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FOREWORD

"John Doe," as | will call himin this book for reasons that wll
be made clear, is a professor at a large university in the Mddle
West. His field is one of the social sciences, but | will not

i dentify him beyond this. He tel ephoned ne one evening | ast

wi nter, quite unexpectedly; we had not been in touch for several
years. He was in New York for a few days, he said, and there was
sonmet hing i mportant he wanted to discuss with me. He woul dn't say
what it was. We met for lunch the next day at a m dtown
restaurant.

He was obviously disturbed. He nmade small talk for half an hour,
whi ch was quite out of character, and |I didn't press him Then,
apropos of nothing, he nentioned a dispute between a witer and a



prom nent political famly that had been in the headlines. What,
he wanted to know, were ny views on "freedom of information." How
would I qualify then? And so on. My answers were not nenorabl e,

but they seenmed to satisfy him Then quite abruptly, he began to
tell me the follow ng story:

Early in August of 1963, he said, he found a nessage on his desk
that a "Ms. Potts" had called himfrom Washi ngt on. Wen he

returned the call, a nman answered i medi ately, and told Doe, anobng
ot her things, that he had been selected to serve on a comi ssion
"of the high inportance.” Its objective was to determ ne

accurately and realistically, the nature of the problens that
woul d confront the United States if and when a condition

"per manent peace" should arrive, and to draft a program for
dealing with this contingency. The man descri bed the unique
procedures that were to govern the commission's work and that were
expected to extend its scope far beyond that of any previous

exam nation of the problens.

Considering that the caller did not precisely identify either

hi nsel f or his agency, his persuasiveness nust have been of a
truly remarkabl e order. Doe entertained no serious doubts of the
bona fides of the project, however, chiefly because of his

previ ous experience with excessive secrecy that often surrounds

qguasi -governmental activities. 1In addition, the nman at the other
end of the Iine denpnstrated an inpressively conplete and
surprisingly detail ed know edge of Doe's word and personal life.

He al so nentioned the names of others who were to serve with the
group; nost of them were known to Doe by reputation. Doe agreed to
take the assignment --he felt he had no real choice in the matter-
-and to appear the second Saturday follow ng at Iron Muntain, New
York. An airline ticket arrived in his mail the next norning.

The cl oak-and-dagger tone of this convocation was further enhanced
by the neeting place itself. Iron Mwuntain, |ocated near the town
of Hudson, is like something out of lan Flem ng or E. Phillips
Oppenheim 1t is an underground nucl ear hideout for hundreds of

| arge Anerican corporations. Mst of themuse it as am emergency
storage vault for inportant documents. But a nunmber of them

mai ntai n substitute corporate headquarters as well where essentia
personnel could presunmably survive and continue to work after an
attack. This latter group included such firns as Standard G| of
New Jer sey, Manufacturers Hanover Trust, and Shell

I will leave nost of the story of the operations of the Special
Study Group, as the conmission was formerly called, for Doe to
tell in his own words ("Background Information"). At this point it

is necessary to say only that it met and worked regularly for over
two and a half years, after which it produced a report. It was
this docunent, and what to do about it, that Doe wanted to talk to
me about.

The Report, he said, had been suppressed--both by the Specia
Study Group itself and by the governnent interagency conmittee to
which it had been subnmtted. After nonths of agonizing, Doe had
deci ded that he would no | onger be party to keeping it secret.
VWhat he wanted from me was advi ce and assistance in having it



publ i shed. He gave ne his copy to read, with the express

understanding that if for any reason | were unwilling to becone
i nvolved, | would say nothing about it to anyone el se.

| read the Report that sane night. | will pass over ny own
reactions to it, except to say that the unwillingness of Doe's

associates to publicize their findings becane readily
under st andabl e. What had happened was that they had been so
tenacious in their determ nation to deal conprehensively with the
many problens of transition to peace that the original questions
asked of them were never quite answered. Instead, this is what

t hey concl uded:

Lasting peace, while not theoretically inpossible, is probably
unattai nable; even if it could be achieved it would al npst
certainly not be in the best interests of a stable society to
achieve it.

That is the gist of what they say. Behind their qualified academ c
| anguage runs this general argunent: War fills certain functions
essential to the stability of our society; until other ways of
filling them are devel oped, the war system nust be mai ntai ned--and
i mproved in effectiveness.

It is not surprising that the Group, in its Letter of Transmittal
did not choose to justify its work to "the |ay reader, unexposed
to the exigencies of higher political or nmilitary responsibility."
Its Report was addressed, deliberately, to unnamed governnment
admi ni strators of high rank; it assuned considerable politica
sophi stication fromthis select audience. To the general reader
therefore, the substance of the docunent nay be even nore
unsettling than its conclusions. He may not be prepared for sone
of its assunptions--for instance, that nopst nedical advances are
viewed nore as problens than as progress; or that poverty is
necessary and desirable, public posture by politicians to the
contrary notwi thstandi ng; or that standing arnies are, anopng ot her
t hi ngs, social-welfare institutions in exactly the sane sense as
are ol d-people's bones and nental hospitals. It may strike him as
odd to find the probabl e explanation of "flying saucer™ incidents
di sposed of en passant in |less than a sentence. He may be | ess
surprised to find that the space program and the controversia
antimssile mssile and fallout shelter prograns are understood to
have the spendi ng of vast suns of nobney, not the advancenent of
sci ence or national defense, as their principal goals, and to
learn that "military" draft policies are only renpotely concerned
wi th defense

He may be offended to find the organi zed repression of mnority
groups, and even the re-establishnment of slavery, seriously (and
on the whole favorably) discussed as possi ble aspects of a world
at peace. He is not likely to take kindly to the notion of the
deliberate intensification of air and water pollution (as part of
a program | eading to peace), even when the reason for considering
it is made clear. That a world without war will have to turn
sooner rather than later to universal test-tube procreation wll
be less disturbing, if no nore appealing. But few readers wll
not be taken aback, at least, by a fewlines in the Report's



concl usions, repeated in its for recomrendati ons, that suggest
that the |ong-range planning--and "budgeting"--of the "optinmnt
nunber lives to be destroyed annually in overt warfare is high on
the Group's list of priorities for governnent action.

| cite these few exanples prinmarily to warn the general reader
what he can expect. The statesnen and strategi sts for whose eyes
the Report was intended obviously need no such protective

adnoni tion.

Thi s book of course, is evidence of ny response to Doe's request.
After carefully considering the problens that might confront the
publ i sher of the Report, we took it to The Dial Press. There, its
signi ficance was i nmedi ately recogni zed, and, nore inportant, we

were given firmassurances that no outside pressures of any sort

woul d be permtted to interfere with its publication.

It should be made cl ear that Doe does not disagree with the
substance of the Report, which represents a genuine consensus in

all inmportant respects. He constituted a minority of one--but only
on the issue of disclosing it to the general public. A |look at how
the Group dealt with this question will be illum nating.

The debate took place at the Goup's last full neeting before the
Report was written, late in March, 1966, and again at lron
Mountain. Two facts nust be kept in mnd, by way of background.
The first is that the Special Study Croup had never been
explicitly charged with or sworn to secrecy, either when it was
convened or at any time thereafter. The second is that the G oup
had neverthel ess operated as if it had been. This was assumed from
the circunstances of its inception and fromthe tone of its

i nstructions. (The G oup's acknowl edgnent of help from "the many
persons . . . who contributed so greatly to our work" is sonewhat
equi vocal ; these persons were not told the nature of the project
for which their special resources of information were solicited. )

Those who argued the case for keeping the Report secret were
admttedly notivated by fear of the explosive political effects
that could be expected frompublicity. For evidence, they pointed
to the suppression of the far |ess controversial report of then-
Senat or Hubert Hunphrey's subcommittee on di sarmanent in | 962.
(Subcomittee nenbers had reportedly feared that it mght be used
by Commruni st propagandi sts, as Senator Stuart Symington put it, to
"back up the Marxian theory that war production was the reason for
the success of capitalism™") Simlar political precautions had
been taken with the better-known Gaither Report in 1957, and even
with the so-called Myyni han Report in 1965.

Furthernore, they insisted, a distinction nmust be nmade bet ween
serious studies, which are normally classified unless and unti
policy makers decide to rel ease them and conventional "showcase"
proj ects, organized to denonstrate a political |eadership's
concern about an issue and to deflect the energy of those pressing
for action on it. (The exanpl e used, because sonme of the Croup had
participated in it, was a "Wite House Conference" on

i nternational cooperation, disarmanent, etc., which had been
staged late in 1965 to offset conplaints about escal ation of the



Vi et nam war . )

Doe acknow edges this distinction, as well as the strong
possibility of public m sunderstanding. But he feels that if the
sponsori ng agency had wanted to nandate secrecy it could have done
so at the outset. It could also have assigned the project to one
of the governnment's established "think tanks," which normally work
on a classified basis. He scoffed at fear of public reaction

whi ch could have no |l asting effect on |ong-range neasures that

m ght be taken to inplenent the G oup's proposals, and derided the
Group's abdication of responsibility for its opinions and
conclusions. So far as he was concerned, there was such a thing as
a public right to know what was bei ng done on its behal f; the
burden of proof was on those who woul d abridge it.

If my account seens to give Doe the better of the argunent,
despite his failure to convince his coll eagues, so be it. MWy
participation in this book testifies that | amnot neutral. In ny
opi nion, the decision of the Special Study G oup to censor its own
findings was not nmerely timd but presunptuous. But the refusal

as of this witing, of the agencies for which the Report was
prepared to release it thensel ves rai ses broader questions of
public policy. Such questions center on the continuing use of

sel f-serving definitions of "security" to avoid possible politica
enbarrassnent. It is ironic how often this practice backfires.

| should state, for the record, that | do not share the attitudes
toward war and peace, |life and death, and survival of the species
mani fested in the Report. Few readers will. In human terms, it is
an outrageous document. But it does represent a serious and
chal l enging effort to define an enornous problem And it explains,
or certainly appears to explain, aspects of Anerican policy

ot herwi se i nconprehensi ble by the ordinary standards of common
sense. What we may think of these explanations is sonething else,
but it seenms to ne that we are entitled to know not only what they
are but whose they are.

