevitable look only at technical capability
and ignore that political motivation also must be present. While the technological requirements are
not overly onerous, all of the systems that must go into a nuclear effort are very large and costly.
Thus, in order to achieve nuclear capability, countries must divert large amounts of resources from
important domestic needs. Countries must also be willing to pay the political costs, especially on the
international level which accompany the acquisition of nuclear weapons.®

An ethic of nonproliferation must be aware of what motivates nations to acquire or not acquire
nuclear weapons. Then it can advocate steps to create situations where nations will be motivated not

to proliferate. Only limited progress on nonproliferation can be made by controlling technical

SReiss, vii & xviii.
SReiss, 247.
$Cozic and Swisher, 162-163.

93

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



abilities. Certainly, steps can and should be taken to slow the capability of nations and to control the
availability of key materials. Nevertheless, it is in the area of political motivation that real progress
can be made for nonproliferation.

It is important to note that countries can and have achieved policy objectives (getting what they
want) by choosing net to acquire nuclear weapons. In other cases, threatening to acquire nuclear
weapons, rather than actually moving to acquire them, achieves policy objectives. Mitchell Reiss
identifies four sources of nuclear restraint: 1. Domestic pressures, 2. Bilateral disincentives, 3.
International nonproliferation arrangements and 4. A general consensus against nuclear weapons.
After the Cold War, Reiss reevaluated nuclear disincentives and concludes the same disincentives
are still present. However, he identifies three new nuclear disincentives. First, the advancement of
technologies can help stop the spread of nuclear weapons. Second, the U.S. Defense Department’s
program of counterproliferation provides disincentives. Third, the greater emphasis the
international community has put on nonproliferation efforts.*

A policy which seeks to stop proliferation must try to promote sources of nuclear restraint. The
Office of Technology Assessment concludes that “in the long run. the most effective nonproliferation
measure is to convince states that it is in their own best interest to forgo weapons of mass
destruction.”’ James Fergusson, a research associate at the centre for defense and security studies
at the University of Manitoba in Winnipeg, Canada, argues that states follow the NPT (Non-
Proliferation Treaty) for several reasons. First, for many states there are no costs to adhering to the
treaty. Second, states receive benefits such as avoiding an arms race and getting access to nuclear

energy. Third, on the international level, adherence may increase political and economic assistance

Reiss and Litwak, 345-346.
7U. S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, 5-6.
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to those nations. Fergusson concludes that we have the NPT because it serves the political and
security interests of those nations who have joined it.*®
The Office of Technology Assessment uses a different model which identifies four broad
approaches to inhibiting proliferation. First are obstacles to impede those seeking nuclear weapons,
including protecting information, export controls, and perhaps military attacks against such efforts.
Second are punitive measures which seek to deter or punish proliferators. including sanctions or
diplomatic isolation. Third are rewards to those who forego nuclear weapons, including
development assistance. Fourth are global or regional security improvements seeking to reduce
the perceived need for nuclear weapons.™
The review of the current nonproliferation regime gives strong evidence that an international
norm against nuclear weapons does exist. Consequently, a norm of nonproliferation and nuclear
disarmament is emerging. Joseph Nye, director of the center for international affairs, Harvard
University, provides further evidence of this:
A number of countries have started but given up nuclear weapons programs, in
part because of external pressure, but in large part because of the development of a
regime of norms and conventions that have reinforced the attitude against the

spread of nuclear weapons.®

However, such norms are still undefined and far from universally followed.

F. Relinquishing Sovereignty
Traditional fields point out a fundamental tradeoff when approaching proliferation. Promoting

democracy is about pluralism and individual autonomy while arms control is about authority and

%8Cozic and Swisher, 167.
9U. S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, 5..

%Joseph S. Nye Jr., “New Approaches to Nuclear Proliferation Policy,” Science 256, no. 5061 (29
May 1992): 1293.
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control.** How is an ethic of nonproliferation to deal with this paradox? Will an ethic of
nonproliferation require the relinquishing of freedom and autonomy? Any effective approach is
likely to require a ceding of some control to an international organization.

Because the consequences would be global, nuclear nations have a responsibility to those who
would be harmed by their use. Moreover, nuclear issues still raise troubling issues concerning
sovereignty. Nations may have to modify their understanding of sovereignty if the nuclear threat is
to be overcome. However, a modified understanding of sovereignty opens the possibility of justifying
intervention in the case of nuclear proliferation. So far international ethics has not developed
adequate criteria to determine who should intervene and in what form the intervention should take

place. An ethic of nonproliferatiocn must engage in new and more limited understandings of

sovereignty.

G. Collective Security

The logic of collective security is for states to form a community in which the principal right is
to be free from aggression, and the principal duties are to refrain from aggression and to aid those
victims of aggression. Collective security does not seek a balance of power but, rather, seeks to
create a preponderance of power against potential rogue states. The major criticism of coilective
security is that it is unworkable, primarily because states are unwilling to make sacrifices for others.
In today’s world, says David C. Henderson, we must question whether collective security is in the
U.S.’s interest since there are no great dangers to the U.S. and seeking to guarantee the territorial
integrity of all states is likely to drag us into war. However, it can be argued that the U.S. has a
moral duty to defend other nations. Yet, others suggest that our responsibilities at home are more

stringent than our responsibilities to other nations.**

$'Wrage and Quester, 153.

%2Rosenthal, 204-205.
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Cardinal Bernardin defends cooperative security by arguing that it links the vision of peace with
ethical means to achieve it. Cooperative security is based on collaboration and shared sacrifice. It
begins with the primacy of the common good, which means the U.S. can neither be the world’s
police force nor remove itself into isolation. In cooperative security the role of the military is not
primary. Instead the focus is on creating structures that promote peace and justice, including
developing ways to anticipate and respond to conflict using a variety of peaceful and less violent
means. Only if those methods fail does a nation move onto the use of military peacekeeping forces.
Bernardin reminds us that we must take care with issues such as humanitarian intervention, so we do
not replace wars of imperialism with wars of altruism.®* Catherine M. Kelleher and Rachel A.
Epstein of the Brookings Institution concur that an ethical foreign policy must mean the end of the
myth of American isolationism and overcoming the tendency for American foreign policy to be
primarily an arm of economic policy. Yet, they recognize that debates about the wisdom of

collective involvement will surely re-arise.”

H. Justice
The nuclear arms race also raises issues of social justice. Ethicist lan Barbour, drawing from
ethicist Paul Ramsey, reminds us that justice can be evaluated by looking at the impact it has upon
the least advantaged of society. Consequently, the transfer of spending from the social
sector-housing, social services and education—to the military sector in the United States during the
1980s raised issues of social justice. In like manner, third world nations spend billions on arms

although malnutrition and poverty abound.®* These facts raise important justice questions. They

S3powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 22-24.
“Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 262.

%lan Barbour, Ethics in an Age of Technology, The Gifford Lectures, no 2. (San Francisco:
Harpers, 1993), 203.
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may also provide a place to work on the issue of nuclear proliferation, especially with third world
nations. Of course it would most likely be counterproductive to point to a nation such as North
Korea and its extreme economic problems and growing poverty and accuse them of immoral actions
by spending money on nuclear weapons. However, sensitivity by the U.S. to its economic problems
could allow us to find ways to help Korea feel secure without nuclear weapons. Such a move could
help us promote social justice in poor nations such as North Korea. Furthermore, perhaps in a safer,
more secure world the U.S. could support domestic justice with some transfer of funds to peaceful

purposes.

I. The Just War Tradition

The just war tradition is the most useful of previous thought to an ethic of nonproliferation. It is
especially helpful in evaluating the ethics of proposed nonproliferation actions.

Over the nearly two-thousand-year history of Christian tradition, three major approaches to war
and peace have emerged: The crusade, pacifism and the just war tradition. The crusade or holy war
position argues that to accomplish a given end, understood to be the will of God, extreme violence is
justified. Under the crusade paradigm, when the state (or the church) determines a cause to be
absolutely righteous, then the state is justified in using absolute power to achieve that end.
Understanding itself appointed to wage war in God’s name, the state claims failure to do so would be
to violate God’s command.

While the crusade mentality had significant power for a time, it never did gain universal
acceptance within Christianity. In fact the crusade period ended because leaders of the crusades
were no longer able to gamer sufficient public support. Contemporary Christians almost universally
reject the crusade position because they understand it to be a position in conflict with basic tenets of
the Christian faith. Within the field of Christian ethics, the crusade position has never been accepted

as a legitimate ethical position. However, the power of this position carries over in more subtle ways
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and rears its ugly head most in strident nationalism. In fact, the crusade position has been
secularized into the war-realist position. Christian realism also has elements which are descendants
of the crusade position.

The demise of the crusade approach to war has left the Christian tradition with two major
schools of thought about war and peace-the just war tradition and pacifism. The just war tradition
has been the dominant of the two positions, but in the [9th and 20th centuries, pacifism has gained
more of a following. While not underestimating their differences, Stanley Hauerwas reminds us that
both pacifism and just war thinking place the burden of proof upon those who would take up
violence, rather than upon those who would refrain from violence.®® Therefore, they are both
traditions of peace in the truest sense, pointing to what should be an obvicus conclusion—that the
Christian tradition must be one of peace. Unfortunately, Christian praxis has rarely followed the

true sense of its tradition. Pacifism will be explored in detail in chapter three.

1. The Just War Tradition

For the first four centuries of Christianity, pacifism was the dominant, if not the only, paradigm
used to evaluate the use of violence. After Emperor Constantine’s conversion to Christianity,
Christianity became first an officially recognized religion and then the official state religion. Having
gained the status of being the official religion of the Roman Empire. church officials had new
responsibilities, including advising the state. As a result, the complete nonviolence of pacifism
became less viable, and so pacifism soon lost prominence and eventfully slipped to a minority
position.

The just war tradition is based on the conclusion that although war is always destructive and

human sin is its cause, sometimes it is the lesser of two evils. Using armed force is sometimes

®Stanley Hauerwas, Against the Nations: War and Survival in a Liberal Society (San Francisco:
Harper & Row, 1985), 134.
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necessary to insure justice and to stop the spread of injustice. The just war tradition provides criteria
for when violence may be used and is the basis for both international law on war and the U.S.
military’s rules of engagement and conduct in war.

Over the centuries just war thinking has been refined. Because no one set of just war criteria
exists, and different theorists employ slightly different criteria, thinking of just war as the just war
tradition is preferable. Further, while the exact criteria are still unsettled, how they are to be applied
is even more tenuous. For example, does a war have to meet all of the criteria before we can judge it
as just or simply one or a few of the criteria? What is sufficient evidence to indicate that the war has
met the criteria? As a result, it is best not to think of the just war tradition as a codified body of law,
but rather as a body of thought.

Although the criteria of the just war tradition are difficult to apply and in fact have often been
misapplied, they do provide a useful standard by which to evaluate the legitimacy of violence. Thus,
the just war tradition is a helpful standard to judge the policy options under current consideration in
response to the continuing problem of nuclear weapons.

Calls for intervention in the form of direct military action and the use of boycotts and embargoes
have been made in response to nuclear programs in places such as Iraq, Iran and North Korea.

While such calis for the use of force are not surprising, the lack of religious ethical criticism offered
in response to such proposals is extremely unsettling since religious traditions are full of resources
with which to approach such problems. Here we will explore the resources of the just war tradition,
which uses principled criteria to determine when violence is justified.

While no codified list of exact criteria exists, contemporary proponents of the tradition would
concur that the tradition looks something like the following. First are the jus ad bellum criteria that
address the justness of going to war. Often seven jus ad bellum criteria are identified: just cause,

competent authority, comparative justice, last resort, probability of success, and proportionality.
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Just Cause: According to this criterion, war is permissible only to confront a real and certain
danger, such as to protect innocent life, to preserve conditions necessary for decent human existence,
or to secure basic human rights. The question this raises for stopping proliferation is whether or not
violent actions seeking to stop the spread of nuclear weapons can meet this criterion. Clearly,
increasing the number of nuclear nations is not a positive development for the world. However, do
new nuclear nations constitute a real and certain danger? Clearly, a violent response to the use of
nuclear weapons would meet this criterion. However, except the United States’ use of atomic
weapons on Japan in 1945, no new nuclear state has ever used nuclear weapons. While it is true that
the more unstable a nation is, the greater the risk of use that their acquisition of nuclear weapons
brings, this criterion requires asking, at what point does a nation seeking to possess nuclear weapons
become a certain and real danger?

Competent Authority: Under this criterion, private groups or individuals cannot declare war.
Instead, war can only be declared by those entrusted with the responsibility for public order. This
criterion seems to eliminate revolutions from ever being found just. In the case of the response to
nuclear proliferation, the issue is whether individual nations have a right preemptively and violently
to prevent other nations from acquiring nuclear weapons. For example, would the United States be
justified undertaking a military strike against North Korean nuclear facilities just as did Israel in
1981 when it bombed an Iraqi nuclear reactor under construction?

One needs to be careful with such an argument because answering positively could easily justify
a North Korean military attack on U.S. nuclear installations in an attempt to stop U.S. nuclear
programs. Justifying military interventions to stop nuclear proliferation is especially risky when one
is a nuclear nation.

None of this means that North Korean nuclear efforts should be construed as just since attempts
by North Korea to justify its nuclear program are currently undermined by its membership in the

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) which declares U.S. possession of nuclear weapons legal
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and North Korean’s acquisition illegal. However, what happens if North Korea simply withdraws
from the NPT, which they have repeatedly threatened to do, immediately making their nuclear
programs legal?

The criterion of legitimate authority also raises questions about whether regional or global
organizations such as NATO or the United Nations are legitimate authorities on nuclear issues. Does
the UN have the authority to enforce the NPT? [f the UN declared nuclear weapons illegal, would it
have the legitimate authority to enforce a nuclear weapon’s ban?

