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T


he day itself was cold and gray, a perfect reflection of the nation's mood.  People everywhere were losing their jobs, their homes, their farms, their hopes.  When Franklin Roosevelt hobbled to the podium in those first moments of his presidency, he spoke to an America numb with anxiety.  He sought words to break the spell, to restore self-confidence.  And the words he found are more pertinent today than they were then, fifty years ago.








This great nation will endure as it has endured, will revive and will prosper.  So, first of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself - - nameless, unreasoning unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance.





       Invoked then to calm a widespread panic blocking all our efforts toward economic recovery, those same words could well be invoked today to calm the nuclear panic that threatens our ability to think, to recognize reality for what it is and to deal with it.


       Ironically, today's panic, too, threatens to bring upon us the disaster everyone wants to prevent:  in this case, war with the Soviet Union.  Panic touches off retreat.  In 1933 that meant retreat from economic activity, from economic risk.  In the 1980s it means retreat from the realities of the nuclear age, from the prerequisites of nuclear deterrence.  The actions being proposed today would degrade the stability of the system by which Russia and America deter each other from attack.


       Worse yet, our “unreasoning” and “unjustified” fears would very likely lead us to initiate a disastrous war with Russia ourselves - - out of a sense of desperation over the Soviet seizure of the Persian Gulf.  The wellspring of that suicidal act would be the anxiety and self-doubt that pervade North America and Western Europe.  It would be the lack of confidence in our ability to cope with the “loss” of Europe's oil supplies, in our ability to overcome its devastating effects on our “fragile” economic structures, in our ability to stay the course with a triumphant and now “rich” Soviet Union.


       The kind of self-confidence we will need in order to keep our heads clear during the next ten years will not emerge from the current media preoccupation with fear mongering.  Fear is not a reasoning process, it is not a technique for overcoming danger.  Fear is an emotional response, a physiological reaction to help us run away from danger.  For millions of years it has helped us flee wild animals, forest fires and molten lava.  But fear cannot help us flee the nuclear age, it cannot help us evade the existence of nuclear weapons.  Such weapons will be here on earth forever.  Those who truly help to preserve life on this planet are those who face the permanence of the nuclear age squarely and deal with it rationally.  They are not assisted in that task by exhibitionists, evangelists or cynical hucksters.  The facts of nuclear life cannot be dealt with in the same way our frivolous media deal with Beverly Hills diets or Bermuda Triangles.  The line between diversion and discussion should not be blurred.


       Yet it is.  In TV shows selling soap and in paperback books selling politicians, in saintly posturings and waggish satires, we use our intelligence to mislead each other, our wits to alter reality.


       And one of the best-kept secrets of the day is that nuclear deterrence works.  It has worked.  It does work.  There is little reason to doubt it will continue to work.  And there is nothing in this world more important to our future than to make sure it will always work, for we will always know how to blow up the world if it doesn't.


       What terrifies some people is the realization that human beings are not always rational or intelligent in their conduct of public affairs.  What they are overlooking is the fact that nuclear weapons have not only changed the world's way of thinking about war, they have changed, fundamentally and irrevocably, war itself:  its ultimate consequences, its system of rewards and punishments, its purposes, its prospects.  Nuclear weapons have changed the realities of war, not just the fashions of statesmanship.


       Nuclear deterrence would never work if it depended for its effectiveness on the wisdom and intellect of our leaders;  neither side chooses its leaders for such characteristics.  If you want a spectacular example, read The Third World War, a book written by seven former members of NATO's leadership - - five military, two civilian, all high-ranking, all imbeciles.  I have spent the past thirty years studying their Soviet and Chinese counterparts - - more stolid, equally brainless - - and would myself be panic-stricken by the mere suggestion that world peace and human survival depends on their ability to comprehend some subtle concept or theoretical danger lurking in the nuclear forces of an opponent.


       But, fortunately, nuclear weapons are not subtle.  They destroy, indiscriminately, everything within a large area.  They require no great feat of intuition to comprehend.  It is that essential property of wholesale, regional  destruction on which nuclear deterrence is based.  It is the obvious cost of a military initiative that deters it - - not its moral or ethical impropriety, its degradation of the gene pool, its extrapolated effects on the earth's ecology.