By "whose" | don't mean merely the names of the authors of the
Report. Much nore inportant, we have a right to know to what
extent their assunptions of social necessity are shared by the
deci si on-makers in our governnment. \Wich do they accept and which
do they reject. However disturbing the answers, only full and
frank di scussion offers any conceivabl e hope of solving the

probl ens raised by the Special Study Croup in their Report from

I ron Mount ain.

New Yor k, June 1967

.C. L.



BACKGROUND | NFORMATI ON

[ The foll owi ng account of the workings of the Special Study G oup
is taken verbatimfroma series of tape-recorded interviews | had
with "John Doe." The transcript has been edited to mnimze the

i ntrusion of ny questions and coments, as well as for |ength, and
the sequence has been revised in the interest of continuity.

L. C L]

How was the G oup forned?

.,, The general idea for it, for this kind of study, dates back at

least to 196]. It started with some of the new people who cane in
with the Kennedy administration, nostly, | think, with MNanara,
Bundy, and Rusk. They were inpatient about many things.... One of

themwas that no really serious work had been done about planning
for peace--a long-range peace, that is, with | ong-
range pl anning.

Everything that had been written on the subject [before 196l] was
superficial. There was insufficient appreciation of the scope of
the problem The main reason for this, of course, was that the
idea a of a real peace in the world, general disarmanent and so
on, was | ooked on as utopian. O even crackpot. This is stil

true, and it's easy enough to understand when you | ook at what's
going on in the world today.... It was reflected in the studies
that had been nade up to that tinme. They were not realistic.

The idea of the Special Study, the exact formit would take, was
wor ked out early in '"63.... The settlenent of the Cuban missile
affair had something to do with it, but what hel ped nost to get it
nmovi ng were the big changes in mlitary spending that were being
pl anned. ... Plants being closed, relocations, and so forth. Most
of it wasn't made public until nuch later....

[l understand] it took a long tine to select the people for the
Group. The calls didn't go out until the sumrer....

VWho nade the sel ection?

That's something | can't tell you. | wasn't involved with the
prelimnary planning. The first | knew of it was when | was called
nmyself. But three of the people had been in on it, and what the
rest of us know we | earned fromthem about what went on earlier

| do know that it started very informally. | don't know what
particul ar governnent agency approved' the project.

Wul d you care to make a guess?



Al right--1 think it was an ad hoc committee, at the cabi net
level, or near it. It had to be. | suppose they gave the

organi zati onal job--making arrangenents, paying the bills, and so
on--to sonebody from State or Defense or the National Security

Council. Only one of us was in touch with Washington, and | wasn't
the one. But | can tell you that very, very few people knew about
us. For instance, there was the Ackley Committee. It was set

up after we were. |If you read their report-- the sane old tune--
econonic re conversion, turning sword plants into plowshare
factories--1 think you'll wonder if even the President knew about
our Group. The Ackley Conmittee certainly didn't.

| s that possible, really?

| nean that not even the President knew of your conm ssion?

Well, | don't think there's anything odd about the governnment
attacking a problemat two different |evels.

Or even about two or three government agencies working at cross-
purposes. It happens all the time. Perhaps the President did know.
And | don't nmean to denigrate the Ackley Commtteel, but it was
exactly that narrowness of approach that we were supposed to get
away from . You have to renenber--

you' ve read the Report-- that what they wanted fromus was a
different kind thinking. It was a matter of approach. Hernman Ka
calls it "Byzantine"--no agonizing over cultural and |I religious
val ues. No noral posturing. |It's the kind of thinking that Rand
and the Hudson Institute and |.D. A 2 brought into war

pl anning.... Wat they asked us to do, and | think; we did it, was
to give the sane kink of treatnment to the hypothetical problens
of peace as they give to a hypothetical nuclear war....We my have
gone further than they expected, but once you establish your

prem ses and your logic you can't turn back...

Kahn's books3, for exanple, are m sunderstood, at |east by |aynen.
They shock people. But you see, what's inportant about themis not
his conclusions, or his opinions. It's the nethod. He has done
nore than anyone else | can think of to get the general public
accustoned to the style of nodern mlitary thinking....Today it's
possible for a columist to wite about "counter force strategy"
and "m ni nrum deterrence" and "credible first-strike capability"

wi t hout having to explain every other word. He can wite about war
and strategy w thout getting bogged down in questions of
norality....

The ot her big difference about our work is breadth. The Report
speaks for itself. | can't say that we took every rel evant aspect
of life and society into account, but | don't think we m ssed
anyt hi ng essenti al



Wiy was the project given to an outside comm ssion?

Way couldn't it have been handled directly by an
appropriate governnent agency?

I think that's obvious, or should be. The kind of thinking wanted
fromour Goup just isn't to be had in a fornmal governnment
operation. Too many constraints. Too many inhibitions. This isn't
a new problem Wiy else would outfits |like Rand and | ngersol stay
in business? Any assignment that's at all sophisticated is al nost
al ways given to an outside group. This is true even in the State
Department, in the "gray" operations, those that arc supposed to
be unofficial, but are really as official as can be. Also with the
Cl.A ..

For our study, even the private research centers were too
institutional.... A lot of thought went into nmaking sure that our
t hi nki ng woul d be unrestricted. Al kinds of little things. The
way we were called into the Group, the places we net, all kinds of
subtl e devices to rem nd us. For instance, even our nane, the
Speci al Study G oup. You know governnment nanes. Wouldn't you think
we' d have been called "Operation Oive Branch," or "Project

Paci fica," or something like that? Nothing |like that for us--too
al lusive, too suggestive. And no m nutes of our--neetings--too
inhibiting.... About who m ght be reading them O course, we took
notes for our own use. And anmpbng ourselves, we usually called
ourselves "The Iron Muntain Boys' or "Qur Thing," or whatever
cane to mind....

What can you tell nme about the nmenbers of the G oup ?

"Il have to stick to generalities.... There were fifteen of us.
The inmportant thing was that we represented a very w de range of
di sciplines. And not all academ c. People fromthe natura

sci ences, the social sciences, even the humanities. W had a

| awyer and a busi nessman. Al so, a professional war planner. Al so,
you shoul d know that everyone in the Group had done work of
distinction in at least two different fields. The
interdisciplinary elenent was built in....

It's true that there were no wonmen in the Goup, but | don't think

that was significant.... W were all Anerican citizens, of course.
And all, | can say, in very good health, at |east when we
began.... You see, the first order of business, at the first

neeting, was the reading of dossiers. They were very detailed, and
not just professional, but also personal. They included nedica

hi stories. | renmenber one very curious thing, for whatever it's
worth. Most of us, and that includes ne, had a record of
abnormal ly high uric acid concentrations in the blood... None of

us had ever had this experience, of a public inspection of
credentials, or nmedical reports. It was very disturbing...



But it was deliberate. The reason for it was to enphasize that we
wer e supposed to make all our own decisions on procedure, w thout
outside rules. This include judging each others qualifications and
meki ng al |l owmances for possible bias. | don't think it affected
our work directly, but it nade the point it was supposed to
make. .. That we shoul d ignore absolutely nothing that m ght

concei vably affect our objectivity.

[At this point | persuaded Doe that a brief occupationa
description of the individual nenbers of the Goup would serve a
useful purpose for readers of the Report. The list which foll ows
was wor ked out on paper. (It might be nore accurate to say it was
negoti ated.) The problemwas to give as nuch rel evant infornmation
as possible without violating Doe's conmitnment to protect his

col | eagues' anonymity. It turned out to be very difficult,
especially in the cases of those nenbers who are very well known.
For this reason, secondary areas of achievenent or reputation are
usual Iy not shown,

The sinpl e al phabetical "nanes" were assigned by Doe for
conveni ent reference; they bear no intended relation to actua
nanes. "Able" was the Canp's Washi ngton contact. It was he who
brought and read the dossiers, and who nost often acted as
chairman. He, "Baker" and "Cox" were the three who had been
involved in the prelimnary planning There is no other
significance to the order of listing.

"Arthus Able" is an historian and political theorist, who has
served i n governnent.

"Bernard Baker" is a professor of international |aw and a
consul tant on governnent operations.

"Charl es Cox" is an economi st, social critic; and bi ographer
"John Doe."

"Edward Ellis" is a sociologist often involved in public affairs.
"Frank Fox" is a cultural anthropol ogi st

"George Green" is a psychol ogist, educator, and devel oper of
personnel testing systens.

"Harold HiIl" is a psychiatrist, the has conducted extensive
studi es of the relationship between individual and group behavi or

"John Jones is a scholar and literary critic.

"Martin MIller" is a physical chem st, whose work has received
i nternational recognition at the highest |evel.

"Paul Peters" is a biochem st, who has made inportant discoveries



beari ng on reproductive processes.

"Richard Roe" is a mathematician affiliated with
an i ndependent West Coast research institution.

"Samuel Smith" is an astrononer, physicist, and communications
t heori st.

"Thomas Taylor" is a systens anal yst and war planner, who has
witten extensively on war, peace, and international relations.

"WlliamWite" is an industrialist, who has under-taken many
speci al governnent assignnments.]

How did the Group operate? | nean, where and when did you

meet, and so forth?

We net on the average of once a nonth. Usually was on weekends,
and usually for two days. W had few | onger sessions, and one that
| asted only four hours . . . W net all over the country, always
at a different place, except for the first and | ast tinmes, which
were a lron Mountain. It was like a traveling senminar...

Sonetimes at hotels, sonetimes at universities. Twice we net at
sumrer canps, and once at a private estate, in Virginia. W used a
busi ness place in Pittsburgh, and another in Poughkeepsie [ New
York].... W never nmet in Washington, or on government property
anywhere. ... Abl e woul d announce the tines and places two neetings
ahead. They were never changed...

We didn't divide into subconmittees, or anything else that formal.
But we all took individual assignhnments between neetings. A |lot of
it involved getting information from other people.... Anobng the
fifteen of us, | don-t think there was anybody in the academ c or
prof essional world we couldn't call on if we wanted to, and we
took advantage of it.... W were paid a very nodest per diem Al
of it was called "expenses" on the vouchers. W were told not to
report it on our tax returns.... The checks were drawn on a
speci al account of Able's at a New York bank. He signed them... |
don't know what the study cost. So far as our tinme and travel were
concerned, it couldn't have cone to nore than the |low tax-figure
range. But the big item nmust have been conputer tinme, and | have
no i dea how high this ran...