Comparative Justice: This criterion requires determining whether the values at stake are
important enough to override the presumption against war. Do the rights and values involved justify
killing? The criter_ion of comparative justice thus prevents one side from claiming absolute justice
on its side. For the issue of nuclear proliferation, one can argue at least at the theoretical and
abstract level, that the values of preventing nuclear war are important enough to justify violence. It
becomes less clear, however, if this criterion is met when justifying the more likely action of a
military intervention to prevent a nation from taking a specific step toward acquiring nuclear
weapons. For example, is it comparatively just to bomb a reprocessing plant while it is under
construction? Reprocessing plants take the spent fuel from nuclear power plants and reprocess it
into a useable form, which with the right processes, can produce weapon-grade material. While a
stronger objection to such a military strike could be grounded in other criteria such as
proportionality, a limited military action that will have an important impact on preventing a nuclear
war would most likely meet this criterion.

Right Intention: This criterion insists that war can only be pursued for a just cause and not for
other reasons. Because the responsibility to do justice can provide justification for violating the duty
not to intentionally injure other persons, the just war tradition insists that the intention of the nation
going to war be closely examined. Reasons generally considered just include self defense, aid to

other nations in defending themselves against aggression. and the rescue of innocent people.
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Unjustified intentions include going to war for national gain and for economic self-gain. This
criterion also requires governments to pursue peace and reconciliation during and after the conflict.
Again, application of this criterion requires close scrutiny of the reasons a specific actor is
undertaking a war. For example, if the U.S. goal in making a military strike against a nation with
nuclear aspirations is to topple that government or to gain a political advantage in the region, then
this criterion wouid not be met. However, if reason for undertaking the same military strike is the
prevention of nuclear war or even the spread of nuclear weapons (if that is a goal/value that the
world agrees to), then because the action is taken for the right intention, this criterion is met.

Last Resort: In order to justify going to war, nations must exhaust all peaceful altemativés
before war is justified. This is an important criterion for nonproliferation efforts because it requires
that violent military action must be the last in a long series of options. For example, it can be argued
that if current U.S. efforts with North Korea were to fail, since the U.S. has taken such a long series
of steps with North Korea, military action could be justified since military action would be a last
resort. However, the same military action by the U.S. against [ranian nuclear efforts could not meet
such a criterion since the U.S. has not taken a long series of steps with Iran. However, since it is
unclear whether economic sanctions and embargoes should be understood as violent or as nonviolent
means, evaluation of acts using this criterion become increasingly complicated.

Probability of Success: The purpose of this criterion is to prevent the irrational resort to force
or hopeless resistance when the outcome of a war will clearly be either disproportionate or futile.
This criterion also provides an important check on proposals to end proliferation. No action doomed
to failure or which makes the situation worse should be undertaken. If the intent of a military
undenaking is the prevention of nuclear war or the stoppage of the spreading of nuclear weapons,
then such an action must have a high probability of doing just that.

Proportionality: According to this criterion, the damage to be inflicted and the costs incurred

by war must be proportionate to the good expected by taking up arms. This also is important for
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nonproliferation efforts. Not only must the action be likely to succeed, on balance, it must not cause
more harm than good. If a strike against a nuclear target in North Korea will start a new Korean
War in which millions will die, then this criterion is not met. If a military strike will cause a nuclear
explosion or other effects of a nuclear explosion, such as the release of radiation, then this criterion
raises issues about such action. Does the harm including civilian casualties and perhaps enormous
environmental damage from the release of nuclear material and gases outweigh the difficult to assess
advantages achieved through a specific military strike?

Some suggest that proportionality should not be limited to just the effect on humans but to the
whole of creation, the effect that nuclear weapons would have on the ecosystem. When considering
nuclear weapons it seems appropriate that environmental impacts be part of the consideration
because of the gross environmental damage that they can cause. This sensitivity need not require a
commitment to deep ecology with its emphasis on each and every species. However, disregard for
environmental concerns can no longer be tolerated. Dianne Bergant, professor of Old Testament at
Catholic Theological Union suggests criteria for such considerations. According to Bergant, human
technologies must function within earth “technologies” and thus: 1. We must be aware of the
magnitude of changes we are causing. 2. Sustainable progress must be for all of the human
community. 3. Our technologies must take care of the waste products they produce. 4. We need a
cosmology that puts forth a balanced earth-human presence.®’ Because of the very nature of nuclear
weapons, the environmental effects of nonproliferation steps must be a serious consideration.

Some would describe a war which meets the above criteria as a justified war, rather than a just
war. They believe that, while a war may be justified, war can never be just because war always
produces horrendous damage. On the other hand when Michae! Walzer explores whether going to
war is justified, he collapses the seven criteria into a single criterion of whether or not aggression has

taken place. According to him, only the act of aggression may justify war. However, if fighting a

$’Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 121 & 131-132.
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war against aggression is just, only one side can be fighting a just war—the side resisting aggression.
The reason that aggression is morally wrong is because it violates the principle of sovereignty—the
right of nations to control their own affairs within their own borders.® While Walzer’s description
of the international understanding of sovereignty is correct, his argument would be stronger if he
would provide a moral basis for the concept of sovereignty. s it in fact the just/moral position to
leave countries alone if they do not violate the sovereignty of another nation? I[s it moral to allow a
country, for instance, to commit gross violations of the human rights of its own citizens? Or more
specifically for our point, is intervention to prevent the development of nuclear weapons allowed
when no violation of sovereignty has happened?

The modern just war tradition does not stop at the question of the justness of going to war but
goes on to evaluate how a war is conducted. In contrast to the jus ad bellum criteria, jus in bello
criteria deal with the justness of the conduct of a particular war. While jus in bello are a latter
addition to just war tradition, they are generally accepted today as part of the moral tradition. In
fact, most contemporary just war thinking emphasizes jus in bello to the exclusion of jus ad bellum.
Frequently three jus in bello criteria are identified: proportionality, discrimination and mournful
warrior.

Proportionality: This criterion requires that each specific act within a war be evaluated to
insure that the cost incurred is proportionate to the good expected to result from the action. Since
most nonproliferation actions envisioned are of a limited nature as opposed to protracted war,
proportionality is best evaluated in what would traditionally be seen as on the jus in bello level as
opposed to the jus ad bellum level. In other words, each specific action (which may or may not be
part of a larger military undertaking) needs to undergo proportionality evaluation. In most cases of

response to proliferation, an evaluation of proportionality is done primarily on the smaller scale as

Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical [llustrations (New
York: Basic Books, 1977), S1.
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opposed to the grand scale since the contemplated military actions would be limited as opposed to a
full scale war.

Discrimination: This criterion requires that war be conducted so that noncombatants (civilians)
are not harmed. Discrimination, also known as noncombatant immunity, is a key issue for war
ethics in modern times, and Walzer even identifies it as the central jus in bello criterion. Protecting
civilians in times of war is very difficult. Nevertheless, the rules of war require their protection.
Modern guerilla warfare has made the issue of civilian immunity even more difficult since it is often
impossible to distinguish between civilian and combatant. Walzer, however, insists that these new
strategies do not reduce the duty to protect civilians.*’

For some just war tradition theorists, such as James Turner Johnson. the doctrine of double
effect allows civilians to be harmed in certain situations if the harm is an unintended consequence.”
Dombrowski, however, rejects Johnson’s conclusion, claiming that Johnson has misconstrued
Aquinas’ teaching. Aquinas concludes that in defending oneself, a person may kill the person who
attacks them. The intended effect is to defend oneself. The unintended (and second) consequence of
defending oneself is the death of the attacker. The killing is justified, because, while the attacker is
killed, that is not the intended consequence.”’

Modern just war theorists, such as Johnson, claim that the doctrine of double effect justifies
bombing a military target, even if it will result in civilian deaths, because the intended consequence
is to hit the military target, not the civilians. Yet Dombrowski has a strong argument in claiming
this is a misinterpretation of Aquinas because Aquinas clearly says that we can never harm

innocents. The killing of the attacker in Aquinas’ original example is not an innocent person or a

“Walzer, 185.

James Turner Johnson, Can Modern War Be Just? (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1984).

""Daniel A. Dombrowski, Christian Pacifism (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1991), 31-
37.
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noncombatant. Dombrowski argues that what Aquinas’ rule of double effect allows is the killing of
combatants in spite of Christian rules against killing. [t does not, however, allow the killing of
innocents.

Whoever is correct in their interpretation of Aquinas, Johnson’s understanding of double effect
is the modemn just war understanding. However, the nature of atomic weapons makes it impossible
to distinguish between civilians and combatants and thus violates the duty to protect civilians. Thus,
the very nature of nuclear weapons makes it impossible for their use to meet the standards of the just
war. Moreover, the nature of the weapons raises new questions about what means can be used to
stop the development of weapons that by their nature violate the just war criteria.

The issue of indirect intent or double effect is important in such considerations. Many argue
that direct military attacks against nuclear sites in a proliferating nation are a justified response.
Commonly noncombatants will be injured or killed since the targets of these military strikes are
often civilian nuclear power plants rather than military facilities. If, as was the case of the 1981
Israeli attack on a Iraqi nuclear site, the target is a civilian nuclear reactor, it is difficult to claim this
can meet this exception to noncombatant immunity. Less obvious occurrences exist when civilians
live near a targeted nuclear facility. Even more confounding is whether or not nations which possess
nuclear weapons are justified in protesting when other nations seek to acquire them. Further, tactics
such as embargoes and economic sanctions, often used to deter the building of nuclear capability,
target primarily civilians and thus also raise discrimination issues.

Mournful Warrior: According to this criterion, nations cannot justly engage in war gleefully or
with hate. Instead nations must conduct war with the consciousness that while the war may be
necessary, it is always a great tragedy. This criterion is often difficult to meet because nations and
their people often acquire a war mentality which glorifies the killing of the enemy when hostilities

begin. Nevertheless, meeting this criterion is crucial if a military action is going to justified. A just
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warist, as much as a pacifist, must push nations to undertake violence only with the mournful
warrior attitude.

Jus in bello considerations raise the dilemma of winning versus fighting morally. Walzer
claims that if a war is indeed just, it may be of a supreme value that one side win. Ifthis is the case,
he argues that the rules of war allow that side to bend the rules of fighting. He calls these cases of
“extreme emergency.” To Walzer’s credit, he makes it clear that nations can only take such a
position if winning is actually of a supreme value and if their winning requires the breaking of the
rules. In Just and Unjust Wars he rejects “The Rape of Belgium” by Germany in World War [,
Allied saturation bombing and the dropping of the atomic bombs during World War II as examples
of when nations have incorrectly claimed an extreme emergency. Still Walzer is willing to allow for
such cases.™

Others, such as Michael J. Schuck, associate professor of theology at Loyola University in
Chicago, argue that the just war tradition and criteria need further refining. Schuck argues thata
third group of criteria which he calls jus post bellum, or criteria for just behavior after the war, is
required. These criteria would include a principle of repentance, a principle of honorable surrender
and a principle of restoration. Schuck concludes, “As a minimal requirement, victors must return to
the fields of battle and help remove the instruments of war. As a maximal requirement, victors must
help in the repair of the social infrastructure.””

Ethicist Douglas Lackey in his book Moral Principles and Nuclear Weapons offers a useful
secular criteria for ethical reflection which can also further refine just war thinking. He argues we
should judge nations like we judge individuals—based on what they do, not who they are. Extreme

patriotism on the national level parallels egoism on the individual level-the belief that one’s own

Walzer, 259-260.

BMichael J. Schuck, “When the Shooting Stops: Missing Elements in Just War Theory,”
Christian Century, 26 October 1994, 983.
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interest should always prevail. Lackey counters with the value of fairness, which requires judging
similar cases similarly and different cases differently. Thus fairess allows a nation neither to judge
its own case different from other similar cases, nor to impose burdens on others that it does not
accept for itself. If the U.S. does not condemn itself for possessing nuclear weapons, fairness
requires that the U.S. not condemn other nations merely for possessing nuclear weapons.™

James Turner Johnson argues that, unlike the other ethical traditions, the just war tradition
provides a rich basis on which to make evaluations of weapons. He argues that the utilitarian
approach is too thin and too narrow while pacifism points toward the banning of all weapons and is
therefore not useful. Furthermore, Johnson points out that historically the restraint of weapons lies
within the just war tradition and not pacifism. For example, in the t Ith and 12th centuries,
application of the just war tradition banned the bow and arrow, crossbow and siege weapons when
Christians were fighting each other. However, such moves have been rare, and the effort to ban
certain weapons has not always been based on moral grounds. For instance, sometimes weapon bans
stemmed from the belief that the weapons violated chivalry. In modern times, Johnson interprets the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) not as an effort to ban nuclear weapons. but as an attempt to
keep a nuclear monopoly. Despite such a characterization, however, Johnson argues that it is
essential that we make moral evaluations of weapons.”

Johnson points to chemical and biological weapons (CBWs) as examples of banned weapons.
He provides three reasons why CBWs were good targets for bans: their indiscriminatory nature and
the difficulty in controlling them; the ease and cheapness to make CBWs and the lack of an effective
defense against CBWs. He insists that while the same can be said of nuclear weapons, such has not

always been the case, and this explains why they have not been banned. Here is where he insists that

"Douglass P. Lackey, Moral Principles and Nuclear Weapons (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and
Allanheld, 1985), 179-180 & 219.

Johnson, 87-91.
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just war analysis can justify banning nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are not problematic because
of their power but because they fail to discriminate between combatants and noncombatants.
Therefore, says Johnson all who seek a more peaceful world must give attention to alternative
(conventional) weapons.

A useful ethical analysis must consider the relationship between conventional and nuclear
forces. James Turner Johnson says that a defense strategy should be flexible and allow for potential
responses to aggression at every conceivable level, from military presence to all-out war. Johnson
believes that a larger reliance on conventional forces is necessary and claims nations need to find
ways to have larger forces without creating economic problems. Johnson calls for more reliance on

conventional weapons because nuclear weapons have such dangers of escalation.™

2. Implications of the Just War Tradition

Conventional wisdom has been that the proliferation of nuclear weapons is inevitable. But
nuclear proliferation need not be so. Indeed, we can take many steps to stop and/or slow
proliferation. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) which monitors nuclear programs
worldwide needs to be given more power to enforce the NPT. A true Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (unlike the one recently agreed to without the consent of India or Pakistan) banning all
nuclear testing would be helpful. The nuclear-free zone movement, which creates places in the
world where nuclear weapons are barned, also can be of real value. The control of weapon-grade
nuclear material is also crucial. These steps will be more effective in addressing the dangers of
proliferation than will military intervention. In addition, they raise neither the just war objections to
such intervention, nor similar concerns that economic sanctions can cause.