       Yet the ultimate cost of military intiatives has frequently been high in the past without deterring powerful nations from disastrous attacks.  What has changed, in the nuclear age, is the time scale.  What was missing in bygone ages was certainty, clarity, immediacy.  Had Germany known, in 1939, the terrible price it would eventually have to pay for World War II, it would never have attacked Poland.  Had Japan foreseen the wholesale devastation its temporary conquests would bring in their wake, it would have sought its destiny in the marketplace, not on the battlefield.  But the factors involved in decision making in those days were too complex, too uncertain.  The political and military leadership of a powerful nation had no balance sheet of a war's ultimate outcome, no clearcut analysis of profit and loss to restrain a nation’s leaders from the temptations of initial advantage.  Attack always looked so profitable - - at first.


       Many people reject the role of logic in such decisions.  They fear that logic can never deter our species from plunging itself into vast destructive wars, whether nuclear or otherwise.  They see war as a mental disorder, not a calculated act.  To them, the mass killing of strangers has the look of madness about it.  After all, civilized people raise their children to respect life, to protect it, to nurture it.  Sending off civilized youths under gaily colored pieces of cloth to disembowel other people's children under differently colored pieces of cloth seems the pre-eminent irrationality of our life here on earth.


       But it is not.  War is the mechanism whereby decisions are made, conflicts resolved, houses and harvests and harbors made safe enough for human beings to carry on the activities that brought them out of the Stone Age, that brought them from the mental and physical privations of the caves to the mental and physical opportunities of the 20th century.  What is irrational is to argue that conflicts should be settled by a throw of the dice or the turn of a card, by some “rational” procedure in which gentle folk reason together.  If we were truly “gentle folk” enough to turn over our homes and livelihoods to a set of dice, we would still be cowering in those caves for fear of being caught be a wild coyote.


       The energy and will that made it possible for our species to confront the entire range of nature's challenges - - from drought to carnivores to volcanoes - - also brought us into confrontation with each other.  And in such confrontations, the turn of a card can always be challenged by a bronze sword, the words on a “scrap of paper” by the words on a mobilization order.  Beyond war there is no higher court - - and any other form of decision can be promptly reversed by war's violence.


       Realists understand this function of war and seek only to minimize the horror and destruction involved in reaching its ultimate decisions.  Realists abhor the prolonged and indecisive slaughter of a World War I in the trenches;  they enthusiastically approve of a Six-Day War that yields a swift decision with minimum casualties.   A decisive war that faithfully reflects the vigor and determination of the parties to a great historical issue is a good war that has arrived at a good decision.  People in general understand such matters, subconsciously.


  	And they also understand the “mad-dog” qualities of war's alternative, of the refusal by any of the parties to an issue already decided by honest warfare to accept the decision and who subsequently massacre airline passengers and dynamite buildings because, having been tested on the battlefield and found wanting, they wish to pursue the issue in relatively safe attacks on helpless, unarmed victims.  Terrorism is the ape-man's answer to those who consider warfare the supreme enemy of mankind.





   B


ut civilization has worse problems than terrorism;  it has developed a fundamental problem with war itself.  There was a time, apparently, in the Olduvai Gorge, when a disparity of brain, an extra capacity to see function in the “mind's eye” put animal-bone clubs in the hands of one tribe and not another.  The decision-making powers of war, from that prehistoric century to our own, granted victory, more often than not, to the clever and inventive rather than the brutish and numerous.  There has been, as a result, a rough correlation between the overall ability of any civilization and the extent of its mandate, the scope of its power, the impact it had on the ascent of our species.  Even in a world uniformly equipped with bronze swords and shields, the tiny armies of Greece could outwit and defeat armed masses of Persians.  As a direct result of those ancient victories, we live in an era of Western Civilization far more concerned with studying the chemistry of life than studying the collected works of the Ayatollah Khomeini.


       But that property of warfare, the victory of mind over matter that forced the Stone Age to yield to the Bronze Age and the Bronze Age to Steel, is not the only determining factor in war.  There is another.  And it can hold the victorious laurel wreath over the more brachycephalic brow, the more regressive tribe, the more elemental band of apes.  It can completely nullify the clever tactics and ingenious devices of “progressive” civilizations and tip the scales in favor of the Stone Age, no matter who wins the ultimate battle.  That other factor is national resolve, and the road to national resolve leads straight back toward the cave.