You say that you don't think your work was affected by

prof essi onal bias. What about political and phil osophical bias? Is
it possible to deal with questions of war and peace wi thout
reflecting personal val ues?

Yes, it is. | can understand your skepticism But if you had been
at any of our neetings you'd have had a very hard time figuring
out who were the liberals and who were the conservatives, or who
wer e hawks and who were doves. There is such a thing as



objectivity, and I think we had it.... | don't say no one had any
enotional reaction to what we were doing. We all did, to sone extent.

As a matter of fact, two nenbers had heart attacks after we were
finished, and I'll be the first to admt it probably wasn't a
coi nci dence.

You said you made your own ground rules. What were these
gr ound
rul es?

The nost inportant were informality and unanimty. By informality
I mean that our discussions were open ended. W went as far afield
as any one of us thought we had to. For instance, we spent a | ot
of tinme on the relationship between mlitary recruitnment policies
and industrial enploynent. Before we were finished with it, we'd
one through the history of western penal codes and any nunber of
conparative psychiatric studies [of draftees and volunteers]. W

| ooked over the organization of the Inca enpire. W deternined the

effects of automati on on underdevel oped societies.... It was al
rel evant. ..
By unanimty, | don't nmean that we kept taking votes; like a jury.

I nean that we stayed with every issue until we had what the
Quakers call a "sense of the neeting " It was tinme-consum ng. But
in the long run it saved time. Eventually we all got on the sane
wavel ength, so to speak...

O course we had differences, and big ones especially in the

begi nning.... For instance, in Section 1 you m ght think we were
nmerely clarifying our instructions. Not so; it took a long tine
before we all agreed to a strict interpretation....Roe and Tayl or
deserve nost of the credit for this.... There are many things in

the Report that | ook obvious now, but didn't seem so obvious then
For instance, on the relationship of war to social systems. The
original prem se was conventional, from Clausewitz. . . That war
was an "instrument” of broader political values. Able was the only
one who chal l enged this, at first. Fox called his position
"perverse." Yet it was Fox who furnished nost of the data that |ed
us all to agree with Able eventually. | nention this because

think it's good exanple of the way we worked. A triunph of nethod
over cliché.... | certainly don't intend to go into details about
who t ook what side about what, and when. But | will say, to give
credit where due, that only Roe, Able, Hill, and Taylor were able
to see, at the beginning, where our method was taking us.

But you al ways reached agreenent, eventually.

Yes. It's a unaninous report.... | don't mean that our sessions
wer e al ways harnoni ous. Some of them were rough. The last six
nonths there was a | ot of quibbling about small points.... We'd

been under pressure for a long tinme, we'd been working together



too long. It was natural . . . that we got on each other's nerves.
For a while Able and Taylor weren't speaking to each other. Mller
threatened to quit. But this all passed. There were no inportant
di fferences....

How was the Report actually witten? Who did the witing?

We all had a hand in the first draft. Jones and Able put it
together, and then nmailed it around for review before working out

a final version.... The only problems were the formit should take
and whomwe were witing it for. And, of course, the question of
di sclosure....[Doe's comments on this point are summarized in the

i ntroduction.]

You nentioned a "peace ganes" nmanual. \Wat are peace ganes?

I wanted to say something about that. The Report barely nentions
it. "Peace ganes' is a nethod we devel oped during the course of
the study. It's a forecast technique, an information system |'m
very excited about it. Even if nothing is done about our
reconmendati ons--which is conceivable--this is sonmething that

can't be ignored. It will revolutionize the study social problens.
It's a by-product of the study. We needed a fast, dependable
procedure to approximte the effects of disparate social phenonena
on ot her social phenonmena. We got it. It's in a primtive phase,
but works.

How are peace ganes played? Are they |i ke Rand's war ganes?

You don't "play" peace ganes, |ike chess or Mnopoly any nore than
you play war ganes with toy soldiers. You use conputers. Its a
progranmm ng system A conpute "l anguage," |ike FORTRAN, or ALGOL,
or Jovial.... Its advantage is its superior capacity to
interrelate data with no apparent common points of reference.... A
sinple analogy is likely to be msleading. But | can give you somne
exanpl es. For instance, supposing | asked you to figure out what
effect a noon |landing by U S. astronauts woul d have on an el ection
in, say, Sweden. O what effect a change in the draft law-a

speci fic change-- 1'd have on the value of real estate in downtown
Manhattan? Or a certain change in college entrance requirenments

in the United States on the British shipping industry?

You woul d probably say, first, that there would be no effect to
speak of, and second, that there would be no way of telling. But
you'd be wong on both counts. In each case there would be an
effect, and the peace ganes nethod could tell you what it would
be, quantitatively. | didn't take these exanples out of the air
We used them working out the nethod.... Essentially, it's an
el aborate, high-speed trial-and-error system for determning
wor ki ng al gorithms. Like npbst sophisticated types of conputer



probl em sol vi ng. ..

A lot of the "games" of this kind you read about are just
glorified conversational exercises. They really are ganes, and
nothing nore. | just saw one reported in the Canadi an Conput er
Society Bulletin, called a "Vietnam Peace Gane." They use
simul ati on techni ques, but the progranm ng hypot heses are
specul ati ve. ..

The idea of a problemsolving systemlike this is not origina

with us. ARPA4 has been working on sonething like it. So has
General Electric, in California. There are others.... W were
successful not because we know nore than they do about

progranmm ng, which we don't but because we | earned how to

formul ate the problem accurately. It goes back to the old saw. You
can find the answer if you know the right question...

Supposi ng you hadn't devel oped this nethod. Wuld you have
cone
to the sanme conclusions in the Report?

Certainly. But it would have taken many tinmes longer.... But

pl ease don't m sunderstand my enthusiasm [about the peace ganes
method]. Wth all due respect to the effects of conputer

t echnol ogy on nodern thinking, basic judgnents nust still be nade
by human bei ngs. The peace games technique isn't responsible for
our Report. We are...

1. This was a "Conmittee on the Econom c | npact of Defense and

Di sarmanent ," headed by Gardner Ackley, of the Council of Economc
Advi sers. It was established by Presidential order in Decenber,
1963, and issued a report in July, 1965.

2. The Institute for Defense Analysis

3. On Thernonucl ear War, Thinking About the Unthinkable, On
Escal ati on

4. The Advanced Research Projects Agency, of the Departnent of
Def ense.

STATEMENT BY "JOHN DOE"

CONTRARY to the decision of the Special Study Croup, of which |
was a nenber, | have arranged for the general release of our
Report. | amgrateful to M. Leonard C. Lewin for his inval uable
assistance in making this possible, and to The Dial Press for
accepting the chall enge of publication. Responsibility for taking



this step, however is nmine and m ne al one.

I amwell aware that ny action nmay be taken as a breach of faith
by some of ny former colleagues. But ny view my responsibility to
the society of which ama part supersedes any sel f-assuned
obligation on the part of fifteen individual nen. Since our Report
can be considered on its nerits, it is not necessary for me to

di sclose their identity to acconplish nmy purpose. Yet | would

gl adly abandon nmy own anonymity if it were possible to do so

Wit hout at the sane tinme conpronmising theirs, to defend our work
publicly if and when they rel ease ne fromthis personal bond.

But this is secondary. What is needed now, and needed badly, is
wi despread public discussion and debate about the el enments of war
and the problems of peace. | hope that publication of this Report
will serve to initiate it.

THE REPORT OF THE SPECIAL STUDY GROUP
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LETTER OF TRANSM TTAL
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TO THE CONVENER OF THI S GROUP:

Attached is the Report of the Special Study G oup established by
you in August, 1963, 1) to consider the problens involved in the
contingency of a transition to a general condition of peace, and
2) to recomend procedures for dealing with this contingency. For
the conveni ence of non technical readers we have elected to submt
our statistical supporting data, totaling 604 exhibits,
separately, as well as a prelimnary manual of the "peace ganes"
nmet hod devi sed during the course of our study.

We have conpl eted our assignment to the best of our ability,
subject to the limtations of time and resources available to us.
Qur conclusions of fact and our reconmendati ons are unani nous;
those of us who differ in certain secondary respects fromthe
findings set forth herein do not consider these differences
sufficient to warrant the filing of a mnority report. It is our
earnest hope that the fruits of our deliberations will be of value
to our governnment in its efforts to provide |eadership to the
nation in solving the conplex and far-reachi ng problems we have
exam ned, and that our recomendati ons for subsequent
Presidential action in this area will be adopted.

Because of the unusual circunstances surroundi ng the establishnent
of this Goup, and in view of the nature of its findings, we do



not reconmend that this Report be released for publication. It is
our affirmative judgnent that such action would not be in the
public interest. The uncertain advantages of public discussion of
our concl usions and recomendati ons are, in our opinion, greatly
out wei ghed by the clear and predictable danger of a crisis in
public confidence which untinely publication of this Report m ght
be expected to provoke. The likelihood that a |ay reader
unexposed to the exigencies of higher political or mlitary
responsibility, will msconstrue the purpose of this project, and
the intent of its participants, seens obvious. W urge that
circulation of this Report be closely restricted to those whose
responsibilities require that they be apprised of its contents.

We deeply regret that the necessity of anonymity, a prerequisite
to our Group's unhindered pursuit of its objectives, precludes
proper acknow edgnent of our gratitude to the many persons in and
out of government who contributed so greatly to our work.