The resolution, at least temporarily, of the North Korean nuclear crisis adds much credence to

this position. In October 1994, the U.S. and North Korea signed a nuclear agreement which built on

®Johnson, 80-82 & 97-100.
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the foundation of a diplomacy mission made by former President Jimmy Carter to North Korea
during the summer of 1994. In the agreement, North Korea froze its nuclear programs in exchange
for diplomatic and economic concessions from the United States. The IAEA now has permanent
inspectors in North Korea, the only place in the world where this is the case. North Korea has shut
down a 30-megawatt reactor, stopped construction of two larger reactors and placed some 8,000 fuel
rods into storage rather than reprocessing them. North Korea has also sealed a radiochemical
laboratory which the U.S. feared would be used to reprocess spent fuel into plutonium.”

Pacifists of course reject nuclear weapons. In fact, nuclear weapons have swelled the ranks of
pacifism. For example, Robert McAfee Brown argues that just war thinking also requires the
rejection of nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons have inherent problems since they cannot meet the
criterion of discrimination under the just war tradition. While just war theorists need to concede that
at times the use of nuclear weapons may be able to meet the criteria of legitimate authority, right
intention and last resort, nuclear weapons can never meet proportionality, success and
discrimination.

An ethical policy toward a potential nuclear state in response to apparent attempts to develop
nuclear weapons should be twofold in nature. It should include direct steps aimed at the
proliferating nation and also renewed steps for the U.S. to be a moral leader trying to limit nuclear
proliferation. The U.S. should use a variety of avenues to convince a proliferating nation that it
would be in their best interest not to proliferate. The United States must also undertake international
efforts in nonproliferation because, based on fairness, U.S. pressure without such efforts is ethically
troubling. The U.S. must truly take the moral high ground. This must include efforts strictly to

curtail its nuclear arsenal until all that remains is a minimal deterrent. The U.S. must vigorously

TPhilippe Naughton, “N. Korea Says It Sincere on Final Nuclear Deal,” Reuters, ClariNet
Electronic News Service, 1 June 1995.
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seek to curtail the transfer of nuclear materials and technology, which will include at times going
against its own economic and business interests.

When approaching specific countries such as North Korea or Iran, the United States must seek
ways to reduce tension and foster understanding. The hope is that in such an environment, we can
engage in a bargaining process which stops the progress toward proliferation in that nation. Such
negotiations are not to be undertaken in idealistic terms but, rather, in realistic terms. We should not
delude ourselves into thinking that the process will ever be smooth. Instead it will be marked by
steps forward and steps back. The important issue is for us to stay in the process and to evaluate
progress over the long-term. An ethical approach will provide the conditions for improvement in
our work against proliferation.

We cannot prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. No effort that we can undertake, moral
or otherwise, can guarantee the cessation of nuclear proliferation. What the U.S. can do is become
both the moral and actual leader in nonproliferation efforts. [fthe U.S. will take such a moral high
ground, then it will be more successful in stopping nuclear proliferation.

In 1993, ten years after its landmark pastoral The Challenge of Peace,” the National Conference
of Catholic Bishops issued a new statement about peace and international security called The Harvest
of Justice is Sown in Peace. Recognizing that with the end of the Cold War comes a temptation
toward isolationism, the bishops counter that this is not an option for a universal church and for
citizens of a powerful nation. Instead, what is needed is a difficult balance between isolation and
unwise intervention. The U.S. must act in the best of its tradition and work cooperatively with other
nations to promote justice and peace.” The bishops hold up the value of American responsibility:

The preeminence of U.S. influence and power in the world is an undisputed fact.
This fact is of great moral significance, first, because American values and actions

National Council of Catholic Bishops, The Challenge of Peace: God’s Promise and Our
Response (Washington, DC: U.S. Catholic Conference, 1983), 12-13.

“Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 314.
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can bring tremendous good or much suffering to people around the world; and

second, because with power and influence comes a responsibility to contribute to

the universal common good.*

In their analysis, the Catholic bishops return to their central ethical guide, the just war tradition,
but remind its readers that this tradition can all too easily be misused. They point out that it is not a
weapon to be used to justify a political position, nor is it a mechanical system to come to obvious
conclusions. Instead it is a way of moral reasoning.®'
In reexamining their nuclear position the Catholic bishops continue to say that nuclear war is

not acceptable. The U.S. may have a minimal nuclear deterrent, but its only use must be to deter a
nuclear attack. The U.S. should have a no-first-use policy and should reinforce the barriers to the
use of such weapons. They also reaffirmed that deterrence must be a step toward disarmament. The
end of the Cold War should move the world to adopt nonnuclear security arrangements. Nuclear
weapons should be abolished, and international law should be strengthened. They suggest another
step in all of this would be a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). It would improve the U.S.
moral credibility to work against proliferation. In summing up their position on nuclear issues they
state:

An active commitment by the United States to nuclear disarmament and the

strengthening of collective security is the only moral basis for temporarily retaining

our deterrent and our insistence that others forego these weapons. We advocate

disarmament by example: careful but clear steps to reduce and end our dependence

on weapons of mass destruction.®
Cardinal Joseph Bernardin, Archbishop of Chicago until his recent death and a key drafter of both
The Challenge of Peace and The Harvest of Justice is Sown in Peace, writes that the bishop’s

analysis has changed since 1983 in two ways. First, with the change in the times, proliferation is

more in focus. Thus it is crucial that the eliminations of nuclear weapons be not just an ideal buta

¥powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 340.
8Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 321.

8powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 334.
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specific policy goal. The U.S. can be an example beginning with a CTBT. Second, the link must be
more specific between the ethics of deterrence and the nuclear powers’ responsibility to use their
power to help build cooperative security and a more just world order.

In The Harvest of Justice the U.S. Catholic Bishops examine economic sanctions, remembering
that, as a body, the bishops have supported economic sanctions in the cases of Iraq, Yugoslavia and
South Africa. While they take seriously the charges that sanctions can be counterproductive and do
harm to the innocent, they insist that sanctions are preferable to waging war or doing nothing.
Admitting the need for moral reflection on the subject, they offer some criteria for consideration.
First, they argue that the concern about effectiveness and harm to civilians requires that sanctions
should be used only in cases of aggression or a grave and ongoing injustice. Even so, they should be
used only when less coercive measures have failed and then with clear conditions for their removal.
Second, the harm caused must be proportionate to the good achieved, and sanctions must avoid grave
and irreversible harm. Third, the position towards the sanctions by the population that will be
subject to them is a morally relevant factor. Fourth, sanctions must be part of broader efforts to
resolve the situation.®® An ethic of nonproliferation is open to the tool of sanctions, but along with
the bishops is wary of the harm to innccents that sanctions can cause. Consequently, an ethic of
nonproliferation will use the criteria provided by the bishops to evaluate the use of sanctions in

nonproliferation efforts.

3. Just Peacemaking
Christian ethicist Glen Stassen posits that the debate between pacifism and just war, while
important, has turned attention away from what Christians should be doing—peacemaking. Stassen’s

efforts, then, are focused on creating a theory of just peace making, one he hopes can be used

8BPpowers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 24 & 335-336.
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inclusively across religious lines. Stassen’s just peacemaking theory is a synthesis of pacifism and
just war thinking. It is also fair to characterize it as a further development of the just war tradition.

The first step in just peacemaking is to affirm common security, affirming the valid interests of
both ourselves and others. Because of the nuclear age, the security of nations has already become
intertwined. Policies of deterrence depend on cooperation with the enemy. However, in the post-
Cold War era, other issues such as economics, technology, politics, as well as cultural and ethnic
issues are more important than military issues. Nevertheless, security partnerships have emphasized
deterrence or a defense oriented military. In a common security system. weapons should be designed
not to attack nations but to destroy forces that would attack. Key components of collective security
would be collective institutions to preserve borders, conflict resolution systems and arbitration
mechanisms to deal with a broad area of possible disputes.

The second step in just peacemaking is to take independent initiatives. The world has worked
on a policy of so-called parity. But when parity is reached the other side perceives it is in an inferior
position and therefore builds more weapons. To counter this, a new system of independent
initiatives is needed which seeks’ to transform the response of the adversary. Such steps make clear
a nation’s defensive posture and its desire for good relations. In such circumstances nations can
retain sufficient power to deter aggression.

Talking with one’s enemy is the third step in just peacemaking. Talking and seeking
negotiations is an important peacemaking step. Peace research has gained acceptance in practical
application and is a crucial part of this step. Such a step would require strengthening the United
Nations. The fourth step of just peacemaking is to seek human rights and justice. This is for all,
especially the powerless, for the absence of human rights is the absence of peace, the lack of shalom.
Stassen says this step is crucial because the lack of human rights is one of the major causes of

violence in our world.
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The fifth step of just peacemaking is to acknowledge the vicious cycle of violence and instead
participate in the peacemaking process. Acknowledging the cycle we are caught in is necessary if
we are to make a decisive step toward peacemaking. Just as the most dangerous time for recovering
alcoholics is when they believe that alcohol is no longer capable of affecting them, so is it the most
dangerous time for us when we believe we have nuclear weapons under control. In both cases there
is a temptation to relax efforts. The thesis of this dissertation shares Stassen’s analysis and argues
that it is far too dangerous to think that we have solved the problem of nuclear weapons.

Ending judgmental propaganda and make amends for past mistakes is the sixth step of just
peacemaking. We have done wrong, and we need to acknowledge that we have hurt others. We
must commit ourselves to doing better. The seventh step of just peacemaking is to work with
citizen groups in efforts of truth. This final step is to work within groups which have accurate
information and seek to affect policymaking. Governments fall into the trap of self-serving
ideologies. They develop bureaucracies that perpetuate themselves. They create self-interested
military-industrial complexes. Consequently, governments will not move toward peace unless the
people push them that way.

Stassen compares our reliance on militarism to the alcoholic’s reliance on alcohol. Therefore,
there is good reason to compare just peacemaking to the 12 steps of recovery. We might expect just
peacemaking to be based on the same Aristotelian means-ends reasoning of the just war tradition, or
in international relations it is the utility-maximizing model of reasoning. [t is not. Instead Stassen
grounds it in Biblical realism, which is not based on the rational actor model. In fact, he says our
perception of end-means is warped by our interests, and our reasoning is distorted by our loyalties
and our idols. Further, international relations has itself identified faults in the utility-maximizing
model, for it overlooks misperception, cognitive dissonance, organizational decision making,

loyalties and interests. Therefore just peacemaking assumes perception/misperception models of
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reasoning or, more positively, an alienation/deliverance model. [ts steps are error correction,
repentance and new direction, conversion and transformation, delivery and recovery.

Stassen argues that just peacemaking can make several significant contributions to discussions
about war and peace. First, it gives peace time to work. Realism talks about the momentum that war
has, and peacemaking efforts can slow things down. It can do this because just peacemaking is
focused on prevention and conflict resolution while there is still time to prevent the war. A second
contribution of just peacemaking is that it provides churches and other private groups clear criteria
for judging whether their government is in fact seeking peace. Finally, just peacemaking helps
complete pacifism and just war theory. On the one hand, it prevents pacifism from being merely a
narrow “no” to war by broadening its duties to the prevention of war. On the other hand, it pushes
the just war tradition to insure that the criterion of last resort is actually followed. Further, a just
peacemaking approach helps nations imagine other options. In the “just intention” criteria, just
peacemaking helps us see that the opponent does have valid interests. Just peacemaking also
broadens “just authority” to include that people have a right to be informed and not lied to. With
regards to new weapons, just peacemaking looks beyond discrimination and sees if the new weapons
are a step toward or away from disarmament. Just peacemaking says there are two questions we
should ask. First, what are the criteria for making peace. Second, what are the criteria for
restraining war.®

Just peacemaking pushes us to unlearn the way we look at things and do things in international
affairs. It broadens our view so that we are not focused solely on ending conflicts but instead focus
on justice so that fewer conflicts are even a possibility. It is at least in some ways a synthesis of

pacifism and the just war tradition. Its focus is global, and so it seeks global security, reminding us

¥Glen H. Stassen, Just Peacemaking: Transforming Initiatives for Justice and Peace (Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1992), 89-97, 99, 102, 104-105, 107, 109-110, 187-189 & 233-235.
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that our enemies also have legitimate concerns. It also reminds us that religion is a global force and

matters in policy decisions.

J. Nuclear Disarmament

Joseph Nye asks if an unequal possession of nuclear weapons can be justified. In other words, is
it moral for some states to have nuclear weapons while others are prohibited from possessing them.
He responds affirmatively as long as certain conditions are met. First, the purpose for possession
must be limited self-defense. Second, special care must be given to prevent accidents. Third, some
compensation must be given to assure the independence of non-possessing nations since nuclear
weapons create a power imbalance. Fourth, steps must be taken to reduce the risks and move toward
disarmament. Nye finds that the NPT follows the above criteria.®

However, Nye may be mistaken. Especially in a post-Cold War situation, there is little
justification for nuclear weapons on the existing scale. Moreover, it is unclear who is being deterred.
In addition, the deteriorating situation in Russia may mean safety assurances have lost much of their
meaning. Finally, there is little evidence that nonnuclear states have in fact received any benefit
from the possession of nuclear weapons by the nuclear weapon states. One supposed benefit was that
nuclear nations would undertake a war (possibly even nuclear) when a nonnuclear state is
threatened. That is not a likely scenario.