       The factors that gave rise to our modern civilization, that made it stronger and more secure than any of its challengers, sprang directly from its acceptance and use of the ideas, the skills, the gifts of all its citizens.  From its birth in the Renaissance until very recent times, it could pit its citizens' combined talents against mass armies responding to the dictates of a single tyrant's mind — — and it could win.  The freer its people, the faster was its evolution of gunpowder, of metallurgy, of machinery, of the tools of war.  The impact of weapons conceived by a thousand minds weilded against a million bodies directed by one mind was no contest.


       But all that had changed by the turn of this century, and the pendulum had begun to swing in the opposite direction.  Germany learned in the first World War that the nation whose home front cracks first goes down to defeat.  With mutinous sailors and revolutionary workers in the streets of its seaports, a Reichstag passionately demanding the emperor's removal, a secessionist Bavaria declaring itself an independent socialist republic, and the government of Berlin in the hands of a warring “coalition” of Communists and Socialists, Germany's steadfast armies on the western front became an irrelevance.  It sued for peace and watched its people starve to death during the vengeful occupation regime imposed by England and France.


       Germany learned its lesson.  When it came time to get its revenge, it first solved the problem of national resolve.  It developed a National Socialist brand of fascism based on the most primitive of human traits, the tribal instinct.  It is an instinct bred of day and night, of the need to sleep, of the terrible vulnerability a sleeping tribe risks if its night watch is not dependable.  Who can be trusted on the ramparts?  Who will sound the alarm in time?  Who, on the other hand, might betray us, might open the gates to a marauding enemy, take a bribe, throw in his hand with the attacker?  The dependable sentry is the one for whom there is no future independent of the tribe.  He can find no place except with us.  He looks like us, he thinks like us, he wears his hair the same way, believes the same things, and mutters the same incantations.  A “strange” sentry might find something about an attacking tribe with which he could identify himself;  our dependable mental and physical clone couldn't possibly see merit in a bunch of foreigners.  The road to safety is clear:  restore the tribe to racial and intellectual purity.


       Nazi Germany case-hardened itself into a 20th-century weapon of the highest resolve.  It swept aside a French army of equal size and heavier armament in six weeks.  It conquered or intimidated all of Europe and Scandanavia, then struck eastward at a Soviet Union whose armaments were primitive by comparison.  But Russia's weapon of resolve was just as unshakeable as Germany's, and its tribal strength far greater.  The Nazis lost to a more aboriginal people who needed far less sophisticated rationales for throwing away their lives.  The Nazis used their brand of totalitarianism to forge a tough modern army and hurled it at the Russians.  The Communists used their superior brand of totalitarianism to forge a tougher army to overwhelm Germany and seize half its territory.  In the Europe of the 30s and 40s, it was no longer “let the best man win”, but let the most primitive tribe prevail.  Warfare had still made a historical decision, but it had made it at an appalling cost and in favor of the most backward contestant.  The day had arrived when civilized nations could not safely share continents with totalitarian tribes.


       World War II made the situation crystal clear.  A total of 520 Soviet divisions had faced 313 German divisions and accounted for over 2,900,000 enemy soldiers killed, while modern and democratic America's 49 divisions had faced 25 German divisions and killed 80,819 of them.�


       The ratios persist to the present day.  The U.S. has 16 Army and 3 Marine divisions;  the Soviet Union has 181 ground and 8 airborne divisions.  Studies of the American Army's state of readiness consistently agree that at least forty percent of its paper strength must be discounted because of drug abuse and the low mental and moral quality of its hired soldiers.  Studies of the Soviet Army's state of readiness agree that, although its officer corps is not as well trained and certainly not as experienced as America's, its enlisted men - - drawn by universal military obligation from the entire population of the Soviet Union - - are incomparably more disciplined and resolute than ours.


       That difference reflects the underlying realities of our two societies:  It is the difference between a liberal nation whose government was set up to safeguard the diversity of its citizens, and a totalitarian nation whose government was set up to stamp out every last vestige of diversity among its citizens.  What we must realize is that our civilization is incapable of duplicating the Soviet Army - - nor would we be willing to live in a civilization that could duplicate such an army.  Civilized people crawl through barbed wire and clamber over walls to get out of such societies.  And when the U.S. can field an army of single-minded, unquestioning robots, it will be time for civilized Americans to scramble over American walls.  Battalions of mechanical men goose-stepping toward the blazing muzzles of enemy machine-guns will never be produced by the United States, nor have they ever been produced by a society worth living in, much less defending.