For the Special Study G oup

[signature withheld for publication]

30 Septenber, 1966

| NTRODUCTI ON

THE REPORT which follows summari zes the results of a two-and--
hal f-year study of the broad problens to be anticipated in the
event of a general transfornmation of American society to a
condition lacking its nost critical current characteristics: its
capability and readi ness to nake war when doing so is judged
necessary or desirable by its political |eadership

Qur work has been predicated on the belief that some kind of
general peace may soon be negotiable. The de facto adm ssion of
Communi st China into the United Nations now appears to be only a
few years away at nost. It has becone increasingly manifest that
conflicts of American national interest with those of China and
the Soviet Union are susceptible of political solution, despite
the superficial contraindications of the current Vietnam war, of
the threats of an attack on China, and of the necessarily hostile



tenor of day-to-day foreign policy statements. It is also obvious
di fferences invol ving other nations can be readily resolved by the
three great powers whenever they arrive at a stable peace anpng
thenselves. It is not necessary, for the purposes of our study, to
assune that a general détente of this sort will cone about--and we
make no such argunent--but only that it may.

It is surely no exaggeration to say that a condition of genera
worl d peace would | ead to changes in the social structures of the
nati ons of the world of unparalleled and revol utionary magnitude.
The econom c i npact of general disarmanment, to nanme only the nost
obvi ous consequence of peace, would revise the production and

di stribution patterns of the globe to a degree that woul d make the
changes of the past fifty years seeminsignificant. Political
soci ol ogical, cultural, and ecol ogi cal changes woul d be equally
far-reachi ng. What has notivated our study of these contingencies
has been the growi ng sense of thoughtful men in and out of
government that the world is totally unprepared to neet the
demands of such a situation.

We had originally planned, when our study was initiated, to
address ourselves to these two broad questions and their
conponents: What can be expected if peace cones? What should we be
prepared to do about it? But as our investigation proceeded it
becanme apparent that certain other questions had to be faced.

VWhat, for instance, are the real functions of war in nodern

soci eties, beyond the ostensible ones of defending and advanci ng
the "national interests" of nations? In the absence of war, what
other institutions exist or might be devised to fulfill these
functions? Granting that a "peaceful" settlenent of disputes is
within the range of current international relationships, is the
abolition of war, in the broad sense, really possible? If so, is
it necessarily desirable, in terns of social stability? If not,
what can be done to i nprove the operation of our social systemin
respect to its war-readi ness?

The word peace, as we have used it in the foll ow ng pages,

descri bes a permanent, or quasi-permanent, condition entirely free
fromthe national exercise, or contenplation, of any formof the
organi zed social violence, or threat of violence, generally known
as war. It inplies total and general disarmanent. It is not used
to describe the nmore famliar condition of "cold war," "arned
peace," or other nere respite, long or short, fromarned conflict.
Nor is it used sinply as a synonymfor the political settlenent of
i nternational differences. The magni tude of nodern nmeans of mass
destruction and the speed of nodern conmmunications require the
unqual i fi ed working definition given above; only a generation ago
such an absol ute description would have seenmed utopian rather than
pragmati c. Today, any nodification of this definition would render
it alnbst worthless for our purpose. By the sane standard, we have
used the word war to apply interchangeably to conventional ("hot")
war, to the general condition of war preparation or war readiness,
and to the general "war system" The sense intended is nade clear

i n context.

The first section of our Report deals with its scope and with the



assunptions on which our study was based. The second considers the
effects of di sarmanent on econony, the subject of npst peace
research to date. The third takes up so-called "di sarmament
scenari os" which have been proposed. The fourth, fifth, and sixth
exam ne the nonmlitary functions of war and the problens they
raise for a viable transition to peace; here will be found sone

i ndi cati ons of the true dinmensions of the problem not previously
coordinated in any other study. In the seventh section we
summari ze our findings, and in the eighth we set forth our
recommendations for what | believe to be a practical and necessary
course of action.

SECTION 1

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

WHEN THE SPECI AL STUDY GROUP was established in August, 1963, its
menbers were instructed to govern their deliberations in
accordance with three principal criteria. Briefly stated, they
were these: 1) mlitary-style objectivity; 2) avoi dance of
preconcei ved val ue assunptions; 3) inclusion of all relevant areas
of theory and data.

These gui deposts are by no neans as obvious as they may appear at
first glance, and we believe it necessary to indicate clearly how
they were to informour work. For they express succinctly the
limtations of previous "peace studies,"” and inply the nature of
bot h governnent and official dissatisfaction with these earlier
efforts. It is not our intention here to mnimze the significance
of the work of our predecessors, or to belittle the quality of
their contributions. What we have tried to do, and believe we have
done, is extend their scope. W hope that our conclusions may
serve in turn as a starting point for still broader and nore
det ai |l ed exam nations of every aspect of the problens of
transition to peace and of the questions which nmust be answered
before such a transition can be allowed to get under way.

It is atruismthat objectivity is nore often an intention
expressed than an attitude achi eved, but the intention--conscious,
unanbi guous, and constantly self-critical --is a precondition to
its achievenent. We believe it no accident that we were charged to
use a "mlitary contingency" nodel for our study, and we owe a
consi derabl e debt to the civilian war planning agencies for their
pi oneering work in the objective exanm nation of the contingencies
of nuclear war. There is no such precedent in peace studies. Mich
of the useful ness of even the nost el aborate and carefully
reasoned prograns for econom c conversion to peace, for exanple,
has been vitiated by a wi shful eagerness to denpnstrate that peace
is not only possible, but even cheap or easy. One official report
is replete with references to the critical role of "dynanmic



optim sni' on econom c devel opnents, and goes on to submit, as

evi dence, that it "would be hard to imagi ne that the Anmerican
peopl e woul d not respond very positively to an agreed and

saf eguarded programto substitute an international rule of |aw and
order," etc.1 Another line of argunment frequently taken is that
di sarmanent woul d entail conparatively little disruption of the
econony, since it need only be partial; we will deal with this
approach later. Yet genuine objectivity in war studies is often
criticized as inhuman. As Herrman Kahn, the witer on strategic
studi es best known to the general public, put it: "Critics
frequently object to the icy rationality of the Hudson Institute,
the Rand Corporation, and other such organizations. |'m always
tenpted to ask in reply, "Wuld you prefer a warm hunman error? Do
you feel better with a nice enotional mstake?"2 And as Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara has pointed out, in reference to
facing up to the possibility of nuclear war, "Sone people are
afraid even to | ook over the edge. But in a thernonuclear war we
cannot afford any political acrophobia."3 Surely it should be
sel f-evident that this applies equally to the opposite prospect,
but so far no one has taken nore than a tinm d glance over the
brink of peace.

An intention to avoid preconceived value judgnents is if anything
even nore productive of self-delusion. We claimno imunity, as

i ndividuals, fromthis type of bias, but we have nmade a
continuously self-conscious effort to deal with the problens of
peace wi thout, for exanple, considering that a condition of peace
is per se "good" or "bad." This has not been easy, but it has been
obligatory; to our know edge, it has not been done before.

Previ ous studies have taken the desirability of peace, the

i nportance of human life, the superiority of denocratic
institutions, the greatest "good" for the greatest nunber, the
"dignity" of the individual, the desirability of maxi mum health
and longevity, and other such wi shful prem ses as axiomatic val ues
necessary for the justification of a study of peace issues. W
have not found them so. W have attenpted to apply the standards
of physical science to our thinking, the principal characteristic
of which is not quantification, as is so popularly believed, but
that, in Whitehead's words, "...it ignores all judgment value; for
i nstance, all esthetic and noral judgnents."4 Yet it is obvious
that any serious investigation of a problem however "pure," nust
be informed by sone normal positive standard. In this case it has
been sinply the sum of human society in general, of Anerican
society in particular, and, as a corollary to survival, the
stability of society.

It is interesting, we believe, to note that the npst passionate

pl anners of nucl ear strategy al so recognize that the stability of
society is the one bedrock value that cannot be avoi ded. Secretary
McNamar a has defended the need for Anerican nuclear superiority on
the grounds that it "makes possible a strategy designed to press
the fabric of our societies if war should occur."5 A former
menber of the Departnment of State policy planning staff goes
further. "A nore precise word for peace, in ternms of the practica
world, is stability.... Today the great nuclear panoplies are
essential elements in such stability exists. Qur present purpose
nmust be to continue | process of |learning howto |live with them"6



We, of course do not equate stability with peace, but we accept it
as the one comon assuned obj ective of both peace and war.

The third criterion--breadth--has taken us still farther afield
from peace studies made to date. It is obvious to any |ayman
that the economic patterns of a warless world will be drastically
different fromthose we |ive wish today, and it is equally obvious
that the political relationships of nations will not be those we

have | earned to take for granted, sonetines described as a gl oba
version of the adversary system of our common | aw. But the socia
i mplications of peace extend far beyond its putative effects on
nati onal econom es and international relations. As we shall show,
the rel evance of peace and war to the internal politica

organi zati on of societies, to the sociological relationships of
their nenbers, to psychol ogical notivations, to ecol ogica
processes, and to cultural values is equally profound. Mre
important, it is equally critical in assaying the consequences of
a transition to peace, and in determning the feasibility of any
transition at all

It is not surprising that these | ess obvious factors have been
generally ignored in peace research. They have not |ent thensel ves
to systematic analysis. They have been difficult, perhaps

i mpossi ble, to neasure with any degree of assurance that estinates
of their effects could be depended on. They are "intangibles," but
only in the sense that abstract concepts in nmathenmatics are

i ntangi bl e conpared to those which can be quantified. Econom c
actors, on the other hand, can be measured, at |east

superficially; and international relationships can be verbalized,
like law, into |ogical sequences.

We do not claimthat we have discovered an infallible way of
measuring these other factors, or of assigning them precise

wei ghts in the equation of transition. But we believe we have
taken their relative inportance into account to this extent: we
have renoved them fromthe category of the "intangible," hence
scientifically suspect and therefore sonehow of secondary

i nportance, and brought them out into the real mof the objective.
The result, we believe, provides a context of realismfor the

di scussion of the issues relating to the possible transition to
peace which up to now has been m ssing

This is not to say that we presune to have found the answers we
were seeking. But we believe that our enphasis on breadth of scope

has made it at |east possible to begin to understand the
guesti ons.

SECTI ON 2

DI SARVAMENT AND THE ECONOMY

IN TH'S SECTI ON we shall briefly exam ne sonme of the comon
features of the studies that have been published dealing with one



or anot her aspect of the expected inpact of disarmanent on the
Ameri can econony. Whether disarmanment is considered as a by-
product of peace or as its precondition, its effect on the

nati onal econony will in either case be the nost imrediately felt
of its consequences. The quasi-nensurable quality of economc

mani festations has given rise to nore detailed speculation in this
area than in any other.