While the unequal possession of nuclear weapons poses difficult dilemmas, the prospect of
equalizing possession through proliferation is also problematic since proliferation makes the world
more dangerous. Robert Myers points out that nuclear weapons are inherently a conservative

influence. While nations are not likely to use their nuclear weapons against their own citizens, the

SNye, Nuclear Ethics 85-86.
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possession of nuclear weapons creates a gulf between a government and its people. As a result, the
possibility of a revolution against a government that possesses nuclear weapons is almost nil.*

Moreover, Nye points out that, with new proliferators, there are increased risks. including lack
of safety controls and command and control probiems.*” However that raises the question of whether
such nations should be able to decide for themselves what risks they can take? Given the priority of
sovereignty, if the weapons would only be used within their own boundaries, then the answer might
be yes. But, since the probable impact of such weapons extends well beyond a nation’s boundaries,
the nonnuclear states should have a right to hold the nuclear powers accountable for the risks.

Many, especially voices coming from the third world, call for significant steps in arms reduction
among the super powers as a crucial step against proliferation. Such steps may satisfy the court of
world opinion, which sees issues of fairness and morality in the unequal distribution of nuclear
weapons. Further nuclear reduction steps by the nuclear powers are seen as the fulfillment of an
NPT requirement.®®* McGeorge Bundy argues that, overall, nuclear weapons have a negative impact,
and every nuclear state could gain in security by reducing their nuclear arsenals. Further, Bundy
argues that nonnuclear states gain no net security advantage by seeking to acquire nuclear weapons.*®

Seth W. Carus, director for defense strategy on the policy planning staff in the Office of the

Secretary of Defense, points out that traditionally the U.S. has seen proliferation as an arms control

8Rosenthal, 18.
8Nye, Nuclear Ethics, 88.

#¥Quester and Utgoff argue that complete nuclear disarmament would be a serious mistake
because in a nonnuclear world any renegade nation who acquires nuclear weapons would then have a
nuclear monopoly. They conclude that the world may always need one or two nuclear states (or a
nuclear armed international organization) and that to prevent nuclear proliferation the nuclear states
must have larger arsenals than those put forth by proponents of minimum deterrence. Quester and
Utgoff also warn that deep conventional arms cuts by the superpowers could promote proliferation.
(George H. Quester and Victor A. Utgoff, “U.S. Arms Reductions and Nuclear Proliferation: The
Counterproductive Possibilities.,” Washington Quarterly 16, no. Winter (1993):129-134.)

¥Bundy, Crowe and Dreli, 8-9.

119

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



issue. Consequently, the actions of friends and enemies were not significantly different. He counters
that while everyone agrees that the U.S. would be better off with no nuclear proliferation, military
planning must be more concerned with the action of a North Korea (enemy) than a South Korea
(ally). However, he is clear that the actions of friendly nations can also affect U.S. security.*
Further, since stopping proliferation will take global cooperation, in the wider scheme proliferation
by South Korea might be as problematic as if done by North Korea.

Wolfenstein agrees, concluding that if nuclear weapons were of any value, they should have
deterred Iraq from its action. Nuclear weapons “neither deterred Iraq nor aided the war effort.””!
Wolfenstein takes his argument one step further and dares anyone to dream up a scenario where,
even if another nation cheated and secretly acquired nuclear weapons, it would threaten the security
of a nonnuclear United States. He argues that U.S. strength in other areas would simply deter the
use of nuclear weapons against the U.S. He calls the “crazed ruler with nuclear weapons™ scenario
irrelevant because possession of nuclear weapons cannot prevent a crazed ruler, but only forces them
to respond in kind. Clearly, the powerful nations of the world could inflict adequate damage even
without nuclear weapons to a nation who dared use nuclear weapons. In other words, deterrence,
whether nuclear or not, will either work or fail, and the form of the deterrence, nuclear or
conventional, is irrelevant. In response to nuclear terrorism Wolfenstein is quick to point out that a
nuclear response would be inappropriate anyway. Moreover, the best way to prevent nuclear
terrorism is to work toward a nonnuclear world. He points out that we have agreements banning
chemical and biological weapons, and they are not seen as unrealistic. Further, verification and

control of nuclear weapons would be easier than it is for chemical and biological weapons.”

%W. Seth Carus, “Proliferation and Security in Southwest Asia,” The Washington Quarterly 17,
no. 2 (1994): 130.

'Wolfenstein, 14.
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Speaking from the field of international ethics, Catherine M. Kelleher and Rachel A. Epstein,
both of the Brookings Institute, set forth new force postures for the post-Cold War world. They
suggest the U.S. be the leader in unilateral steps in disarmament. First, they propose a minimal
nuclear force numbered in the hundreds which would not allow the continuation of the nuclear triad.
In addition, such a policy must include other items such as transparency. security against accidental
or unauthorized launches, safety in all stages of production and openness about our nuclear forces.
Second, the U.S. would need to create and maintain advanced conventional strategic forces. While
conventional forces are capable of doing terrible damage, they do not do so in a blink of an eye and
so give policy makers more options. Also, in light of the Gulf War, such capabilities give American
forces much credibility. The danger is that the advanced conventional technology will also
eventually proliferate. Third, the U.S. needs to develop new defensive options. The best options are
those that protect battlefields, not civilian areas. Such systems could replace the protection currently
promised by nuclear deterrence. Nevertheless, some say such weapons may start an offensive arms
race to counter such abilities.”®

What is emerging as a consensus in international ethics in its address of nuclear weapons is that
minimally the nuclear nations must move to what can honestly be called a minimal deterrent.
Moving to minimal deterrence will mean giving up the nuclear triad which has based nuclear
weapons on missiles, airplanes and submarines. Morever, it will find the U.S. leading nuclear

disarmament efforts.

HI Conclusion
While much of the previous thought on nuclear issues is stuck in Cold War ideologies, this

chapter’s review of previous thought has also revealed that some previous thinking on the subject is

%Powers, Christiansen and Hennemeyer, 257-261.
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very helpful in the construction of an ethic of nonproliferation. The following is a summary of
important ideas from previous thought that can serve as guidelines for an ethic of nonproliferation.

First, an ethic of nonproliferation must counter nuclearism by demonstrating that nuclear
weapons not only fail to provide security, they increase insecurity. Nuclearism is an ideology or,
even, a theology that places value in the power of nuclear weapons, seeing them as ultimate saviors
or protectors of a people. This is problematic on two accounts. To begin with, if nuciear weapons
are an ultimate protector, then everyone should want them, meaning that such an ideology promotes
proliferation. On the other hand, it is a false ideology, since nuclear weapons provide little or no
actual security and threaten all of creation.

Second, an ethic of nonproliferation must counter realism’s self-interest model with a
global ethic of nonproliferation. The evidence indicates that nations can and do act in ways other
than strict self-interest. A global ethic of nonproliferation will be based on ideas such as
cooperation, reciprocity and common or collective security. Increasing the security of all nations
decreases the motivation for nations to acquire nuclear weapons. Decreasing nuclear weapons
increases all nations’ security.

Third, an ethic of nonproliferation rejects the realist’s acceptance of nuclear deterrence as
it is an unrealistic defense strategy. Weapons deployed will eventually be used. and nuclear
proliferation increases the risk. Nuclear deterrence was never a good defense posture, even during
the Cold War. Itis an even worse one now. However, the U.S. cannot suddenly abandon its policy
of nuclear deterrence. Consequently, the fourth point is that an ethic of nonproliferation must
work toward a true minimal deterrent force for the U.S. and Russia with each having nuclear
warheads numbered in hundreds and eventually to move to complete nuclear disarmament.
Ultimately, the only successful way to stop nuclear proliferation is to have a worldwide ban on

nuclear weapons. The world has banned other weapons such as biological weapons. It will not be
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easy or fast, but the banning of nuclear weapons is possible. Moreover, the just war tradition finds
nuclear weapons as unethical and therefore provides moral support for their banning.

Fifth, an ethic of nonproliferation must oppose the spread of all nuclear weapons whether
to a friend or foe. The technologically advanced nations must be willing to sacrifice business
interests and profits for nonproliferation efforts. If and when proliferation has taken place, an ethic
of nonproliferation should allow for technical support for security and command and contro! to
increase the security of and decrease the threat from nuclear weapons in the proliferating nation.

Sixth, while open to technological assistance, an ethic of nonproliferation rejects the search
for a technological fix or solution to the problem of proliferation. [t specifically rejects Ballistic
Missile Defense (BMDs) systems as counterproductive, giving a false sense of security. Specifically
an ethic of nonproliferation rejects the ideology of a technological fix. Nuclear proliferation is a
complex problem and will require multidimensional and complex solutions. No single sure-fire
answer to this problem exists. The sooner we give up the search for a solution that does not exist,
the quicker that we can get onto realistic solutions. This leads to our seventh point: An ethic of
nonproliferation must recognize the complexity of the nuclear issues in a post-Cold War world.
Subject to ethical analysis, an ethic of nonproliferation will work toward predominantly on demand-
side nonproliferation approaches, seeking to find ways to make nations less interested in nuclear
weapons. However, in the interim and again subject to ethical analysis, an ethic of nonproliferation
will use supply-side tactics to limit the spread of nuclear materials, technology and knowledge.

Eighth, an ethic of nonproliferation recognizes the importance of people power. Several
experts in the chapter commented that in some situations the people matter in sitting policy. Most
likely governments will not on their own accord solve the nuclear problem. Therefore, the people
must force them to do the right thing, and that will require education and activation of the public on

a global level.
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Ninth, an ethic of nonproliferation will seek ways to decrease the motives nations have for
seeking nuclear weapons. It will do so by seeking other means for nations to feel secure and
acquire prestige.

Tenth, an ethic of nonproliferation will seek ways to increase the nonproliferation motives
of nations. It will do so by increasing the economic and political costs of nuclear weapons. It will
promote a general and global ethic against nuclear weapons and support global and domestic
opposition to nuclear weapons.

Eleventh, an ethic of nonproliferation will use the methods of just peacemaking. Steps such
as affirming common security, taking independent initiatives, talking with one’s enemies, seeking
human rights and justice, acknowledging the cycle of violence, engaging in peacemaking, ending
propaganda, making amends and working with citizens groups are all steps that will promote
nonproliferation. Moreover, the just peacemaking model replaces the rational actor model with more
realistic and helpful models of international affairs such as perception/misperception and
alienation/deliverance models.

Twelfth, an ethic of nonproliferation will seek to encourage the nations of the world to
engage in discussions about ceding some sovereignty on nuclear issues and perhaps security
issues to international organization such as the United Nations. This will not be easy process.
However, it is likely to be a needed step if nonproliferation and nuciear disarmament are to become
realities.

Finally, an ethic of nonproliferation will use the criteria of the just war tradition to
evaluate proposed violent and potentially violent nonproliferation actions. It is possible that
limited military engagements may be justified in nonproliferation efforts; however, the just war
tradition indicates that usually the ethical and effective measures needed are nonviolent ones. If

violent ones are to be used, they must meet the criteria of the just war tradition.

124

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PART II:

VISION
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Chapter Two has demonstrated that most previous thought on nuclear issues is irrelevant to the
post-Cold War world. Stuck in a Cold War paradigm, realism lacks the ability to accurately
comprehend the complexity of a multi-polar world with nuclear threats coming from many nations
and also entities other than nations, such as terrorists. Cold War realism sought to maintain the
world through the massive threat known as nuclear deterrence. Such realistic thought assumes the
existence of two superpowers in a bi-polar world. Such a world no longer exists. and such thought
has neither the ability to maintain the status quo nor the method or vision to get us beyond the
nuclear threat. It tends to assume that there is nothing that we can do about nuclear weapons
because the nuclear genie cannot be put back in the bottle. Consequently, realism has put forth no
real proposal to deal with nuclear proliferation. However. nuclear proliferation so increases the risk
of global disaster that we must find ways to lessen the threat.

The review of previous thought in the last chapter did find some things of value. Some of it was
forward looking and from it were extracted useful ideas for the construction of an ethic of
nonproliferation. Some of these ideas are quite profound. Just peacemaking grows out of fairly
traditional understandings of international relations. It is perhaps more optimistic on what can be
achieved than realism, but realism grants wider efforts of justice than simply the just war tradition.
Indeed, most realists would likely grant that the promulgation of justice can decrease the motivation
of nations and others to acquire nuclear weapons. However, even within this more narrow body of
helpful thought such as just peacemaking is an absence of an adequate vision to move usto a
nonnuclear world. Consequently, we must look elsewhere.

The next three chapters will focus on three important contemporary bodies of Christian
theology. For Christian thinkers, the primary audience for this work, looking to theology as a source
for ethics is common. Even so, for Christian realists there will be much in these new bodies of
thought that is troubling. We will encounter some thought that is perfectionist and utopian, and,

consequently, not al! of the thought will be of use to an ethic of nonproliferation. One need not
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acquiesce to a school of thought in order to find enlightening and pragmatic ideas which can be of
use outside their original context. However, one purpose for each of the chapters is to give a fair
introduction to these bodies of thought. It would be disrespectful, inaccurate, and a
misappropriation to rip ideas from these bodies of thought without having a fair understanding of
them as a whole. The second purpose of each chapter is a more applied one—extracting useful ideas
from these three bodies of thought to be used in the construction of an ethic of nonproliferation.
Secular thinkers will be even more bewildered by some of the thought that will be encountered
in the next three chapters. However, we are in desperate need of new ideas to address the continuing
threat of nuclear weapons precisely because chapter two has demonstrated that more traditional
thought has failed to put forth an adequate way to address this problem. Consequently, all readers
are encouraged and challenged to enter this second section with an open mind. The new bodies of
thought provide imaginative ways to promote justice, and the argument contained here is that by
using these new bodies of thought we can be more effective in addressing nuclear proliferation. One
need not accept “all” things in order to find “some” things in these three cutting-edge schools. As
the nuclear mushroom cloud looms over us, we need to avail ourselves to various forms of wisdom in
hopes of creating a pluralistic vision that can make real progress on decreasing the nuclear threat.
These three bodies of thought have some profound contributions to make to this endeavor, but we

will miss their wisdom if we fail to listen.
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CHAPTER THREE:

CHRISTIAN PACIFISM:

VISIONS OF PEACE

George Weigel, president of the Ethics and Public Policy Center in Washington, D.C. writes the

following about pacifism:

Pacifism is a personal commitment that can, arguably, be reconciled with the

demands of Christian conscience. But the pacifist conscience, per se, can provide

no serious counsel to the statesman. And to suggest that it does distracts our

attention from the crucial business at hand, which is to refine the just-war

tradition’s criteria in light of the signs of the times.'
While Weigel is from the conservative branch of Christian realism, his response toward pacifism is
representative of most Christian realists: Pacifism is of no value to policy considerations, it is simply
a matter of individual conscience. Using the voices of five prominent American pacifists, [ argue
that Weigel and Christian realism are wrong and that pacifism has much to say to matters of state.
Weigel’s error, much like Reinhold Niebuhr’s too-easy dismissal of pacifism, comes from an overly-
limited view of pacifism. As a result, he responds only to the smali section of pacifism which can be
labeled nonresistance, and he ignores the bulk of pacifism which can be called nonviolence.