       Nevertheless, it is easy to see we have a problem here.  After 500 years of unprecedented human growth -- in knowledge, understanding and creativity, in tolerance, freedom and individuality;  growth made possible by the absence of tribalism -- we are faced with mass societies whose national resolve, hence military power, exceeds ours by orders of magnitude.  We have been given a reprieve by nuclear weapons, but it is a narrowly circumscribed reprieve.  It has kept the cradle of our civilization from being overrun by Soviet barbarism, but it cannot take a hand in making decisions beyond our borders.


       Nuclear weapons have broken faith with history in that regard.  They can protect a nuclear nation with greater certainty than nations have ever been protected in the past, but they can't protect a rusty garbage scow if it is beyond the 12-mile limit.  They cannot project their power beyond the priceless value system that gives them credibility:  the nation's identity and its future, the nation's citizenry.  Even though nuclear weapons are the most powerful in our arsenal, they no longer play a role in the crucial process of international decision making.


       A single example will suffice.  The United States and Russia mounted prodigious efforts of aerial attack and defense to force a decision in Indochina.  The costs in blood and treasure were staggering.  Yet the U.S. could have eliminated the air defenses shooting down its planes, it could have made any further deliveries of Soviet hardware and ammunition impossible, with a single relatively small nuclear weapon delivered on the vital port city of Haiphong.  So why not?


       Because the next warhead to arrive would bear a Soviet serial number and it would erase the vital port city of Da Nang.  The next one, Hanoi.  The next, Saigon.  Then . . . but the pattern is clear.  The struggle that had previously reflected human efforts of historical scale was now creating a hundred times more devastation with weapons made in a few small factories over the weekend.  Nothing significant was being decided any more.  The efforts being invested by the contestants had been reduced to minor demonstrations of physics and engineering, while the lands and people at issue were being reduced to ashes.  This characteristic of nuclear weapons disqualifies them from use in the projection of military power away from the homeland.  A nation cannot use nuclear weapons to defend the Maldive Islands from another nuclear nation;  the world would shortly run out of Maldives.  The only way such decisions can be made is by conventional armies using inefficient chemical explosives and devices.  What makes them tolerable and appropriate is their inefficiency.  What makes them useable to decide  “overseas” questions is the effort and sacrifice made necessary by their use.  As for nuclear weapons:  they can only protect homelands.


       In the case of historically significant alliances it is believed that nuclear weapons can protect with their umbrella displaced “homelands” as well.  The U.S. 7th Army in Europe, for example.  Could the Soviets attack and overwhelm it without provoking an American nuclear response?  Charles de Gaulle warned his European neighbors that the Americans talk big but chicken out when the going gets rough.  Classified intelligence showed that the Soviets used to disagree with de Gaulle;  they took the U. S. seriously.  Until 1975.  They don't any more.


       But no one questions a people's determination to defend themselves.  When their own homes and lives are threatened, the wraps can be expected to come off a nation's nuclear weapons.  No one doubts the survival instinct, it's a hard-wired program.  Nevertheless, we can weaken ourselves enough to become helpless in this respect, too.  Fear can do it.  Fear can close our eyes to the basic realities of the nuclear age and we can, like the political leaders of Carthage, bring our people and the very ground they stand on to a terrible end in the name of peacefulness.  We can do it by failing to understand or refusing to understand two basic nuclear realities:





              1) The probability of central war between


                      nuclear states goes up as the number


                      of nuclear weapons they each own 


                      goes down.





              2) The number of nuclear weapons in their arsenals


                      at the beginning of a nuclear war has nothing


                      to do with the number of nuclear weapons 				    warring nations will detonate before the war 			    ends.





       Reality #1 goes to the heart of deterrence.  It blocks the one cause of war about which we can all be certain:  that some nation's leaders decide a war will help them.  Help them out of a bad jam.  Help them enrich the nation, to expand it, to eliminate its enemies, to increase its power to force decisions in the world arena.  You can go down the list of history's struggles -- and I mean the struggles between national entities -- and you will always find a group of leaders that initiated the attack to improve some aspect of its own or its nation's circumstances.