General agreenment prevails in respect to the nore inportant
econoni ¢ problens that general disarmanent woul d raise. A short
survey of these problens, rather than a detailed critique of their
conparative significance, is sufficient for our purposes in this
Report.

The first factor is that of size. The "world war industry," as one
writer' has aptly called it, accounts for approximately a tenth of
the output of the world' s total econony. Although this figure is
subject to fluctuation, e causes of which are thensel ves subj ect
to regional variation, it tends to hold fairly steady. The United
States as the world's richest nation, not only accounts for the

| argest single share of this expense, currently upward of $60
billion a year, but also " has devoted a hi gher proportion

[ enphasi s added] of its gross national product Aits mlitary
establishnent than any other major free world nation. This was
true even before our increased expenditures in Southeast Asia."
Pl ans for econom c con-version that mninze the economc

magni tude of the problemdo so only by rationalizing, however
persuasi vely, the maintenance of a substantial residual mlitary
budget under sone eupheni zed cl assification

Conversion of mlitary expenditures to other purposes entails a
nunber of difficulties. The npst serious stens fromthe degree of
rigid specialization that characterizes nodern war production

best exenplified in nuclear and m ssile technol ogy. This
constituted no fundanental problemafter World War 11, nor did the
qguestion of free-market consumer demand for "conventional" itens
of consunption--those goods and services consumers had al ready
been conditioned to require. Today's situation is qualitatively
different in both respects.

This inflexibility is geographical and occupational, as well as

i ndustrial, a fact which has | ed nost anal ysts of economni c inpact
of disarmanment to focus their attention on phased plans for the
rel ocati on of war industry personnel and capital installations as
much as on proposals for devel opi ng new patterns of consunption
One serious flaw common to such plans is the kind called in the
natural sciences the "macroscopic error.” An inmplicit presunption
is made that a total national plan for conversion differs froma
community programto cope with the shutting down of a "defense
facility" only in degree. We find no reason to believe that this
is the case, nor that a general enlargenent of such |oca
programnms, however well thought out in terms of housing,
occupational retraining, and the like, can be applied on a

nati onal scale. A national economy can absorb al nost any number of
subsi diary reorgani zations within its total limts, providing
there is no basic change in its own structure. Cenera



di sarmanent, which woul d require such basic changes, |ends itself
to no valid smaller-scal e anal ogy.

Even nore questionable are the nodels proposed for tinme retraining
of | abor for non armanents occupations. Putting aside for the
nonment the unsol ved questions dealing with the nature of new
distribution patterns-- retraining for what?--the increasingly
specialized job skills associated with war industry production are
further depreciated by the accelerating inroads of the industria
techni ques | oosely described as "automation.” It is not too nuch
to say that general disarmanent would require the scrapping of a
critical proportion of the nost highly devel oped occupati ona
specialties in the econony. The political difficulties inherent in
such an "adjustnent would nmake the outcries resulting fromthe
closing of few obsolete nilitary and naval installations in 1964
sound |i ke a whisper.

In general, discussions of the problens of conversion have been
characterized by an unwillingness to recognize its specia
quality. This is best exenplified by the 1965 report of the

Ackl ey Committee. One critic has tellingly pointed out that it
blindly assunmes that " ....nothing in the arns econony--

neither its size, nor its geographical concentration, nor its

hi ghly specialized nature, nor the peculiarities of its market,
nor the special nature of nmuch of its |abor force--endows it with
any uni queness when the necessary tine of adjustnent cones."'

Let us assune, however, despite the |ack of evidence that a viable
program for conversion can be devel oped in the framework of the
exi sting econony, that the probl ens noted above can be sol ved.

What proposal s have been offered for utilizing the productive
capabilities that disarmanent woul d presumably rel ease?

The nmost commonly held theory is sinply that general econom c

rei nvestment woul d absorb the greater part of these capabilities.
Even though it is now largely taken for granted (and even by
today's equivalent of traditional |aissez-faire econom sts) that
unpr ecedent ed governnment assi stance (and concomnitant governnent

control) will be needed to solve the "structural” problem of
transition, a general attitude of confidence prevail that new
consunption patterns will take up the slack What is less clear is

the nature of these patterns.

One school of economists has it that these patterns will devel op
on their own. It envisages the equivalent the arns budget being
returned, under careful control, to the consumer, in the form of
tax cuts. Another, recognizing the undeni able need for increased
"consunption in what is generally considered the public sector of
t he econony, stresses vastly increased governnent spending in such
areas of national concern as health, education, mass
transportation, |ow

cost housing, water supply, control of the physical environment,
and, stated generally poverty."

The nechani sns proposed for controlling the transition to an armns-
free economy are also traditional-changes in both sides of the
federal budget, manipulation of interest rates, etc. W



acknow edge the undeni abl e value of fiscal tools in a norna
cyclical econony, when they provide | everage to accelerate or
brake an existing trend. Their nmore conmitted proponents, however,
tend to | ose sight of the fact that there is a limt to the power
of these devices to influence fundanmental econom c forces. They
can provide new incentives in the econony, but they cannot in
thensel ves transformthe production of a billion dollars' worth of
nm ssiles a year to the equivalent in food, clothing, prefabricated
houses, or television sets. At bottom they reflect the econony;
they do not notivate it.

Mor e sophi sticated, and | ess sangui ne, analysts COD-template the
di version of the arns budget to a non military system equally
renote fromthe nmarket econony, \Wat the "pyram d-buil ders”
frequently suggest is the expansi on of space-research prograns to
the dollar |evel of current armaments expenditures. This approach
has the superficial nmerit of reducing the size of the probl em of
transferability of resources, but introduces other difficulties,
which we will take up in section 6.

Wt hout singling out any one of the several major studies of the
expected i npact of di sarmanent on the econony for specia
criticism we can summarize our objections to themin genera
terms as foll ows:

1. No proposed program for econom c conversion to di sar manent
sufficiently takes into account the uni que magnitude of the
required adjustnents it would entail

2. Proposals to transform arns production into a beneficent schene
of public works are nore the product of w shful thinking than of
realistic understanding of the limts of our existing economc
system

3. Fiscal and nonetary neasures are inadequate as controls for the
process of transition to an arns-free econony,

4. Insufficient attention has been paid to the politica
acceptability of the objectives of the proposed conversion nodels,
as well as of the political neans to be enployed in effectuating a
transition.

S. No serious consideration has been given, in any proposed
conversion plan, to the fundanmental nonmlitary function of war
and armanments in nmodern society, nor has any explicit attenpt been
made to devise a viable substitute for it. This criticismwll be
devel oped in sections 5 and 6.

SECTI ON 3

DI SARMAVENT SCENARI OS



SCENARI CS, as they have cone to be called, are hypothetica
constructions of future events. Inevitably, they re conposed of
varying proportions of established fact, reasonable inference, and
nore or less inspired guess-work. Those which have been suggested
as nodel procedures for effectuating international arns contro

and eventual disarmanent are necessarily imaginative, al-though
closely reasoned; in this respect they resenble the "war ganes"
anal yses of the Rand Corporation, with which they share a common
conceptual origin.

Al'l such scenarios that have been seriously put forth inply a
dependence on bilateral or nmultilateral agreenent between the
great powers. In general, they call for a progressive phasing out
of gross armanents, mlitary forces, weapons, and weapons

technol ogy, coordinated with el aborate nmatching procedures of
verification, inspection, and machinery for the settlenent of

i nternational disputes. It should be noted that even proponents of
unil ateral disarmanment qualify their proposals with an inplied
requi renent of reciprocity, very much in the manner of a scenario
of graduated response in nuclear war. The advantage of unilatera
initiative lies inits political value as an expression of good
faith, as well as in its diplomtic function as a catal yst for
formal di sarmanent negoti ations.

The READ nodel for disarmanment (devel oped by the Research Program
on Economi ¢ Adjustnents to Disarmanent) is typical of these
scenarios. It is a twelve-year-program divided into three-year
stages. Each stage includes a separate phase of: reduction of
armed forces; cutbacks of weapons production, inventories, and
foreign mlitary bases; devel opnment of international inspection
procedures and control conventions; and the building up of a
soverei gn international disarmnent organization. It anticipates a
net matching decline in U S. defense expenditures of only sonmewhat
nore than half the 1965 |l evel, but a necessary re deploynent of
sonme five-sixths of the defense-dependent |abor force.

The economic inplications assigned by their authors to various

di sarmanent scenari os diverge wi dely, The nmpore conservative
nodel s, like that cited above, enphasize econonmic as well as
mlitary prudence in postulating el aborate fail-safe disarnmanment
agenci es, which thensel ves require expenditures substantially
substituting for those of the displaced war industries. Such
progranms stress the advantages of the smaller econom c adj ustnent
entail ed Ot hers enphasize, on the contrary, the magnitude (and the
opposi te advantages) of the savings to be achieved from

di sarmanent. One widely read analysis' estimtes the annual cost
of the inspection function of general disarmanent throughout the
world as only between two and three percent of current mlitary
expenditures. Both types of plan tend to deal with the antici pated
probl em of economic reinvestnment only in the aggregate. W have
seen no proposed di sarmanent sequence that correl ates the phasing
out of specific kinds of mlitary spending with specific new forms
of substitute spending.

W t hout exami ni ng di sarmanment scenarios in greater detail, we may
characterize themw th these general conments:



1. G ven genuine agreenent of intent anong the great powers, the
scheduling of arms control and elimnation presents no inherently
i nsur mount abl e procedural problens. Any of several proposed
sequences m ght serve as the basis for nultilateral agreenent or
for the first step in unilateral arns reduction

2. No mmjor power can proceed with such a program however, unti

it has devel oped an econonic conversion plan fully integrated with
each phase of disarmanment. No such plan has yet been devel oped in
the United States.

3. Furthernore, disarmament scenarios, |ike proposals for economnc
conversion, make no all owance for the non-mlitary functions of
war in nodern societies, and offer no surrogate for these
necessary functions. One partial exception is a proposal for the
"unarmed forces of the United States," which we will consider in
section 6.