Moreover, his view ignores the history of instances when pacifism has been successful as a method

of social change, including the Indian independence movement lead by Gandhi, the American Civil

'Gerald F. Powers, Drew Christiansen and Robert T. Hennemeyer, eds., Peacemaking: Moral and
Policy Challenges for a New World (Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1994), 68.
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Rights movement, the bringing down of the Berlin wall, and the end of apartheid in South Africa.
Overall, the ethic of nonproliferation being developed here is not a pacific ethic. However, itisa
serious error to ignore the contribution to questions of policy that pacifists can provide. Pacifists
remind us that there are usually nonviolent or less-violent means available to the United States.
Moreover, such means may be more efficacious than more violent means.

Contemporary North American pacifism provides important criticism of the violence of U.S.
foreign policy. Realists ignore this helpful tool of analysis. It is important to critique this nation
whose enormous economic and political power should mean it seldom needs to resort to violent
force. Nevertheless, violence is the United States’ only option when the U.S. tries to reach results
which it could not possibly achieve by using moral arguments in the court of world opinion. Pacifist
and nonviolent approaches give citizens the reasons to undermine and the tools to resist such violent
policies. Moreover, nonviolence can be a tool for foreign affairs to which policymakers need to avail
themselves, especially in the post-Cold War world.

An ethic of nonproliferation needs to listen to pacifists seeking guidance in constructing a
response to the nuclear threat. Here we will explore the thought of five contemporary pacifist
thinkers: Stanley Hauerwas, John Howard Yoder, Daniel Berrigan, Vincent Harding, and James
Douglass. From these five pacifist thinkers we will harvest ethical thought that can guide our

response to the continuing threat of nuclear proliferation.

1. Yoices of Pacifism
A. Stanley Hauerwas

As Christians we believe we not only need a community, but a community of a
particular kind to live well morally. We need a people who are capable of being
JSaithful to a way of life, even when that way of life may be in conflict with what
passes as “morality” in the larger society. Christians are a people who have
learned that belief in God requires that we learn to look upon ourselves as
creatures rather than as creators. This necessarily creates a division between
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ourselves and others who persist in the pretentious assumption that we can and
should be morally autonomous.?

We first turn to Stanley Hauerwas who is a professor of theological ethics at the Divinity School
of Duke University. Encountering him either in person or through his written words quickly leads
one to understand that his style is provocative. [ have heard him admit that he never understood the
need to say things succinctly when he could say the same thing offensively. His is like John the
Baptist’s voice crying from out of the wilderness that is, in Hauerwas’ case, American culture. He
speaks in ways and of things that the Christian community does not want to hear. Hauerwas’ tongue
and pen are sharp, cutting deeply into anyone willing to listen.

While many label Hauerwas a communitarian, he objects to that label saying that it is too weak
to describe the church and is still tied to the liberal project which he rejects.” Nevertheless, it fits
him better than most ethicists who claim to be communitarian because, unlike them, he is actually a
member of an identifiable community. Although he disapproves of the label, I identify Hauerwas as
a sectarian. Despite his disapproval, I find it especially appropriate since he understands his task to
be the development of an ethic that is binding only to Christians. Hauerwas, quite rightly, objects to
the connotations of withdrawal and disruption of church unity associated with the term “sectarian.”
He insists that a pacifist position does not necessarily advocate withdrawal from political
involvement. Moreover, he questions whether the identification of the pacifist position as sectarian
is accurate. He claims that those dominant Christian positions, which have justified the killing of
Christians in other nations, are more sectarian because they destroy the unity of the church in the
name of national security. While Hauerwas’ tradition is Methodist rather than those usually

identified as sectarian, both theologically and ethically [ believe this label fits his position.

*Stanley Hauerwas, Against the Nations: War and Survival in a Liberal Society (San Francisco:
Harper & Row, 1985), 43-44.

3Stanley Hauerwas, /n Good Company: The Church As Polis (Notre Dame, IN: University of
Notre Dame, 1995), 25.
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Hauerwas’ approach is for Christians since the question central to his work is “How do Christians
remain faithful to the gospel while living today?”

The distinctively Christian approach of Hauerwas causes this project difficulty because it draws
into question whether his work is of use here. Even more problematic is that Hauerwas would likely
object to the use of his ethic in this broader public ethic. He would claim that he is not telling the
world or the United States what to do but trying to help guide Christians. That is an important
warning as we approach Hauerwas. However, [ find it a too limiting view of his work. While his
focus is on the Christian, at least some of his thought is too valuable to stay within that narrow focus.
Moreover, he consistently advocates that Christians participate in wider peace movements, and from
time to time he breaks out of that self-imposed limitation. In fairness to his work. however, it is
important to keep in mind that my use of Hauerwas is different from his intended purpose.

For Hauerwas, it is the life, death and resurrection of Jesus that makes Christian ethics distinct.
However, Hauerwas is well aware that the church has been guilty of separating its supposed “faith in
Jesus” from the actual social significance of Jesus. Hauerwas claims that any Christology that allows
such a separation is deficient. For Hauerwas, Jesus is worthy of worship because of his social
significance—Jesus’ story is a social ethic.® Hauerwas is aware that some label his work as
“provocative,” “outrageous” and even “careless.” He claims it is not that we fail to understand Paul
correctly when we interpret scripture, it is that we fail to live as Christians, which he says requires
nonviolence and reconciliation.”

In contrast to liberalism’s action-based ethics, Hauerwas’ approach is virtue theory. Liberalism
uses a combination of deontological and teleological approaches to make its moral evaluations.

While a deontological approach evaluates action based on their conformity to principles and a

‘Stanley Hauerwas, 4 Community of Character: Toward a Constructive Christian Social Ethic
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), 37.

SStanley Hauerwas, Unleashing the Scripture (Nashville: Abingdon, 1993), 7-8.
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teleological approach evaluates them based on their consequences, both are action-based because

they evaluate whether an action is ethical based on principles or outcomes respectively. In contrast,
Hauerwas argues that the moral life cannot be reduced to actions and must focus on the character of
the moral agent. The gospel’s approach goes further than the actions of individuals and explores
“the nature of the self and how it is formed for our life project.”® As a virtue ethicist, Hauerwas
believes the question “What ought I be?” is primary and comes before the question “What cught I to
do?” While the virtue approach is central to Hauerwas, it is not likely to have much value for an
ethic of nonproliferation in terms of national action, and so we will look at other areas of Hauerwas’
thought.

Hauerwas suggests that U.S. Christians have always been mistaken when assuming that
America was a Christian nation and that Christians were in control. Such a view was nothing but an
illusion which can no longer be sustained. Contrary to most, Hauerwas rejoices in the end of this
Constantinian world view. He submits that this final break between church and state means that the
American church is now free to be the church.” Hauerwas’ provocative approach challenges one’s

approach to most subjects. Nuclear proliferation is no exception.

B. John Howard Yoder

The church can be a foretaste of the peace for which the world was made. It is
the function of minority communities to remember and to create utopian visions.
There is no hope for a society without an awareness of transcendence.
Transcendence it kept alive not on the grounds of logical proof to the effect that
there is a cosmos with a hereafter, but by the vitality of communities in which a
different way of being keeps breaking in here and now.?

SStanley Hauerwas, Vision and Virtue: Essays in Christian Ethical Reflection (Norte Dame, IN:
Fides, 1974), 1.

’Stanley Hauerwas and Wiiliam H. Willimon, Resident Aliens (Nashville: Abingdon, 1989), 17-
18.

8John H. Yoder, The Priestly Kingdom: Social Ethics As Gospel (Notre Dame, IN: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1984), 94.
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John Howard Yoder was born in a small town in Chio and in 1927 he received his bachelor’s
degree in Bible from Goshen College, a Mennonite institution of higher education in Indiana.
Following World War II, Yoder served in the overseas relief work of the Mennonite Central
Committee from 1949-1957 and administered the overseas program of the Mennonite Board of
Missions from 1959-1965. In 1962 he received his Doctorate in Theology from the University of
Basel in Switzerland. Until his recent death, he was very much an academic, serving as a professor
from 1965-1984 at Goshen Biblical Seminary, part of the Associated Mennonite Biblical Seminaries.
He also served as President of Goshen from 1970-1973. He then held guest professorships in Buenos
Aires and Strasbourg. Then from 1977 until his death in 1998 he was a professor at Notre Dame
University. John Howard Yoder died December 30, 1998, the morning after celebrating his 70"
birthday.

Yoder has been a prolific writer, and his words helped shape my commitment to peace as I
encountered his writings as a youth and young adult. Coming from a tradition that others often label
sectarian, Yoder is an ecumenist. Yoder was a very unassuming person who usually sat in the back
of the room at professional meetings such as the American Academy of Religion and the Society of
Christian Ethics. Stanley Hauerwas notes Yoder usually knew more about the topic than those
making presentations at scholarly meetings. Such was undoubtably the case when [ noticed him in
the back row when I made my first presentation at a national conference. Yoder helped shape the
field of Christian peacemaking, and he is already deeply missed.

Yoder rejects, as do post-modernists, the modernist search for foundations. For Yoder social
ethics is the gospel, and the church should be a form of social ethics.” Yoder’s theology is
Christocentric and arises from a community seeking to follow Jesus, who is absolutely central to the

community. Consequently, his approach to ethics requires conversion to Christianity and cannot

Michael G. Cartwright, “Radical Catholicity,” Christian Century 115, no. 2 (21 January 1998):
45.
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easily be used by non-Christians. Christians are to follow Christ even when it appears foolish to
non-Christians. Therefore, Yoder’s pacifism may not be very useful across cultural or perhaps even
denominational lines. Yoder believes that God’s people are to be the Christian’s first commitment
as Christians are more closely related to each other around the globe than they are to non-Christians
within their own land.' Consequently, for constructing an ethic of nonproliferation we have many
of the same difficulties with Yoder as with Hauerwas. While we must use Yoder with care, if we
ignore him we do it at our own peril since, like Hauerwas, Yoder has much to offer.

Two sources shape Yoder’s ethics: Christian tradition and the Bible. He focuses on history and
tradition as a source for ethics in his book The Priestly Kingdom: Social Ethics as Gospel."' While
the focus of the book is broad, it includes the history of pacifism and the just war tradition. Even
though pacifism was the early leader in Christian thought and no council or a pope has ever made
the just war tradition the official teaching, the just war tradition now dominates and pacifism has
been crowded to the fringes. Moreover, says Yoder, the just war tradition has never been studied
seriously nor has it ever been applied consistently.'”

Yoder argues biblical reflection and exegesis is the second central source of ethics. As a result,
Jesus’ nonresistant love is Yoder’s paradigm for social ethics. Yoder focuses on scripture in his
book The Politics of Jesus.> Yoder’s central thesis in The Politics of Jesus is that Jesus is the model
for political action and that modern biblical scholarship helps us hear the story of Jesus more clearly

so that we can see its relevance." He argues that scripture calls the believer to suffering

“John H. Yoder, “Living the Disarmed Life: Christ’s Strategy for Peace,” in 4 Matter of Faith: A
Study Guide for Churches on the Nuclear Arms Race (Washington, DC: Sojourners, 1981), 42.

""John H. Yoder, The Priestly Kingdom: Social Ethics As Gospel (Notre Dame, IN: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1984).

Y oder, The Priestly Kingdom, 75-79.
BJohn H. Yoder, The Politics of Jesus (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1972).

“Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 12.
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servanthood. Yoder, like Daniel Berrigan (whom we will look at next) has a theology of the cross.
Love for friend and enemy will lead to hostility and suffering for the Christian as it did for Jesus.
The Christian loves the enemy because it is God’s command; they need no other reason.”* So, for
Yoder, the call of discipleship is to accept defeat rather than to be in complicity with evil.'* Such a
radical and narrowly Christian ethic cannot be the basis for a global ethic of nonproliferation nor the

basis for U.S. policy. However, Yoder’s thought still can contribute to an ethic of nonproliferation.

C. Daniel Berrigan
On the walls of our religious communities both here and in Latin America are
Dphotos of murdered priests, priests who have been imprisoned, priests under
torture, priests who stood somewhere because they believed in something. Those
Saces haunt my days. And I ask myself how I can be wishy-washy in face of
such example, example of my own lifetime, my own age."’

Daniel Berrigan has been an activist in numerous peace campaigns including protests against
the Vietnam War, anti-nuclear activities and work against U.S. intervention in Central America.
According to the editors of Sojourners magazine, Berrigan has long recommended the clothing of
prison as proper clerical garb for himself and recommends likewise to others in the church. In an
allusion to his theology of the cross, Berrigan says if one is to follow Jesus “you had better look good
on wood.” And so it is not surprising that he has violated the law and been arrested over and over

for his protests of war. Yet the editors of Sojourners conclude that one misunderstands Berrigan if

one sees it simply as a life of resistance. They insist his life is actually more focused on celebration."

Yoder, “Living the Disarmed Life,” 40-42.

Y oder, The Politics of Jesus, 243-245.

Jim Wallis, ed., Peacemakers: Christian Voices From the New Abolitionist Movement (San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1983), 148.