       Nuclear weapons keep war from looking helpful.  They simplify a leader's calculations.  They contract the scale of time from uncertain years ahead to the give-and-take of this afternoon and evening.  They answer questions unambiguously.  With finality.  They tear out of the history books that familiar prelude to war, that day of decision when the military chiefs are called in for a “presentation” before the political leadership in the midst of a crisis, when they point sweepingly at a series of maps, run quickly through a set of three-color charts, talk rapidly in unfamiliar technical jargon and convince each other that the whole proposition looks like a good deal.


       Nuclear wars do not look like a good deal -- before, during or afterwards -- if the prospective victim has a lot of weapons, in an active state of readiness, on the morning of the day of the presentation.


       If the prospective victim has 100,000 weapons, the first one to suggest an attack is strapped into a strait jacket.


       If the prospective victim has 10,000 weapons, the first one to suggest an attack is fired without a pension.


       If the prospective victim has 1,000 weapons, or 100 weapons, the presentation will continue for hours -- perhaps on into the next day -- while the harried or rapacious leadership group carries out calculation after calculation to see how things might work out.


  	Let there be no mistake about this:  if we here in the United States ever frighten or delude ourselves into a reduction of our active inventory of nuclear weapons to the point that Russia could be assurred of destroying all but 5 or 7 or 10 deliverable weapons, the first crisis, the first “presentation” to the Politburo will conclude with buttons being pushed.  Surely we can understand privately and agree publicly that nuclear deterrence will not and can not work if it threatens an acceptable level of damage.  Russia lost 10% of its people and 35% of its housing in World War II and emerged from the ordeal with a greatly enlarged empire and a hundred times more power in world affairs than it had before.  By every factor that the leaders of the Soviet Union have ever proclaimed important to them, World War II was an overwhelming success.  It would be a terminal act of folly to incite them into yet another successful world war.  If there was safety in numbers on Bronze-Age battlefields, there is far more safety in numbers on this nuclear-age planet (childish bumper stickers and rhythmic chants to the contrary notwithstanding).





       Reality #2 -- that the ultimate level of destruction in a nuclear war does not depend on the number of weapons each side starts with -- should come as a shock to those whose personal strategy of survival is to campaign for the reduction of national arsenals until there are only enough weapons left to make a shambles of the big cities, leaving smaller cities and comfortable suburbs snug and safe, their traffic problems solved, their taxes substantially reduced.


  	It doesn't work that way.  Standing arsenals only enter into the calculus of deterrence, not of ultimate outcome.  And there is no ultimate outcome until the war-making power of one side or another is exhausted.  If the initial arsenals do not reflect each nation's war-making power, their use merely ends the opening battle, not the war.  This applies rigorously, however, only to a war between Russia and the United States, it does not necessarily apply to a war between Russia and France or between Russia and England.  In the latter two cases, Russia can attack and seize its European neighbors with conventional forces.  With control on the ground of all activites, it can bring the war to an end.  But Russia can never bring a war with the U.S. to an end short of total destruction from the air or armed invasion on the ground.  The point is often missed, but never by the Russians.


       In peacetime, and under no particular pressure, the intact facilities of the U.S. have produced more than six nuclear weapons a day.  In a post-attack environment, confined to smaller facilities and handling chiefly “decayed” bombs and spent fuel rods, we could likely produce one or two a day and perhaps the same number of cruise missiles to carry them to the Soviet Union.  These are very conservative estimates.  With the spur of anger and determination, human beings perform amazing feats.  We can assume, then, that something between 350 and 700 nuclear weapons a year would be put together and delivered to Soviet targets after an all-out nuclear exchange had exhausted initial arsenals of only a few hundred weapons.  What the Soviets would be doing at this time depends on how much of Europe they controlled -- intact.


       War is a process, as we have seen, that proceeds to the point of zero attack capability on one side or the other.  Whichever side exhausts its human or industrial capacity first must, to avoid further pointless destruction, surrender to the other.  Unless it is decided primarily by human capacity, as in Israel's Six-Day victory, a war is not fought exclusively with weapons on hand the first day.  Always in the past the industrious members of any given population bent every effort to forge new weapons, just as Rosie the Riveter did during World War II.


  	Yet there is abroad in the U.S. an inane concept that if public pressure can manage to reduce the number of weapons in the active inventory it can make wars “go away again”, be as “nice” as they were before nuclear weapons destroyed our lovely isolation behind two oceans.  And it is total nonsense.  What would determine the destructiveness of any nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union would be the total capacity of each side to make weapons -- nothing more and nothing less.  No one holds a stopwatch on nuclear war.  There are no signals given, no supernatural referees to blow whistles and declare a winner.