SECTI ON 4

WAR AND PEACE -- AS SOCI AL SYSTEMS

WE HAVE DEALT only sketchily with proposed di sarmanent scenari os
and econom ¢ anal yses, but the reason r for our seem ngly casua
di smi ssal of so nuch serious and sophisticated work lies in no

di srespect for its conpetence. It is rather a question of

rel evance. To put it plainly, all these prograns, however detail ed
and wel | devel oped, are abstractions. The nost carefully reasoned
di sarmanent sequence inevitably reads nore like the rules of a
gane or a classroomexercise in logic than |like a prognosis of
real events in the real world. This is as true of today's conpl ex
proposals as it was of the Abbe do St. Pierre's "Plan for

Per petual Peace in Europe 250 years ago.

Sone essential elenent has clearly been lacking in all these
schenes. One of our first tasks was to try to bring this mssing
quality into definable focus, and we believe we have succeeded in
doing so. W find that at the heart of every peace study we have
exam ned--fromthe nmodest technol ogical proposal (e.g., to convert
a poison gas plant to the production of '"socially useful

equi valents) to the nost el aborate scenario for universal peace in
our time--lies one common fundanmental m sconception. It is the
source of the masma of unreality surrounding such plans. It is
the incorrect assunption that war, as an institution, is
subordinate to the social systens it is believed to serve

Thi s m sconception, although profound and far-reaching, is
entirely conprehensible. Few social clichés are so unquestioningly
accepted as the notion that war is an extension of diplomacy (or
of politics, or of the pursuit of economic objectives ) . If this
were true, it would be wholly appropriate for econom sts and
political theorists to | ook on the problens of transition to peace
as essentially nmechanical or procedural --as indeed they do,



treating themas logistic corollaries of the settlenment of

nati onal conflicts of interest. If this were true, there would be
no real substance to the difficulties of transition. For it is
evident that even in today's world there exists no conceivabl e
conflict of interest, real or imaginary, between nations or

bet ween social forces within nations, that can-not be resol ved

Wi t hout recourse to war--if such resolution were assigned a
priority of social value. And if this were true, the economc
anal yses and di sarmanent proposals we have referred to, plausible
and well conceived as they may be, would not inspire, as they do,
an inescapabl e sense of indirection

The point is that the cliché is not true, and the probl ens of
transition are indeed substantive rather than nmerely procedural

Al t hough war is "used" as an instrunent of national and socia
policy, the fact that a society is organized for any degree of
readi ness for war supersedes its political and econom c structure.
War itself is the basic social system w thin which other
secondary nodes of social organization conflict or conspire. It is
t he system which has governed nost human societies of record, as
it is today.

Once this is correctly understood, the true magnitude of the
problens entailed in a transition to peace--itself a socia

system but without precedent except in a few sinple preindustria
soci eti es--becones apparent. At the sanme tine, sonme of the
puzzling superficial contradictions of nodern societies can then
be readily rationalized. The "unnecessary" size and power of the
world war industry; the preem nence of the military establishnment
in every society, whether open or conceal ed; the exenption of
mlitary or paramlitary institutions fromthe accepted social and
| egal standards of behavior required el sewhere in the society; the
successful operation of the arnmed forces and the arnmanents
producers entirely outside the frane-work of each nation's
econonmic ground rules: these and other ambiguities closely
associated with the relationship of war to society are easily
clarified, once the priority of war-making potential as the
principal structuring force in society is accepted. Econom c
systems, political philosophies, and corpora jures serve and
extend the war system not vice versa.

It nmust be enphasi zed that the precedence of a society's war-
maki ng potential over its other characteristics is not the result
of the "threat" presumed to exist at any one tine from other
societies. This is the reverse of the basic situation; "threats"
agai nst the "national interest" are usually created or accel erated
to nmeet the changing needs of the war system Only in
conparatively recent tinmes has it been considered politically
expedi ent to euphem ze war budgets as "defense" requirenments. The
necessity for governnments to distinguish between "aggression"
(bad) and "defense" (good) has been a by-product of rising
literacy and rapid conmunication. The distinction is tactica

only, a concession to the grow ng i nadequacy of ancient war-

organi zing political rationales. Wars are not "caused" by
international conflicts of interest. Proper |ogical sequence would
make it more often accurate to say that war-naking societies

requi re and thus bring about--such conflicts. The capacity of a



nation to make war expresses the greatest social power it can
exerci se; war-making, active or contenplated, is a matter of life
and death on the greatest scale subject to social control. It
shoul d therefore hardly be surprising that the mlitary
institutions in each society claimits highest priorities.

We find further that nobst of the confusion surrounding the nyth

t hat war -

making is a tool of state policy stens froma genera

nm sappr ehensi on of the functions of war. In general, these are
conceived as: to defend a nation frommnilitary attack by another
or to deter such an attack; to defend or advance a "nationa
interest"-- economc, political, ideological; to maintain or
increase a nation's mlitary power for its own sake. These are the
vi sible, or ostensible, functions of war. If there were no others,
the inportance of the war establishnent in each society mght in
fact decline to the subordinate level it is believed to occupy.
And the elimnation of war would i ndeed be the procedural matter
that the di sarmanent scenari os suggest.

But there are other, broader, nore profoundly felt functions of
war in nodern societies. It is these invisible, or inplied,
functions that nmaintain war-

readi ness as the dominant force in our societies. And it is the
unwi | I i ngness or inability of the witers of disarmanent scenari os
and re conversion plans to take theminto account that has so
reduced the useful ness of their work, and that has made it seem
unrelated to the world we know.

SECTI ON 5

THE FUNCTI ONS OF WAR

AS WE HAVE | NDI CATED, the preem nence of the concept of war as the
principal organizing force in nost societies has been
insufficiently appreciated. This is also true of its extensive

ef fects throughout the many nonmilitary activities of society.
These effects are | ess apparent in conplex industrial societies
like our own than in primtive cultures, the activities of which
can be nore easily and fully conprehended.

We propose in this section to exanm ne these nonmlitary, inplied,
and usual ly invisible functions of war, to the extent that they
bear on the problens of transition to peace for our society. The
mlitary, or ostensible, function of the war systemrequires no
el aboration; it serves sinply to defend or advance the "nationa
interest"” by neans of organized violence. It is often necessary
for a national mlitary establishnent to create a need for its
uni que powers to nmintain the franchise, so to speak. And a
healthy military apparatus requires regular "exercise," hy

what ever rational e seens expedient, to prevent its atrophy.



The nonmilitary functions of the war system are nore basic. They
exi st not nmerely to justify thenselves but to serve broader socia
purposes. If and when war is elimnated, the mlitary functions it
has served will end with it. But its nonnmlitary functions wll
not. It is essential, therefore, that we understand their

signi ficance before we can reasonably expect to eval uate whatever
institutions nmay be proposed to replace them

Econom ¢

The production of weapons of nmass destruction has al ways been
associated with economc "waste." The termis pejorative, since it
inmplies a failure of function. But no human activity can properly
be considered wasteful if it achieves its contextual objective.
The phrase "wasteful but necessary," applied not only to war
expenditures but to nost of the "unproductive" conmercia
activities of our society, is a contradiction in terms. ". . . The
attacks that have since the tine of Sanuel's criticismof King
Saul been | evel ed against mlitary expenditures as waste may wel
have conceal ed or mi sunderstood the point that sone kinds of waste
may have a |arger social utility."

In the case of mlitary "waste," there is indeed a | arger socia
utility. It derives fromthe fact that the "wasteful ness" of war
production is exercised entirely outside the framework of the
econony of supply and demand. As such, it provides the only
critically large segnent of the total econony that is subject to
conplete and arbitrary central control. If nodemindustria

soci eties can be defined as those which have devel oped the
capacity to produce nore than is required for their econonc
survival (regardless of the equities of distribution of goods
within them), mlitary spending can be said to furnish the only
bal ance wheel with sufficient inertia to stabilize the advance of
their econom es. The fact that war is "wasteful" is what enables
it to serve this function. And the faster the econony advances,

t he heavier this bal ance wheel nust be.

This function is often viewed, over-sinply, as a device for the
control of surpluses. One witer on the subject puts it this way:
"Why is war so wonderful ? Because it creates artificial demand .
the only kind of artificial demand, noreover, that does not
rai se any political issues: war, and only war, solves the problem
of inventory." The reference here is to shooting war, but it
applies equally to the general war economy as well. "It is
general ly agreed," concludes, nore cautiously, the report of a
panel set up by the U S. Arnms Control and Di sarmanent Agency,
"that the greatly expanded public sector since World War 11
resulting from heavy defense expenditures, has provided additiona
protection agai nst depressions, since this sector is not
responsive to contraction in the private sector and has provided a
sort of buffer or balance wheel in the econony."

The principal econom c function of war, in our view, that it
provi des just such a flywheel. It is not to be confused in
function with the various forms of fiscal control, none of which



directly engages vast nunbers of men and units of production. It
is not to be confused with massive government expenditures in
social welfare progranms; once initiated, such progranms normally
becone .Integral parts of the general econony and are no | onger
subject to arbitrary control

But even in the context of the general civilian econony war cannot
be considered wholly "wasteful." Wthout a |ong-established war
econony, and without its frequent eruption into |arge-scale
shooting war, nost of the major industrial advances known to

hi story, beginning with the devel opment of iron, could never have
taken pl ace. Weapons technol ogy structures the econony.

According to the witer cited above, "Nothing is nore ironic or
reveal i ng about our society than the fact that hugely destructive
war is a very progressive force init. . . . War production is
progressive because it is production that would not otherw se have
taken place. (It is not so widely appreciated, for exanple, that
the civilian standard of living rose during World War 11.)" This
is not "ironic or revealing," but essentially a sinple statenment
of fact.

It should also be noted that war production has a dependably
stimulating effect outside itself. Far fromconstituting a
"wasteful" drain on the econony, war spendi ng, considered
pragmatically, has been a consistently positive factor in the rise
of gross national product and of individual productivity. A fornmer
Secretary of the Army has carefully phrased it for public
consunption thus: "If there is, as | suspect there is, a direct

rel ati on between the stinmulus of |arge defense spending and a
substantially increased rate of growth of gross national product,
it quite sinply follows that defense spending per se m ght be
countenanced on econoni c grounds al one [enphasis added] as a
stimul ator of the national netabolism" Actually, the fundanenta
nonmlitary utility of war in the econony is far nore w dely
acknow edged than the scarcity of such affirmations as that quoted
above woul d suggest.