1BWe Could Not, So Help Us God, Do Otherwise,” Sojourners, November-December 1995, 60.
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When I was first becoming more involved in the peace movement, Daniel Berrigan was both a
model and challenge to me. His writings convinced me that resistance was part of the Christian
calling of peacemaking. As I studied, reflected upon and prayed ahout the exploding nuclear arms
race during the 1970s and 1980s, [ became convinced that my resistance to this great evil was
necessary. At the time, [ was a public high school teacher in Omaha, Nebraska. Near Omaha lay
Offutt Airforce base, at which the Strategic Air Command, the command center of U.S. nuclear
forces, was headquartered. [ participated in a wonderful resistance community, and twice [ illegally
crossed the white line demarcating the boundary of the airforce base. In neither case were the
consequences great; each time military officials detained and fingerprinted me, took my mug-shot
and then issued a “ban and bar” letter prohibiting me from entering the base for the next five years.
Still, consequences of crossing the line a second time included possible federal prosecution, and I
spent a few anxious months wondering what my school district would do if I were one of those the
government selected for trial. [ had made the decision to cross the line because the writings of
people such as Berrigan had urged me down that path.

Because Daniel Berrigan is a poet rather than a systematic theologian, his writing style can be
very difficult to follow. Even his prose contains elements of poetry. Subjects may be identified
paragraphs or pages back, or left intentionally vague. While at times the clarity is problematic,
Berrigan’s writing remains compelling because it is full of passion, feeling, emotion and color. He
relays his faith, theology and ethics as growing out of his life. Still, it is not just experience that has
shaped his thinking; trained a Jesuit, both biblical writings and church tradition have become part of
Berrigan’s being. Still, for Berrigan, it has been a process; his critical reflections—random and
miscellaneous—are still directed. His autobiography, To Dwell in Peace,'® is very helpful in

understanding Berrigan and his thought.

“Daniel Berrigan, To Dwell in Peace: An Autobiography (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987).
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Daniel Berrigan was born of Irish and German descent in 1921 in the Iron Range of Minnesota,
though later transplanted to upstate New York. Family life was brutal, and his father ruled with an
iron and dictatorial hand.*® Nevertheless, two important positive influences came from his family:
Independence and sharing what they had, though they were poor.* Dorothy Day through her
newspaper and Charles Coughlin by radio both had honored places in the Berrigan household.? The
seed of peace was planted.

Berrigan chose the priesthood of the Jesuit variety, and he went out to the Hudson valley where
he undertook study and ignored World War II. Then he went on to a Jesuit seminary, Woodstock, in
Maryland. Near the end of the war, while sick in the hospital, Berrigan saw a newspaper article
announcing the atomic bombing of Hiroshima. In his own cryptic but image filled poetic style,
Berrigan writes, “I read, turned to ice or stone.”? By this time his moral consciousness was well
underway.

The seeds of peace sprouted in his assignment as a professor in the theology department at
LeMoyne, a Jesuit college in Syracuse, New York. A friend just out of jail for tax resistance came to
Syracuse and together they started a Catholic Worker house.* Berrigan began to speak up for
pacifism but his presiding bishop attacked him erroneously claiming that the just-war tradition was
official Catholic theology. Berrigan enlisted support of the faculty and won this contest. However,
his conflict with the college continued as Berrigan. his colleagues and students began to ask

questions about who was accountable for the poverty and slums in the area.

Berrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 5-13.

2'Ross Labrie, The Writings of Daniel Berrigan (Lanham, MD: University Press of America,
1989), 2.

ZBerrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 70-71.
BBerrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 105.

ZBerrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 141.
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In the early 1960s, Berrigan renewed an earlier friendship with the famous Catholic mystic
Thomas Merton, and Merton deeply influenced the development of Berrigan’s social thought. The
two corresponded regularly and saw each other at least once a year. Merton urged Berrigan to keep
up the contemplative life.

When Berrigan left LeMoyne college, he returned to New York assigned to the editorship of a
Jesuit magazine. There he began his antiwar work in eamest. [n the February 1965 edition of the
Catholic Worker Berrigan, Martin Luther King, Jr. and Benjamin Spock signed a statement pledging
to obstruct the Vietnam War. Then, in the fall of that same year, Berrigan agreed to co-chair the
then forming organization Clergymen Concerned About Vietnam (later called Clergy and Laity
Concerned). He co-chaired it with Rabbi Abraham Heschel of Jewish Theologica! Seminary. Other
important leaders of the new organization included not only Martin Luther King, Jr., but also
Reinhoid Niebuhr, William Sloane Coffin, Robert McAfee Brown, and Harvey Cox.

Berrigan’s antiwar work resulted in his banishment to Latin America in 1965. This so angered
Berrigan that he almost left his religious order. Nevertheless, Dorothy Day and Thomas Merton
counseled him into taking advantage of this great opportunity.™ In Latin America, Berrigan found,
on the one hand, a pre-Medellin church “either internally colonized or virulently imperial.”** On the
other hand, he also found “biblically alert Christians: Groups usually led by women, dwelling in
barrios and favellas, passionately loving, and beloved by the poor.™

Berrigan’s prophetic tone intensified as he studied French Protestant theologian Jacques Ellul,
who had been a member of the French Resistance during World War 1. Ellul rejected the violence
of both the status quo and revolution and forced Berrigan to reexamine his uncritical support of the

left. As aresult, Berrigan began to condemn actions of the North Vietnamese and the Soviet Union

*Labrie, 19 & 73-75.
*Berrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 183.

2Berrigan, To Dwell in Peace, 184.
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as well as the United States.® Since then, Berrigan has objected to any power that uses violence, and

he identifies nuclear weapons as the ultimate abomination.

D. Vincent Harding
Together we may stand in the river, transformed and transforming, listening to
its laughter and burning it with its tears, recognizing in that ancient flow the
indelible marks of human blood, yet grounded and buoyed by hope, courage, and
unfathomable, amazing grace. Keeping the faith, creating new faith, we may
enter the terrible and magnificent struggle for the re-creation of America.”

Vincent Harding is the fourth pacifist whose writings we explore. Harding, an associate of
Martin Luther King, Jr. during the civil rights struggle, is professor of social transformation at Iliff
Theological Seminary in Denver, Colorado. Harding has a M.A. and a Ph.D. in history from the
University of Chicago. A noted historian of the civil rights movement, Harding was the senior
advisor to the Eyes on the Prize television series. A former student of Harding describes him as the
paradigmatic teacher who teaches wherever he finds himself, be it a classroom. the street, an airport
or a sharecropper’s shack.’® Along with his wife, Rosemary, Vincent Harding conducts workshops
which draw connections between personal spirituality and social responsibility.

Harding was raised in Harlem in a family and church that he calls close-knit and Bible centered.

In 1953, Vincent Harding was drafted and found himself in basic training at Fort Dix, New Jersey.
While he had been raised in a church that urged its members to apply for conscientious objector or
noncombatant status, he saw the military as his ticket to see the world and providing other
opportunities not open to black men in society. His memories of basic training include having no

trouble of heart on the firing range as it seemed like a sport. However, once bayonet training began,

doubts began to arise. That process dehumanized both the “enemy” they were being trained to kill

*Labrie, 179-180.

®Vincent Harding, There Is a River (San Diego: Harcourt Brace, 1981), xxvi.

%Vincent Harding, Hope and History (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1990), ix-x.
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and him and the other new soldiers, who were becoming something savage. As a child of the church
he sought out the chaplain for advice. But the chaplain was of little help. suggesting only that each
person had to work out the conflict between love and killing for themselves.

After his two years of service, Harding became a graduate student of history at the University of
Chicago. It was there that he discovered the Anabaptists and their commitment to the self-
sacrificing love and the nonviolence of Christ. This all came together when a local Mennonite
church came to him and asked him to be part of a team that would apply the teachings of peace to
the racial conflicts of the day. He went with his wife and mission partner Rosemary in 1961 to the
South to work full-time in the civil rights movement under the sponsorship of the Mennonites.*’ The
movement of history was alive in this experience, and it left an indelible mark upon him.
Participating in this effort was his attempt to break free of the mentality of the Cold War and the
silent generation of the 1950s. For Harding it was joining Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther
King in the global anti-colonialism struggle. Although Vincent Harding had first met Martin Luther
King in 1958 at King’s home in Montgomery, the Hardings became friends with the Kings during
this time.** For Harding his time in the heart of the struggle was a joining with the rich heritage of
his black ancestors’ struggle for freedom, and he began to understand himself in a river that
stretches back through the centuries. There is a connection between past, present, and future.

Harding’s writings are powerfully inclusive. His words grab anyone who cares about freedom
and justice and peace, and he encourages them to be part of that same river. He is always the teacher
and his explorations of pedagogy in his writing have profoundly influenced me. Moreover, he is a
man of vision who continually pushes us not to let our vision be limited by what is possible. For he

sees that those who struggle for a better world continually make the impossible become not only

*'Wallis, 85-89.

32Vincent Harding, Martin Luther King: The Inconvenient Hero (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1996),
128.
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possible but real. His vision calls ail to join in. Yet that inclusion arises out of the particular—the
story of black people seeking to be free.

After years on the front lines in the civil rights struggle, Harding began teaching at Spelman
College in Atlanta, one of the historically black colleges of the Atlanta area. These colleges created
a center for black culture and intellect in the South that did much to instill in him and his students
the value of black culture.*® During this time Harding and his wife, Rosemary. lived around the
corner from the King household.™

After the assassination of Martin Luther King in 1968, Coretta Scott King asked Harding to be
the first director of what would become the Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial Center in Atlanta. [n
that role he collected historical documentation of the freedom movement. This caused him to return
to people, places and events that he had experienced in the movement during the early 1960s and
helped him to see “the need to keep faith with its unique sources, its people, and their vision.”**
What emerges from his work is the conviction that the freedom movement is a river that we all need
to study.

Harding does not do historical research as an objective scholar but as a scholar committed to
human liberation. He believes that telling the story of faithful people who have given their lives in
service to the black freedom struggle in the United States is crucial. His is not an exclusionary tale,
but in this particularity he sees a gift to all people. He states, “At its best the river of our struggle has
moved consistently toward the ocean of humankind’s most courageous hopes for freedom and
integrity.”*® He notes that his approach to history, which is writing for the future, is not always

popular within the academy. However, he passionately believes in the need for vision that this

®Harding, There Is a River, xiii & xv-xvi.
¥Harding, Martin Luther King, 128.
3Harding, There Is a River, xviii.

Harding, There Is a River, Xix.
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approach to history can provide. He says we need such a vision to transcend history. Without it we
are damned to hopelessness and terror.

Harding seeks not just to tell the story of the past but to help people understand the meaning for
the present and the future. Unlike many historians, Harding focuses on the role that religion and
spirituality play in history and in the freedom movement. Harding claims that at the root of much of
our social malaise is a lack of understanding of the power and importance of spirituality. Human
beings, he has come to understand, are spiritual beings. He notes that when Martin Luther King
talked about the need to redeem America’s soul he and many others smiled in a patronizing manner.
Now Harding is convinced that King was right.>’

In the development of an ethic of nonproliferation, Harding provides a historical approach
which embodies a vision for the unlimited possibilities of the future. Moreover, Harding will help us
to see the power of spirituality and religion and also the power of people working for a better world.

This effort can use those gifts.

E. James W. Douglass
The life of the living is a suffering with the world, yet not as a passive victim but
suffering in resistance and in love, experiencing the darkness of crucifixion
without surrendering the hope and strength and revolution of resurrection.’
Finally, we will look at the writings of pacifist James W. Douglass. Douglass, a native of British
Columbia, Canada, has been both activist and teacher. While Douglass is clearly a western writer,
he dialogs with eastern thought, especially that of Mohandas Gandhi. Douglass often focuses on

nuclear issues and, in that respect, is closest to this topic. Moreover, since anti-nuclear activism was

my entry into the peace movement, [ am naturally drawn to this fellow traveler.

3Harding, There Is a River, xi-xiii & xxii-xxiii.
James W. Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross (London: MacMillan, 1968), 3.
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Douglass, and his spouse Shelley, are best known for their campaign against the Trident missile
and submarine and the creation of the Ground Zero Center in the state of Washington. These efforts
began when a Lockheed missile designer resigned, claiming his work was creating a dangerous first-
strike weapon. This move led to the creation of the Pacific Life Community, which resisted the
Trident through public education and direct action. The community tried to live nonviolently both
personally and politically.

By 1978-1979 the work of the Pacific Life Community had led to a broad-based campaign that
brought thousands to the base where hundreds risked arrest. However, hostility in the local
community grew against the demonstrators. Nine people in the Pacific Life Community responded
by forming the Ground Zero Center for Nonviolent Action on a piece of land adjoining the Trident
base. Ground Zero's purpose was to give a permanent presence and to establish friendship with
those on the other side. Long term relationships were developed with people at the base. Weekly
leaf-letting was done for more than nine years. Some workers resigned. and others took actions of
support.

Over time trains began to deliver the warheads and other missile parts to the base. In response
the Agape Community developed between Salt Lake and Bangor. This later expanded all the way to
the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas. This “white train” movement, named for the color of the trains
which carried the weapons, tracked and resisted the trains. Their tactics included sitting on the
tracks.*®

Douglass credits his teachers at Santa Clara University in California for beginning his journey
of critical reflection on war and peace. He also credits Dorothy Day and her Catholic Worker

movement for giving him a love of the church and truer understanding of what it means to be

¥Jim Douglass and Shelley Douglass, Dear Gandhi, Now What? (Philadelphia: New Society,
1988), 3-6.
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Catholic. He also acknowledges Thomas Merton, who taught him the power that contemplation has
in the world.

Douglass’ position comes from Christian natural law, in which he concludes that nonviolence is
an imperative of reason. However, unlike some forms of natural law. he argues that the ethical life
cannot ignore human dependence on God. He acknowledges the fallen nature of humans and the
need for grace so one can live nonviolently. This is an alternative understanding of natural law of
which the dominant version usually sees violence and war as necessary in a sinful world that violates
rights. Douglass turns this around, saying violence and war are suffering which come from sin, and
what Christ provides through love is the redemptive way of nonviolence. Nonviolence is God’s way
lived out in the world. Christians therefore should continue to push the state to go one step closer to
the cross. Every disarmament agreement and every attempt to lessen international tension is a step
of faith. Then the Christian tells the state to try another step.” If Harding provides vision and

history, Douglass adds method to an ethic of nonproliferation.