       The only other way Russia could terminate a war with the U.S. is by invasion and defeat on the ground.  That would require moving enough divisions across the Atlantic or Pacific to defeat the American forces on their own territory.  What would such an effort amount to?


       The largest amphibious attack in history required over 4000 ships to put 6 divisions ashore in France on June 6, 1944.  It had been a short overnight cruise from their home ports in England to the invasion beaches of Normandy, and the supply ships shuttled back and forth under impenetrable air cover to support the allied landing forces during the weeks that followed.


       Using every ship it owns, the Soviet Union could put at most three divisions ashore in the United States from overseas.  Not nearly enough for the job.  One must assume, then, that the S.U. conquers Europe and Japan, seizes their merchant fleets intact and sets sail with a couple dozen divisions complete with all their equipment, food, supplies, ammunition and accompanying warships.  Such an invasion armada, cruising for two or three weeks on the Atlantic and/or the Pacific, would present the very target Bikini's nuclear test designers were dreaming about.  From two to five small warheads carried by short-range cruise or ballistic missiles would vaporize the Soviet armada and leave Russia, once again, the landlocked behemoth it was in the 19th century.


       I know of no professional military analysis that gives the Soviets any chance at all of successfully invading the United States unless they were already established in the Western Hemisphere.  Given very large numbers of fully-equipped troops operating from land bases reasonably close to the U.S., given ground-based air cover based at hemispheric fields, and given enough naval power in the area to combine overland assaults with large amphibious operations from staging points nearby, there would be a reasonable chance of invading and conquering a U.S. damaged by the kind of small-number nuclear attack our comfortable suburbanites feel safe about.  Then and only then would the war end with only a few hundred nuclear explosions.


       And there isn't any likelihood at all that such a set of circumstances will ever come to pass.  Although vigorous Soviet efforts are already underway to establish such a capability, the United States will never permit matters to reach such a state.  The only unresolved issue in the U.S. is whether to take military action, each time, at the first sign of Soviet military implantation in the Western Hemisphere or whether to wait, each time, until the hostile forces involved reach alarming proportions.  The first option keeps U.S. casualties low at the cost of political conflict;  the second option keeps the domestic political scene relatively peaceful, but ultimately costs the lives of many more U.S. servicemen who now must assault stronger and better prepared Soviet positions.  Whichever option is chosen in any given case, it is a certainty that the American public would react violently to the appearance of more than a division or two of Soviet troops in the “American” hemisphere.


       The world used to be just that simple:  the nuclear West -- England, France, NATO, the U.S. -- could not be overrun by Russia's huge and resolute army because the weakness of modern civilization was counterbalanced by the awesome strength of modern nuclear armaments.  Then a terrible flaw became apparent, a flaw that could be fatal for a major part of Western Civilization.  Out beyond the 12-mile limit, far from the clear-cut borders of nuclear credibility, a set of “Maldive Islands” became crucial to the energy economies of Western Europe and Japan.  The Soviets could gain control of their livelihoods and their behavior by seizing the oilfields of the Persian Gulf from which half of Europe's and three-quarters of Japan's oil requirements are purchased.


       Even before the depletion of world oil reserves came out of the specialist journals and into the public media, the question circulating through military circles had been:  why doesn't Russia grab the Persian Gulf?  It has had an enormous standing and “quick reaction” army since World War II;  the oil  of the Gulf was clearly the key to international power;  it would have some of the world's most highly-productive nations by the throat.  With the power to bleed them of vital food, machinery, advanced technology;  it could leap into the driver's seat of the Eastern Hemisphere at one bold stroke -- just by using the military power it had already bought and paid for.


       The answer to that purely military question is central to an understanding of the rationale behind both deterrence and détente.


       There is a threshold factor in the use of murder as the “continuation of state policy with other means”.  There is a reticence on the part of any government to take risks that threaten the wholesale loss of its subjects' lives -- particularly a loss of crippling scale -- without a clear and adequate justification for its action.  That's why the “presentation”, the three-color charts, the shared responsibility.  Had it not been for that threshold, that reticence, the Soviet Union would have marched through Iran long ago to seize the world's most concentrated and vulnerable prize.