But negatively phrased public recognitions of the inportance of
war to the general econony abound. The nost fam liar exanple is
the effect of "peace threats" on the stock narket, e.g., "Wl
Street was shaken yesterday by news of an apparent peace feeler
fromNorth Vietnam but swiftly recovered its conposure after
about an hour of sometinmes indiscrimnate selling."' Savings banks
solicit deposits with simlar cautionary slogans, e.g., "If peace
breaks out, will you be ready for it?" A nore subtle case in point
was the recent refusal of the Departnment of Defense to pernmit the
West CGerman government to substitute nonmlitary goods for
unwanted armanents in its purchase conmmtnents fromthe United
States; the decisive consideration was that the German purchases
shoul d not affect the general (nonmilitary) economy. O her

i ncidental exanples are to be found in the pressures brought to
bear on the Departnment when it announces plans to cl ose down an
obsolete facility (as a "wasteful" formof "waste"), and in the
usual coordination of stepped-up military activities (as in
Vietnamin 1965) with dangerously rising unenpl oynment rates.



Al t hough we do not inply that a substitute for war in the econony
cannot be devised, no conbination of techniques for controlling
enpl oynment, production, and consunption has yet been tested that
can renmotely conpare to it in effectiveness. It is, and has been
the essential economic stabilizer of nodern societies.

Political

The political functions of war have been up to now even nore
critical to social stability. It is not surprising neverthel ess,
t hat di scussi ons of econom c conversion for peace tend to fal
silent on the matter of political inplenentation, and that

di sarmanent scenari os, often sophisticated in their weighing of
international political factors, tend to disregard the politica
functions of the war systemw thin individual societies.

These functions are essentially organizational. First of all, the
exi stence of a society as a political "nation" requires as part of
its definition an attitude of relationship toward other "nations."
This is what we usually call foreign policy. But a nation's
foreign policy can not have substance if it |acks the neans of
enforcing its attitude toward other nations. It can do this in a
credi ble manner only if it inplies the threat of nmaxinumpolitica
organi zation for this purpose; which is to say that it is

organi zed to sonme degree for war. War, then, as we have defined it
to include all national activities that recognize the possibility
of armed conflict, is itself the defining elenment of any nation's
exi stence vis-a-vis any other nation. Since it is historically

axi omati c that the existence of any form of weaponry insures its
use, we have used the word "peace" as virtually synonynous with

di sarmanent. By the sane token, "war" is virtually synonynous with
nati onhood. The elinination of war inplies the inevitable
elimnation of national sovereignty and the traditional nation-
state .

The war system not only has been essential to the existence of
nati ons as independent political entities, but has been equally
i ndi spensable to their stable internal political structure.

Wt hout it, no governnent has ever been able to obtain

acqui escence in its "legitimacy," or right to rule its society.
The possibility of war provides the sense of eternal necessity
wi t hout which no governnent can long remain in power. The
historical record reveal s one instance after another where the
failure of a regine to maintain the credibility of a war threat
led to its dissolution, by the forces of private interest, of
reactions to social injustice, or of other disintegrative

el ements. The organi zation of a society for the possibility of war
is its principal political stabilizer. It is ironic that this
primary function of war has been generally recogni zed by

hi storians only where it has been expressly acknow edged--in the
pirate societies of the great conquerors.

The basic authority of a nodern state over its people resides in
its war powers. (There is, in fact, good reason to believe that
codified aw had its origins in the rules of conduct established



by military victors for dealing with the defeated eneny, which
were |later adapted to apply to all subject populations.7) On a
day-to-day basis, it is represented by the institution of police,
armed organi zati ons charged expressly with dealing with "interna
enem es" in a mlitary manner. Like the conventional "external"
mlitary, the police are also substantially exenpt from many
civilian legal restraints on their social behavior. In sone
countries, the artificial distinction between police and other
mlitary forces does not exist. On the long-termbasis, a
government's enmergency war powers --inherent in the structure of
even the nost libertarian of nations--define the nost significant
aspect of the relation between state and citizen

I n advanced nodern denobcratic societies, the war system has

provi ded political |eaders with another political-economc
function of increasing inportance: it has served as the |ast great
saf eguard against the elimnation of necessary social classes. As
econonm ¢ productivity increases to a level further and further
above that of m ni mum subsistence, it becomes nore and nore
difficult for a society to maintain distribution patterns insuring
t he existence of "hewers of wood and drawers of water." The
further progress of automation can be expected to differentiate
still nore sharply between "superior” workers and what Ri cardo
called "nenials," while sinultaneously aggravating the probl em of
mai ntai ni ng an unskilled | abor supply.

The arbitrary nature of war expenditures and of other nmilitary
activities make themideally suited to control these essentia
class relationships. Qoviously, if the war system were to be

di scarded, new political machinery woul d be needed at once to
serve this vital sub function. Until it is devel oped, the

conti nuance of the war system nust be assured, if for no other
reason, anong others, than to preserve whatever quality and degree
of poverty a society requires as an incentive, as well as to

mai ntain the stability of its internal organization of power.

Soci ol ogi ca

Under this heading, we will exam ne a nexus of functions served by
the war system that affect human behavior in society. In general
they are broader in application and |ess susceptible to direct
observation than the economc and political factors previously
consi der ed.

The nopst obvi ous of these functions is the tinme-honored use of
mlitary institutions to provide antisocial elenments with an
acceptable role in the social structure. The disintegrative,
unstabl e soci al novenents | oosely described as "fascist" have
traditionally taken root in societies that have | acked adequate
mlitary or paramilitary outlets to neet the needs of these

el ements. This function has been critical in periods of rapid
change. The danger signals are easy to recogni ze, even though the
stigmata bear different nanes at different tines. The current



euphem stic clichés "juvenile delinquency" and "alienation"--
have had their counterparts in every age. In earlier days these
conditions were dealt with directly by the mlitary w thout the
conplications of due process, usually through press gangs or
outright enslavenent. But, it is not hard to visualize, for
exanpl e, the degree of social disruption that m ght have taken
place in the United States during the |ast two decades if the
probl em of the socially disaffected of the post-Wrld War |
peri od had not been foreseen and effectively met The younger, and
nor e dangerous, of these hostile socia

groupi ngs have been kept under control by the Selective Service
System

This system and its anal ogues el sewhere furnish remarkably cl ear
exanpl es of disguised mlitary utility. Inforned persons in this
country have never accepted the official rationale for a peacetine
draft--nmilitary necessity, preparedness, etc.--as worthy of
serious consideration. But what has gained credence anobng

t houghtful men is the rarely voiced, |ess easily refuted,
proposition that the institution of mlitary service has a
"patriotic" priority in our society that nust be maintained for
its own sake. lronically, the sinplistic official justification
for selective service conmes closer to the mark, once the non-
mlitary functions of mlitary institutions are understood. As a
control device over the hostile, nihilistic, and potentially
unsettling elenents of a society in transition, the draft can
agai n be defended, and quite convincingly, as a "mlitary"
necessity.

Nor can it be considered a coincidence that overt mlitary
activity, and thus the |level of draft calls, tend to follow the
maj or fluctuations in the unenploynent rate in the | ower age
groups. This rate, in turn, is a tinme-tested herald of socia

di scontent. It must be noted also, that the arned forces in every
civilization have provided the principal state-supported haven for
what we now call the "unenpl oyable." The typical European standing
army (of fifty years ago) consisted of " troops unfit for

enpl oynment in comrerce, industry, or agriculture, led by officers
unfit to practice any legitimte profession or to conduct a

busi ness enterprise."8 This is still largely true, if less
apparent. In a sense, this function of the mlitary as the
custodi an of the economcally or culturally deprived was the
forerunner of nobst contenporary civilian social-

wel fare progranms, fromthe WP.A to various forns of "socialized"
medi ci ne and social security. It is interesting that |ibera
soci ol ogi sts currently proposing to use the Sel ective Service
System as a nmedi um of cul tural upgrading of the poor consider this
a novel application of mlitary practice.

Al t hough it cannot be said absolutely that such critical neasures
of social control as the draft require a mlitary rationale, no
nodern soci ety has yet been willing to risk experinmentation with
any ot her kind. Even during such periods of conparatively sinple
social crisis as the so-called Geat Depression of the 1930s, it
was deemed prudent by the government to invest minor make-work
projects, like the "Civilian" Conservation Corps, with a nlitary
character, and to place the nore anbitious National Recovery



Admi ni stration under the direction of a professional arny officer
at its inception. Today, at |east one small Northern

Eur opean country, plagued with uncontrollable unrest among its
"alienated youth,"” is considering the expansion of its arned
forces, despite the problem of making credi ble the expansion of a
non-exi stent external threat.

Sporadic efforts have been nade to pronote general recognition of
broad national values free of mlitary connotation, but they have
been ineffective. For exanple, to enlist public support of even
such modest prograns of social adjustnent as "fighting inflation"
or "maintaining physical fitness" it has been necessary for the
government to utilize a patriotic ( i.e., mlitary ) incentive. It
sells "defense bonds and it equates health with mlitary
preparedness. This is not surprising; since the concept of

"nati onhood' inplies readiness for war, a "national" program nust
do likew se.

In general, the war system provi des the basic notivation for
primary social organization. In so doing, it reflects on the
societal level the incentives of individual human behavi or. The
nost inportant of these, for social purposes, is the individua
psychol ogical rationale for allegiance to a society and its

val ues. All egiance requires a cause; a cause requires an eneny.
This much is obvious; the critical point is that the eneny that
defines the cause nust seem genuinely form dabl e. Roughly
speaki ng, the presunmed power of the "eneny" sufficient to warrant
an individual sense of allegiance to a society nust be
proportionate to the size and conplexity of the society. Today, of
course, that power must be one of unprecedented magnitude and
frightful ness.