II. Pacifist Vision

In exploring the thought of these five thinkers, a number of helpful ideas have emerged. The
method here is to take these ideas and combine them with other ideas in constructing an ethic of
nonproliferation. Pacifists help us deconstruct the ideology of war which is so prevalent in political
discussions. Pacifists also remind us to consider the “least of these,” or those who are without power
when making policy decisions. Moreover, pacifist suggest that real change requires the creation of
community. Communities that will be the agent of change as well as the development of an
international community which will look to less violent ways to solve problems. The creation of
vision is an important contribution which pacifists provide to this discussion. Of course, the central

idea provided by pacifism is nonviolence. Indeed, these writers argue that true security must be

“Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross, viii & 211-213.
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based on nonviolence. While realists have often labeled them as such, pacifists are not utopian, and
so another concept they offer an ethic of nonproliferation is the need to take faithful risks. Finally,

we will explore the specific ideas which pacifists offer to discussions of nuclear issues.

A. Analysis of the Ideology of War
1. Countering War’s Moral Claim

Daniel Berrigan served as a special consultant and had a “bit” part in the powerful motion
picture The Mission. The movie forced Berrigan to reflect upon nonviolence in a non-North
American context. The movie climaxes when two Jesuit priests must choose between fighting with
the oppressed native peoples against the church-sanctioned European army or to stand with other
noncombatant (but soon to be massacred) natives in their villages. It is an apt metaphor of the
choice that concerned people in an unjust world must make.

As the army is about to attack and destroy the mission village of native people and faithful
priests, the choice is how to die. Gabriel dies with the sacrament in hand, refusing to resist in any
violent manner. Berrigan states that, “Gabriel dies. So did Martin Luther King and Gandhi and
Stephen Biko and Archbishop Romero and uncounted thousands of others of our lifetime, for whom
retribution, even so-called self defense, is equally anathema.”' Mendoza, the other priest, takes up a
rifle to defend himself and the natives. The film lifts up the choice between violence and
nonviolence in a stark manner. Here the result for each will be the same, neither will be effective.
In the end both priests and all the natives are slaughtered.

Yet, is only one choice right? Berrigan, unfortunately, sees the choice as obvious rather than
ambiguous and sees Mendoza as one who

stands with all who take up the sword as a matter of principle, of despair, of
communism or anticommunism, of faith gone wrong, of chivalry, of plain worldly

1Daniel Berrigan, The Mission: A Film Journal (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1986), 20.
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logic. His name is legion. It is ideology and power politics and ‘just war’ theory
and deterrence and window of vulnerability.*

Berrigan concludes “the choices in either case are not large, but in any Christian sense they are
worlds apart.”*

Berrigan powerfully sets the stage for our reflection on the issues of nuclear proliferation. Yet
perhaps his example is so clear that it makes things confused. The choices, when taken to the global
level of nuclear politics, are neither this neat nor clear-cut. For instance, his example is too neat in
that the worldly consequences for either choice are identical. For most policy choices the likely
consequences are subject to debate, and it is unlikely that they are either identical or equivalent. Yet
Berrigan does put forth the important issue which seems to only come from pacifists: Is there
something deeper going on than a simple choice to pick up the sword (or a gun) or to lay it down?

Pacifists posit an understanding that war is itself an ideology which needs to be exposed in order
to counter the ethos that justifies violence as necessary to protect important values. Understanding
war as an ideology helps to explain why people so easily accept the necessity of war and its
preparation. War is powerful, ideologically, primarily because it presents itself and is experienced as
having a moral purpose. Some pacifists seem to miss this reality, and those promoting nonviolence
or less-violent methods make a serious error if they simply label war as evil. In truth, the fact that
we call it “war” rather than “murder,” which has no moral legitimacy, implies its morality.

James Douglass notes that in 1910 William James published an essay arguing that humanity
needs a moral equivalent to war because war is rooted in human instinct and, at the same time, is

both terribly self-destructive and the source of many virtues. Douglass suggests that the moral

“2Berrigan, The Mission, 20.
“Berrigan, The Mission, 126.
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equivalent is a revolution of peace.*¥ Douglass provides a viable alternative to violent choices in
part because he addresses the moral purpose that violence seeks to serve.

Hauerwas also insists that pacifists have often oversimplified the role of war. To begin with, in
war average people learn to sacrifice themselves for a larget_' good. So war is not simply individual
violence magnified, it is an instrument of a people’s power. War is the violence a people uses to
strike out against other powers. Therefore, says Hauerwas, war is not in essence violence but power.
Pacifists so often point to the horror of war and then seem mystified that their rhetoric gets no
attention. Hauerwas explains that horror is not central for most people, if the war is serving a moral
purpose.*

Douglass argues that while war may primarily be concerned with killing, it also involves
suffering. The cross teaches of the redemptive power of suffering, and so in some way the cross is
present in war. However, the moral status of war is confused. For instance, we send soldiers to kill
but praise them for sacrificing for us. Douglass concludes, “We wish to have the protection of the
Roman soldiers but in the image of Christ crucified. The truth is that the soldier in war is both
executioner and victim, both Pilate and Christ.”*® Therefore, pacifism argues that we must remove
ourselves from this contradiction and objects to the just war position because it is inconsistent with
Christianity. Douglass finds it hypocritical that Christianity proclaims peace yet prepares for and
engages in warfare, supposedly based on Christian principles.?’

Yet, despite our warring history, humans are not natural killers. Indeed, says Hauerwas, the

evidence indicates that even in wartime humans are reluctant to kill. In World War I, 40 percent of

“Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross, 253.

“*Stanley Hauerwas, Should War Be Eliminated? (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1984),
2-9,23 & 30.

“Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross, 247-248.
“"Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross, 141.
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the soldiers in combat never fired their weapons. Yet, the intense bonds made between comrades
during wartime keep soldiers from fleeing their duty. So even in combat humans learn they are not
violent on behalf of themselves but for the love of others. Killing to protect others seems to fit the
just war idea, which is based not on defending oneself but on defending others. Crucial to
Hauerwas’ understanding of the appeal of violence is the conviction that it is based not in ourselves
but in all that we love. So when the soldier goes to war to protect families and neighbors, this seems
morally right. And cowardice seems wrong because it places one’s self-interest of survival above
love for others.*

Because suffering in war is undertaken for community, both the wider community and fellow
combatants, the outward sign may be extreme violence, but extraordinary care and sacrifice mark the
inward character. This helps to explain why former soldiers speak warmly of the experience of war.
It may be the only time in their lives that they have experienced such communion. Nevertheless, the
fact that war is built on a contradiction between the internal beloved community and outward killing
has ethical significance. Moreover, such an understanding of the nature of war identifies one way to
counter the ideology of war: Engage in nonviolent struggles which create similar communal and
bonding events.

Douglass adds another dimension, arguing that war is best understood not as human aggression
magnified but rather as organized violence. There may be some involvement of instinct, but the key
is that the state sanctions it. Psychological studies show that hate and aggression are less common
feelings among soldiers than fear, homesickness and boredom. In addition, if natural hate were the
true motivating factor there would be no need for conscription. Fundamentally, soldiers kill because
they are told to do so.*® So, pacifism questions the level of obedience one should have to the state.

Christian pacifism makes it clear that the state should never be one’s highest level of commitment.

“Hauerwas, Unleashing the Scripture, 117-119.
“Douglass, The Non-Violent Cross, 242-243 & 250.
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During the Vietham War era, Martin Luther King came to the conclusion that the federal
government was part of the military-industrial complex which had no interest in compassion.
Vincent Harding argues that by the end of King’s life, King saw systemic evils in America and how
these structures were built on oppression of the world’s poor. King marveled that Christians could
object to his work against the Vietnam War. After all, Jesus was the Prince of Peace who died for
his enemies. Harding argues that King was seeking to push people to a deeper level of freedom.™
Such understandings of freedom also press the need to explore the individual’s level of obedience to
the state.

Hauerwas, insists that Christians must counter the moral claim of war by admitting that while
war has controlled our history, it should not have. Because God has inaugurated a new history in
Jesus Christ, we are freed from our previous assumption that we have no alternatives to war.”' While
Hauerwas himself sees his ethic as binding only on Christians, his sharp criticism of U.S.
Christianity’s distortion of the gospel reminds everyone not only that alternatives to war exist but
that a war ideology is deeply ingrained in every person’s psyche.

Pacifist thought also helps to see how quickly a war ideology dismisses pacifism and
nonviolence. John Howard Yoder notes that just war advocates and others reinforce the morality of
war by pointing to the warrior-God of the Old Testament accounts instructing the Israelites to
engage in war. He counters that careful biblical scholarship actually undermines this interpretation.
Often Israel does not fight at all, and even when they do it is not their swords but God who provides
the victory. Yoder suggests that properly understood these scriptures prohibit reliance on military

power, a view completely at odds with those who use these scriptures to justify war making.*

Harding, Martin Luther King, 50-51 & 55.
S'"Hauerwas, Should War Be Eliminated? 2-9, 23 & 30.

2Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, 78-83
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War ideology also attacks pacifism by posing cases which lead many people to conclude that,
because they would use violence in those situations, they must reject pacifism altogether. The most
common case asks, “What would you do if a criminal pulled out a weapon and threatened your
children or wife?” The consistency of pacifism is put at stake here since to answer that one would
defend one’s family members seems at odds with pacifism. Yoder counters by insisting that it is not
a fair analogy to warfare and that pacifists could answer this question in a variety of ways and still be
pacifists.

Yoder also reveals several erroneous comparisons of such a question. First, the analogy
incorrectly assumnes that a single actor’s single decision is the determinant of what will occur. Such
a question places the emphasis on one person who decides to fight or not to fight. In contrast,
decisions in wartime involve a multitude of actors, and one individual’s decision not to use violence
will not prove critical to the war. A second erroneous comparison of the question is the amount of
control. The question assumes that one person is in control of the outcome and could stop the
attacker if he or she chose to do so. Yoder points out that even the just war tradition, in its criterion
of probable success, acknowledges the possible inability to control the outcome, but the question does
not. Often those who oppose pacifism use Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s participation in an assassination
attempt on Hitler as an example of a situation which demands violence. However, they ignore that
Bonhoeffer’s attack failed and made the Nazis more paranoid.

A third faulty comparison is knowledge. Yoder points out that this “what if” scenario assumes
the decision-maker has full and reliable information which is rarely available in war time and may
not even be available in this hypothetical case. Fourth is its assumption that consequences are
primarily personal. The question assumes that decisions and consequences are individual matters,
when in war they are not. Decisions in war are social in nature and have social consequences.
Moreover, although the decision in this case would also have social consequences, the case is framed

so such considerations will be ignored.
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The fifth assumption which Yoder identifies in the case is righteousness. The question assumes
the righteousness of the person who would respond to the attack and then allows that person to
become judge, jury and executioner. The sixth assumption of the analogy is to ignore alternative
causes. There may be reasons why the other party is acting the way that he or she is, which in turm
may elicit different responses. Perhaps the other person is simply looking for bread for his children.
Perhaps this is an oppressed person who needs to rise up for justice.

While Yoder effectively undermines the analogy on conceptual grounds, because this is such a
common attack on pacifism, he counters it in other ways. He notes that it is not by accident that the
case presumes the moral actor is a man by asking what one would do if someone attacks “your wife
and children.” Yoder says the example reveals its sexism not so much because it uses a false
generic, but because it questions the manliness of men who do not respond with violence. Moreover,
he argues that it is only egoism if [ defend my wife or my children, for that case assumes that [ do
not have the same responsibility to defend the wives and children of (for instance) Iragis. [ am to
defend my wife and children not because they are my neighbors, but because they are mine.

Yoder points out other differences between waging war and using violence against this
individual attacker. If violence is used against the individual attacker, it is used against the guilty
person. This is not so in war. With an individual attacker we live under the same laws, and if |
choose self-defense there will be a legal review of my action, and I risk punishment if my action does
not conform to the standard. This is not true in war. [fthe attack occurs in my home, I am clearly
the legitimate authority. During war, aggression is not so clear, and defenders rarely stay within
their own boundaries. There are also differences in preparation. While defending one’s home
requires minimal preparation, waging war requires huge investments of time, money and lives.
Another difference concerns escalation. If [ kill the attacker, it is unlikely that escalation will take
place. If a nation uses violence, the scope of escalation is unknown. Yoder’s conclusion is that

individual self-defense and war are not analogous situations.
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Yoder points out further problems with the analogy including that the question of “what would
you do?” is put forward as a question with two alternatives: either the criminal attacker will be
successful or the defender will be successful. The critic of pacifism assumes that the defender must
prevent the success of the attacker at all costs and that the attack will be successful unless
intervention stops it. [n reality, there are a number of possible outcomes. For example, there is the
possibility of martyrdom. Perhaps if the victim is martyred, others will work to create a world where
violent attacks cease to happen. Perhaps as the defender I can refocus the attack on myself and allow
the others to avoid the attack by becoming the martyr myself. In addition, there may be ways other
than killing to stop the attacker. For example, one might disarm the attacker emotionally with a
loving gesture, or use nonlethal force or deception. Also, for Christians, says Yoder, there is the
belief that God may choose to intervene on our behalf. Finally, Yoder points out, a possible outcome
is that the attempt to kill the attacker may prove unsuccessful, in which case violence does not
produce a better outcome. Yoder’s complete analysis of the hypothetical case reals the incomplete
analysis often done by those who advocate violent responses to situations.

According to Yoder, Christians have more than simply an ethical system which they do not want
to break. Christians have a life of faith they want to share. Yoder argues that the key ethical
question Christians must answer is not “How can [ avoid doing wrong?” nor even “How do I do
right?” but rather “How can I be a reconciling presence?” Such a commitment radically changes
how one approaches the hypothetical case. For a Christian, to bear the martyrs cross is to follow
God’s way in the world.” Yoder reminds us that Christians continually affirm the ultimate authority
of Jesus but act contrary to the very nature of Jesus.