       So, what about the balance of risks and incentives?  Wasn't it favorable enough to provide justification for the seizure of so valuable a prize?  The answer, through all these years, has been “No”.


       In the 1950s and 1960s, NATO had over 55 divisions at its disposal.  Turkey alone, on the exposed right flank of any advancing Soviet army, had 22 divisions and sizeable U.S. airpower stationed on its territory.  Iran had over 12 extremely well-equipped divisions and an alliance with well-armed Pakistan on the Soviet left flank.  Most important of all, the will to use those forces was high on all sides;  the Western alliance was firm and resolute;  the risk level was discouragingly high.


       On the other side of the threshold, the Russians were heavily engaged in rebuilding their country and “storming the barricades” of economic prosperity.  Virgin Lands, Goulash Communism, economic tribute from the new empire in Eastern Europe, plus two highly productive oilfields of their own -- all lowered the incentive level for military conquest of the Persian Gulf.  The threshold of peace was high.


       We all know what has happened to destroy that threshold from the risk side, how crucial alliances have been tossed away -- frivolously, willfully, witlessly -- by our post-Watergate Congress and a born-again President.  But it has been less obvious to the general public what has happened to the threshold from the incentive side, what factors have been set in motion to push the Russians into exercising the military option in the Persian Gulf.


       The problem has been the Soviet economy, and the problem with the economy has been Communism.  There isn't enough space here for a detailed description of the “Perils of Pauline” in each economic sector, but the overall picture can be fairly accurately summarized by saying that the transient prosperity of 1958 to 1970 was based on the vulnerable fertility of Khrushchev's bone-dry Virgin Lands and the extravagant productivity of Russia's water-driven oilfields.  The Virgin Lands have now become a 1980s version of America's depression-era dustbowl, while the two most crucial Soviet oilfields have become waterlogged ruins under the excessive pressure, forced on their crumbling subterranean structures, by Communist “barricade storming” oilmen.  Combined with an economy that functions, in all respects, like the American civil service, this catastrophic loss of foreign exchange from dwindling oil sales and the growing drain of foreign exchange from grain purchases has brought an inexorably spreading depression that threatens Russia's ability to feed, clothe and house itself, to keep its East European empire solvent, to maintain a replacement birthrate for its dominant Slavs, to stay abreast the technical progress of the 20th century, to keep its national electric network on line or even up to frequency and, worst of all, to keep its people warm in the arctic Soviet winters.  These aren't “hard times” we're talking about here.  This is a multi-dimensional collapse  of the Soviet economic infrastructure.  It began coming apart at the seams in the early 1970s and has been steadily getting worse for the past ten years.


       Henry Kissinger tried to restore the threshold of peace by throwing the economies of the West into the breach.  He devised a policy of détente, never properly understood in the West, by which the U.S. and its modern allies would repair the Soviet infrastructure while, at the same time, creating a de facto economic interdependence between East and West.  With crucial elements of the Soviet economy dependent on the free world for spare parts, feed stocks, machinery, railroad cars and high-technology devices, Russia would be making war on its own national economy if it attacked the Western world's factories, laboratories and skilled workers.  It was a difficult undertaking -- impossible to explain in public without discrediting the Brezhnev administration in the eyes of Soviet power brokers -- but it was the safest foreign-policy initiative available to a soft and irresolute West, and it was pursued by a master of maneuver and private persuasion.


       The entire effort to bolster Soviet incentives for peace was destroyed by a handful of cynical politicians chasing special-interest votes, while groups of their Congressional colleagues were tearing apart the critical structure of treaties and military aid that had fortified the risk side of the Persian-Gulf threshold.  The squalid sequel to the destruction of this rational American foreign policy came in 1980 with Clark Clifford, who had passionately sounded the retreat before North Vietnam's 13 lightly-armed divisions, shaking his fist at Russia's then 168 heavily-armed divisions saying, “if part of their plan is to move toward the Persian Gulf, that means war”.


       With what?  With a Rapid Deployment Force that could put 3700 men in the area in a week and another 4000 men (complete with canteens and coke machines) on the line during the following month?  It is to laugh!


       The Soviet Union's mobilization schedule, with 80% of its male citizens in the armed services for a minimum training period of two years, is:  4.8 million on active duty;  2.5 million more on duty within twenty-four hours;  another 3 to 3.5 million in the next twenty-four hours;  and a total of 14 million in the first ten days.  That's rapid deployment, totalitarian style.  That’s what Clifford was shaking his impotent fist at.