We call a nonviolent man “Lord” and in his name rekindle the arms race. We calli

a poor man “Lord” and with his name on our lips deepen the ditch between rich
and poor. We call “Lord” a man who told us to love our enemies and we polarize

3 John H. Yoder, What Would You Do? Expanded ed. (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1992), 11-21,
25-29 & 38-41.
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the globe in the name of Christian values, approving of “moderate repression” as
long as it is done by our friends.**

Yoder leaves us with a stark reminder of how different from the way of the world is the Christian
way and how often we fail to notice that we are on the wrong path because the ideology of war has
captured us.

Realism has assumed that war is the only effective way to counter the threat of an enemy.
Pacifism suggests that such a view is not based on objective reality but on a warped view under the
spell of the ideology of war. Pacifism suggests that, freed from these ideological blinders, the
effectiveness of nonviolence can be seen. Clearly, countering the ideology of war requires a
paradigm shift precisely because war supports the moral purposes of protecting loved ones and
providing security. Hauerwas and other pacifists would like to counter the legitimacy of such goals.
That may be possible within Christianity. However, in our wider ethic being developed here,
perhaps a more helpful alternative is to counter the means (violence and war) rather than the goals.
In other words, while we will work within the goals of security and protecting family and nation, we
will take seriously what pacifist thought makes clear: If we are to survive and end the threat that
nuclear weapons hold upon us, we must make radical changes. However, this is something we must

do if we are to protect family and nation. Pacifism starts us on that journey.

2. Countering Realism

In the Cuban missile crisis Nikita Khrushchev backed down and removed the Soviet missiles
from Cuba. President Kennedy later admitted that if he had backed down like Khrushchev had,
Congress would have impeached him. This is a very frightening comment, for it shows that
avoiding global nuclear conflict is not nearly as important as being macho and playing the tough

guy. It appears that what masquerades as realism is really about power, no matter how unrealistic.

**Yoder, The Priestly Kingdom, 195.
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James Douglass marks the Cuban missile crisis as the end of Christian political theory because both
the political realism employed by Protestant and secular thinkers and also modern Catholic
scholasticism failed to notice the absurdity of this nuclear confrontation. Consequently, Douglass
concludes that the absurd crisis reduced Christian political theory itself to absurdity. Christian
political theory had long accepted violence as a normal but regrettable part of state affairs, and
Douglass admits at times Christian political theory has had positive effects. But, he insists, violence
has limited Christianity far more than Christianity has limited violence. Douglass thus concludes
that if Christian political theory is to be resurrected it must address the nuclear issue, the very one
that put the nail in its coffin.** The work of constructing an ethic of nonproliferation is an attempt to
confront the nuclear issue using Christian theology. Consequently, it is a small step in the process of
resurrecting Christian political theory.

Political and religious realism were captured by war’s ideology. Mohandas Gandhi consistently
rejected state violence, but once India gained its independence the new state immediately abandoned
nonviolence. As a result, the question of whether a ruling power can be nonviolent remains
historically untested. James Douglass concludes that nonviolent statecraft is impossible as long as
the state engages in global exploitation and an extreme disparity in the distribution of wealth and
resources exists. Nonviolence cannot defend such a regime against just counter claims and attacks.
So, he says, at present nonviolence is only compatible with the politics of protest and revolution.
This is a crucial warning for an ethic of nonproliferation. It cannot be pacific. Douglass’ analysis
does not render nonviolent approaches to nuclear proliferation foolish or useless. Instead, his
analysis shows that nations such as the United States cannot hope to have a completely nonviolent
defense until there is a just global distribution of wealth. In addition, it reminds us that nonviolent
responses are not only the most ethical but may well be the most effective option in many situations.

The threat of nuclear proliferation is likely to be one such case.

SDouglass, The Non-Violent Cross, 260-261 & 266-270.
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Although it has shaped him, Stanley Hauerwas rejects realism. In his move toward pacifism,
y Hauerwas became troubled with the implicit support that Reinhold Niebuhr’s thought gave to
maintaining a balance of power. In the end Hauerwas concluded that, although Niebuhr provided
important critiques of optimistic liberalism and romanticism, Niebuhr became merely another
liberal.’

Hauerwas goes so far as to conclude that war is central to liberal democracies because war gives
the state the necessary self-worth needed to sustain itself. Hauerwas claims that the Enlightenment
was responsible not only for the atomic bomb but also our ability to use it without guilt. Moreover,
because of the Enlightenment and the rise of democracy, it is now considered acceptable for the
common person to die for the nation because the common person now believes it is his or her
country.”’

In his assessment of the Gulf War, Hauerwas argues that arguments about the Gulf War reveal
the weakness of Paul Ramsey’s attempt to wed Niebuhr’s realism with just war criteria. The
problem can be traced to the American understanding that World War II was a just war, which is
defined as one in which a nation can use any means to win because its reasons for fighting are just.
That, of course, is not what the just war tradition says. Instead, by neglecting the jus en bello
criteria, the definition is more in line with the crusade tradition.

Hauerwas claims we fought the Gulf War as realists shaped by a Cold War crusade mentality.
He suggests that American Christians backed the war because they had no real understanding of

what serious reflection about war means.*® Hauerwas did see realists defending the Gulf War who

claimed they were doing just war analysis. However, any serious exploration of their view, says

*Stanley Hauerwas, The Peaceable Kingdom: A Primer in Christian Ethics (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame, 1983), xxiii.

5"Hauerwas and Willimon, 35 & 100.

58Stanley Hauerwas, “Whose Just War? Which Peace?,” in But Was It Just?: Reflections on the
Morality of the Persian Gulf War., ed. David E DeCosse (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 92-95.
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Hauerwas, must place them outside that tradition. Though a pacifist, Hauerwas has always
maintained that it would be a good step if America actually used just war analysis. With the Gulf
War he concludes that, in truth, America prefers crusades: “Thus Americans always want to fight
wars to defend such abstract notions as freedom and democracy or, in special fits of hubris, to fight
wars to end all wars.”* One of the tools that pacifists offer to this work is the need to unmask false
claims of just war that are nothing more than crusade.

The difficulty with just war analysis in practice is that it is reduced to two options: America
goes to war, or America does not go to war. Hauerwas counters that such a reduction is a terrible
oversimplification of both the just war tradition and of America’s options in a given situation. It also
ignores prior policy decisions which may have brought us to the point where only one option seems
to remain. For instance, the so-called just war discussions before the Gulf War ignored the fact that,
since the U.S. had long supported Saddam Hussein, the U.S. bore some responsibility for bringing us
to that point in time. So, says Hauerwas, the requirement that America intervene to resist aggression
is either an exaggeration or an outright lie. The U.S. does not intervene at every instance of
aggression—it did not in Tibet or Afghanistan or East Timor. So why here? Moreover, President
Bush’s vilification of Saddam Hussein is an affront to the just war tradition, which seeks to
humanize, not demonize, the enemy. Hauerwas claims this is a clear example of manipulating the
American people to think in ways that are not within the just war tradition.*

John Howard Yoder noticed that in discussions of the Gulf War there was more use of just war
language than perhaps any other war since the Civil War. The usual approach is to use the theory to
test a war to see if it is justified. Nevertheless, Yoder suggests that a war can also be used to test the
theory. When this is done the question becomes: Does the theory help facilitate our discussions

about war?

YHauerwas, “Whose Just War?” 89.

Hauerwas, “Whose Just War?” 98-101.
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Yoder notes that the just war check-list is problematic because items important to our values are
not on the list. For Yoder, loving one’s enemies is missing. Yoder also notes that the just war
tradition requires that decisions be based on empirically knowable information. Meeting this criteria
is made difficult, especially because in war information is controlled. The just war tradition was not
designed for democracies. In democracies, citizen participation in evaluations and decisions makes
limited access to information even more problematic. Moreover, genuine debate is questionable
because during times of war debate is too easily seen as disloyal. Also problematic is what is always
true for casuistry: Because the decision must be made at a specific point in time, a war is either just
or unjust at a specific moment. A strict adherence to the just war criteria ignores the longitudinal
nature of all conflicts or even reality in general. Moreover, since in real life most decisions are
influenced by what went before and the events that follow, it is unclear how one should set deadlines
for decisions.

The Guif War also reveals further problems with the just war tradition. Yoder suggests that the
claim for the United Nations as the legitimate authority is undermined by the destruction of Iraq,
which was not related to expelling them from Kuwait. Moreover, Yoder points out that, while the
language of the just war tradition seems commonsense, there is little agreement on definitions of the
terms, and the use of the tradition is so subject to bias that it fails to serve as an objective test. On
another level, Yoder suggests that the church has never prepared its members to make these difficult
decisions nor to object if they find the war unjust. Yoder argues that if the theory is to serve a
credible role these are requirements.

While Yoder questions the worth of the just war tradition, he agrees that, along with pacifism, it
can be used to restrain the more unrestrained views that are common at war time. Moreover, the just
war tradition is clear that moral accountability does not stop when war begins; no matter what the
cause, the just war tradition makes it clear that we are never in a situation of “anything goes.” This

is not to say that Yoder is embracing the just war tradition. He rejects the just war tradition,
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suggesting it too often deceives people into thinking something has objectively been found just.®
Chapter Two argued that the just war criteria can be useful tools in seeking ethical approaches to
nuclear proliferation. However, pacifists remind us that for the just war tradition to be useful it must
be freed from war ideclogy.

Douglass argues that the central problem with realism is that it has failed to deal with the end
time. Therefore, while realism should have quickly grasped that nuclear weapons could mean the
end of the world, it had so put eschatology on the level of myth that realism failed to recognize the
terminal nature of nuclear weapons. With nuclear weapons, realism failed to be realistic.
Consequently, says Douglass, it failed to recognize the necessity of nonviolence.5? In this case the
pacifists’ evaluation of realism is that it ceased to be realistic and became war ideology since realism
was the theoretical basis for both deterrence and the nuclear arms race. In today’s world of nuclear
proliferation, realism seems equally bent on various levels of force up to overwhelming force as the
method for reducing proliferation. This is not what should have happened if realism wére being true
to itself. Realists have become so focused on notions of power that they have ignored the reality of
what a single nuclear explosion can do. A true realist should see not only the need to escape the
absurdity of nuclear weapons but also refuse to rule out nonviolent means to such ends if they can be

effective.

3. War and Justice
The principle of justice on which the just war tradition is based has become a very popular idea
within liberal Christianity and emphasizes that Christians are called not only to help the oppressed

but also to reshape society. Hauerwas argues that the appeal to justice has become so integrated into

S!'John H. Yoder, “Just War Tradition: Is It Credible?,” Christian Century 108, no. 9 (13 March
1991): 295-298.

®James W. Douglass, Lightening East to West: Jesus, Gandhi, and the Nuclear Age (New York:
Crossroads, 1983), 58.
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the ideology of war that it prevents Christians from pursuing a biblical vision of justice. Moreover,
Hauerwas contends that the current Christian preoccupation with justice arose not from within the
Christian tradition but from the desire of Christians to be actors in the world without being colored
with Christianity. He says liberal traditions of justice are today’s equivalent to natural law ethics.
Such views of justice, insists Hauerwas, are always rooted in the idea of “a cooperative venture for

mutual advantage”®®

and do not reflect biblical understanding of justice.

Moreover, the just war tradition is so often abstracted from its context that it becomes only
ideology. Hauerwas suggests that the moral evaluation of war consists of more than whether a
particular war conforms to the just war criteria. For Christians, the moral evaluation of war also
deals with sin and repentance. Even more so, it matters who is asking the question about the
justness of the war, especially since there is a tendency to ignore certain perspectives—those of the
less powerful.*

So Hauerwas argues that justice has become part of war ideology by suggesting that war’s moral
endeavor is to promote justice. However, contemporary uses of the just war tradition, in fact, distort
justice in order to promote national interests. For instance, Hauerwas claims that a correct
understanding of the just war tradition reveals that it is based on the duty to help the innocent. Asa
result, it focuses more on understanding legitimate authority than justifying violence to protect
oneself. In fact, Hauerwas believes under a just war paradigm one cannot choose self-defense.
Under Hauerwas’s understanding of just war, “the commitment necessary for a nation to sustain a
just war strategy is almost as demanding as that necessary to sustain a consistent pacifism.”®® This

of course is not the understanding of a just war tradition that war ideology has captured. Hauerwas’s

more radical understanding of the just war tradition has important implications for our thinking

®Stanley Hauerwas, After Christendom? (Nashville: Abingdon, 1991), 62.
“Hauerwas, “Whose Just War?” 83-84 & 101.

Hauerwas, Against the Nations, 139.
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about war and military preparedness since just war thought and language has returned to the
forefront in popular and political discussions.

Hauerwas’ makes clear the danger of justice becoming part of war’s ideology. Instead of
careful reflection about whether violence is justified in a particular case, the appeal to justice is
advanced as if it were an automatic qualifier. Hauerwas also raises important points about whether
we are talking about justice for the powerful or the powerless. While these are important critiques,
Hauerwas is mistaken in so easily dismissing the notion of justice as having any relevance for
evaluating the use of violence. Since his main critique is that contemporary appeals are based on a
misguided understanding of justice, his solution should be to resurrect the Biblical concept of justice,
whose concern is the poor and the oppressed. In fact, part of the problem of nuclear proliferation is
that people who have legitimate justice claims may turn to nuclear weapons to get those claims

addressed. Consequently, we need not less focus on justice but more attention to it.

4. Control

Part of war’s ideology is the human desire for control over our situation. Hauerwas states that
this is one cause of violence. He claims that, because we can never have enough control and power
to ensure control, it takes ever more force to maintain the illusion that we are actually in control.
Moreover, Hauerwas even doubts that we really want peace. He suggests that we would find it too
boring.%

Human culture does seem to value control. For instance, cultures try to crush revolutions, often
labeling them as satanic, while obedience is labeled as good. Douglass notes that throughout the
Vietnam War the U.S. explained its increasing violence and terror as part of its effort to bring a just
peace. Yet the ability to analyze critically the relationship between means and ends was missing,

and U.S. policy was, at best, full of self deception. Ironically, trusting in violence tends to bring

%Hauerwas, The Peaceable Kingdom, 47 & 49.
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