       All of which explains why the Soviets will feel free to act if forced to by economic necessity, but it doesn't tell us very much about which way the American people will jump -- and they are a pretty jumpy bunch.  One of the lamentable consequences of the rise of television has been to give Public Opinion a day-to-day voice in American foreign relations.  And the public view of foreign events has become both scared and scary.  The most rigorous analysis of the causes of war to date is Lewis Richardson's Statistics of Deadly Quarrels.  He found fear to be an intensely ambivalent factor in all of the cases studied:  “Fear, widespread in a nation . . . may cause submission, or it may provoke counter attack”.  He never did find a reliable factor that could indicate which way any given nation would go.  In the case under discussion, a U.S. attack would have to be nuclear;  a losing proposition from the outset.  Not only would we lose all the military forces we dangled just outside the border of the heavily-armed Soviet Union, but we would swiftly lose the Middle Eastern oilfields as well.  Again it is clear that the problem is “fear” itself -- nameless, unreasoning, unjustified”.


       But is it unjustified?


       Yes, most emphatically it is.  Although the West lacks the military power to prevent a Soviet seizure of the Persian Gulf oilfields, it possesses ample military resources to prevent that oil from reaching the Soviet Union in any significant quantities.  Cruise missiles with conventional warheads and equipped with appropriate terminal guidance are ideal for blowing up pipelines and railroads going north out of the Gulf.  The combined Western fleets have adequate conventional power --  above, on and below the water -- to sweep Soviet tankers from the seas.  It is just a military fact of life that oil is much easier to interdict than it is to defend.  It is a fact of economic life that the Soviet Union, with parts of its population freezing in the winter and all of its population hungry, would have its head in a Western noose in the Gulf -- depending for its very life on a natural resource the West could cut off at any moment.


       If the West can find within itself enough strength and maturity to avoid fighting a losing war in the Gulf, and to use its military forces to coerce the Soviet Union into supplying Western needs (as well, of course, as its own), the picture changes from one of military and economic disaster to one of, very possibly, economic prosperity on an unprecedented scale.  There can be no sentimental objection to this substitution of the USSR for OPEC;  anyone familiar with the Saudi threat to cut off oil supplies if the U.S. filled its strategic-reserve reservoirs will find no discernable moral distinction between the two.  But there is an enormous economic distinction.


       A hundred and seventy billion petrodollars a year, crammed into thinly populated desert kingdoms, has loosed a horde of affluent sheiks on Western stock markets to undermine the stability (and rationality) of the modern world's economic system.


       A hundred and seventy billion petrodollars a year, crammed into the hands of 260 million threadbare Soviet consumers, would unleash a buying spree in Western economic markets unprecedented in history.  Those people need every single item of use to human beings:  from toothbrushes to tractors, from razor blades to rolling mills.  The one thing they don't need is more military hardware;  there can be no objection that those petrodollars would contribute to Soviet strength.  But walk down any street in the civilized world and you'll see factories and workshops whose products are desperately needed in the Soviet Union and whose production would put Westerners to work earning dollars flowing back into a healthy economy rather than a fetid paper empire of racetrack investment houses and hostage banks.  The entire proposition represents an economic bonanza that could be expected to last from 25 to 40 years, and would provide more than enough time and money for the West to redesign and rebuild its energy infrastructure on a more stable base.  As for our relations with the Russians, the affair contains within it the elements of Henry Kissinger's inspired attempt to create an economic interdependence between East and West to help keep the peace.  In a way, we would be given a second chance to conduct an intelligent foreign policy.  To make that possible, we should take seriously the various suggestions currently being advanced to permit Congress to meet for only a few weeks a year, the rest of the time earning an honest living back home where they come from.


       Assuming we have the good sense to maintain the strategic nuclear forces on which the West's territorial integrity depends, we just might find the inner strength to turn a Soviet seizure of the Persian Gulf to the great advantage of the civilized world.  But it will be tricky and scary.  If the Soviets defy us and need demonstrations of our ability to interdict, it will probably be bloody.  Under those circumstances, it will take a resolute West to face Russia down.  Given the will, we can bring the Soviets to heel and see ourselves prosper.  Lacking the will, we'll see a substantial fraction of the civilized world sink into the international Gulag.
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