It follows, fromthe patterns of human behavior, that the
credibility of a social "eneny demands simlarly a readi ness of
response in proportion to its nenace. In a broad social context,
"an eye for an eye" still characterizes the only acceptable
attitude toward a presunmed threat of aggression, despite contrary
religious and noral precepts governing personal conduct. The
renot eness of personal decision fromsocial consequence in a
nmodern society nmakes it easy for its nenbers to maintain this
attitude without being aware of it. A recent exanple is the war in
Vietnant a | ess recent one was the bonmbing of Hiroshim and
Nagasaki .9 In each case, the extent and gratuitousness of the

sl aughter were abstracted into political formulae by nost

Ameri cans, once the proposition that the victins were "enenies"
was established. The war system makes such an abstracted response

possible in nonnmilitary contexts as well. A conventional exanple
of this mechanismis the inability of nost people to connect, |et
us say, the starvation of mllions in India with their own past

conscious political decision-nmaking. Yet the sequential |ogic
linking a decision to restrict grain production in Arerica with an
eventual fam ne in Asia is obvious, unanbi guous, and unconceal ed.

What gives the war systemits preemnent role in socia

organi zation, as elsewhere, is its unmatched authority over life
and death. It nust be enphasi zed again that the war systemis not
a mere social extension of the presumed need for individual human



vi ol ence, but itself in turn serves to rationalize nost

nonm litary killing. It also provides the precedent for the
collective willingness of nenbers of a society to pay a bl ood
price for institutions far less central to social organization
than war. To take a handy exanmple, " rat her than accept
speed limts of twenty miles an hour we prefer to |let

autonobiles kill forty thousand people a year."l0 A Rand anal yst
puts it in nore general ternms and |less rhetorically: "I amsure
that there is, in effect, a desirable |evel of autonobile
accidents--desirable, that is, froma broad point of view, in the
sense that it is a necessary concom tant of things of greater
value to society.” The point nmay seemtoo obvious for iteration
but it is essential to an understandi ng of the inportant
notivational function of war as a nodel for collective sacrifice.

A brief | ook at some defunct pre-npdern societies is instructive.
One of the nobst noteworthy features common to the larger, nore
conpl ex, and nore successful of ancient civilizations was their
wi despread use of the blood sacrifice. If one were to limt
consideration to those cultures whose regional hegenony was so
conpl ete that the prospect of "war" had become virtually

i nconcei vable --as was the case with several of the great pre-
Col unbi an societies of the Western Hem spheric it would be found
that some formof ritual killing occupied a position of paranount
social inportance in each. Invariably, the ritual was invested
with mythic or religious significance; as with all religious and
totem c practice, however, the ritual nmasked a broader and nore

i mportant social function.

In these societies, the blood sacrifice served the purpose of

mai ntai ning a vestigial "earnest" of the society's capability and
willingness to nake war-i.e., kill and be killed in the event that
some mystical--i.e., unforeseen --circunstance were to give rise
to the possibility. That the "earnest" was not an adequate
substitute for genuine mlitary organi zati on when the unthinkable
eneny, such as the Spani sh conqui stadors, actually appeared on the
scene in no way negates the function of the ritual. It was
primarily, if not exclusively, a synbolic rem nder that war had
once been the central organizing force of the society, and that
this condition m ght recur.

It does not followthat a transition to total peace in nmodern
societies would require the use of this nodel, even in |ess
“barbaric" guise. But the historical anal ogy serves as a reni nder
that a viable substitute for war as a social system cannot be a
nmere synbolic charade. It nust involve real risk of real persona
destruction, and on a scale consistent with the size and

conpl exity of nmodern social systenms. Credibility is the key.

Whet her the substitute is ritual in nature or functionally
substantive, unless it provides a believable |ife-and-death threat
it will not serve the socially organizing function of war.

The exi stence of an accepted external nenace, then, is essentia
to social cohesiveness as well as to the acceptance of politica
authority. The nmenace nust be believable, it nust be of a

magni tude consistent with the conplexity of the society

t hreatened, and it nust appear, at least, to affect the entire



soci ety.

Ecol ogi ca

Man, like all other animals, is subject to the continuing process
of adapting to the limtations of his environnment. But the
princi pal mechanism he has utilized for this purpose is unique
among living creatures. To forestall the inevitable historica
cycles of inadequate food supply, post-Neolithic nman destroys
surpl us nenbers of his own species by organi zed warfare.

Et hol ogi stsl 2 have often observed that the organi zed sl aughter of
menbers of their own species is virtually unknown anobng ot her
animals. Man's special propensity to kill his own kind (shared to
alimted degree with rats) nmay be attributed to his inability to
adapt anachronistic patterns of survival (like primtive hunting)
to his devel opnent of "civilizations" in which these patterns
cannot be effectively sublimated. It nay be attributed to other
causes that have been suggested, such as a mal adapted "territoria
instinct," etc. Nevertheless, it exists and its social expression
in war constitutes a biological control of his relationship to his
natural environnent that is peculiar to nan al one.

War has served to help assure the survival of the human species.
But as an evolutionary device to inprove it, war is al nost
unbel i evably inefficient. Wth few exceptions, the selective
processes of other living creatures pronote both specific surviva
and genetic inprovenent. When a conventionally adaptive ani ma
faces one of its periodic crises of insufficiency, it is the
"inferior" nmenbers of the species that normally di sappear. An
animal's social response to such a crisis may take the formof a
mass mgration, during which the weak fall by the wayside. O it
may follow the dramatic and nore efficient pattern of |enm ng
soci eties, in which the weaker nenbers voluntarily disperse,

| eavi ng avail abl e food supplies for the stronger. In either case,
the strong survive and the weak fall. In human societies, those
who fight and die in wars for survival are in general its

bi ol ogi cal |y stronger nenbers. This is natural selection in
reverse

The regressive genetic effect of war has been often notedl 3 and
equal ly often depl ored, even when it confuses biol ogical and
cultural factors.|3 The disproportionate | oss of the biologically
stronger remains inherent in traditional warfare. It serves to
underscore the fact that survival of the species, rather than its
i mprovenent, is the fundanmental purpose of natural selection, if
it can be said to have a purpose, just as it is the basic prenise
of this study.

But as the pol enol ogi st Gaston Bout houl |5 has pointed out, other
institutions that were devel oped to serve this ecol ogical function
have proved even | ess satisfactory. (They include such established
forms as these: infanticide, practiced chiefly in ancient and



primtive societies; sexual nutilation; nonasticism forced

em gration; extensive capital punishnment, as in old China and

ei ghteenth century Engl and; and other simlar, usually |ocalized,
practices.)

Man's ability to increase his productivity of the essentials of
physical |ife suggests that the need for protection against
cyclical fam ne may be nearly obsolete.” It has thus tended to
reduce the apparent inportance of the basic ecological function of
war, which is generally disregarded by peace theorists. Two
aspects of it remain especially relevant, however. The first is
obvious: current rates of popul ation growth, conpounded by
environnmental threat of chem cal and other contam nants, my wel
bring about a new crisis of insufficiency. If so, it is likely to
be one of unprecedented gl obal nmagnitude, not nerely regional or
tenporary. Conventional nethods of warfare would al nost surely
prove i nadequate, in this event, to reduce the consuni ng

popul ation to a level consistent with survival of the species.

The second relevant factor is the efficiency of nodern nethods of
mass destruction. Even if their use is not required to neet a
wor | d popul ation crisis, they offer, perhaps paradoxically, the
first opportunity in the history of man to halt the regressive
genetic effects of natural selection by war. Nucl ear weapons are
i ndi scrimnate. Their application would bring to an end the

di sproportionate destruction of the physically stronger nenbers of
the species (the "warriors") in periods of war. \Wether this
prospect of genetic gain would offset the unfavorable mutations
antici pated from post nucl ear radioactivity we have not yet

det erm ned. What gives the question a bearing on our study is the
possibility that the determ nation may yet have to be nmade.

Anot her secondary ecol ogical trend bearing on projected popul ation
growh is the regressive effect of certain nedical advances.

Pestil ence, for exanple, is no |longer an inportant factor in
popul ati on control. The problem of increased |life expectancy has
been aggravated. These advances al so pose a potentially nore
sinister problem in that undesirable genetic traits that were
formerly self-liquidating are now medi cally maintained.

Many di seases that were once fatal at pre-procreational ages are
now cured; the effect of this developrment is to perpetuate
undesirabl e susceptibilities and mutations. It seens clear that a
new quasi - eugeni c function of war is now in process of formation
that will have to be taken into account in any transition plan
For the tine being, the Departnent of Defense appears to have
recogni zed such factors, as has been denpnstrated by the pl anning
under way by the Rand Corporation to cope with the breakdown in
the ecol ogi cal balance anticipated after a thernonucl ear war. The
Department has al so begun to stockpile birds, for exanple,

agai nst the expected proliferation of radiation-

resi stant insects, etc.



Cultural and Scientific

The decl ared order of values in nodern societies gives a high
place to the so-called "creative" activities, and an even higher
one to those associated with the advance of scientific know edge.
W dely held social values can be translated into politica

equi valents, which in turn may bear on the nature of a transition
to peace. The attitudes of those who hold these val ues nmust be
taken into account in the planning of the transition. The
dependence, therefore, of cultural and scientific achievenent on
the war system woul d be an inportant consideration in a
transition plan even if such achi evenent had no inherently
necessary social function

O all the countless dichotonies invented by scholars to account
for the major differences in art styles and cycles, only one has
been consistently unanbi guous in its application to a variety of
forms and cultures. However it may be verbalized, the basic
distinction is this: Is the work war-oriented or is it not?

Anong primtive peoples, the war dance is the nost inportant art form
El sewhere, literature, nusic, painting, scul pture, and
architecture that has won | asting acceptance has invariably dealt
with a theme of war, expressly or inplicitly, and has expressed
the centricity of war to society. The war in question may be

nati onal conflict, as in Shakespeare plays, Beethoven's music, or
Goya's paintings, or it may be reflected in the formof religious,
social, or noral struggle, as in the work of Dante, Renbrandt, and
Bach. Art that cannot be classified as war-oriented is usually
described as "sterile," "decadent," and so on. Application of the
"war standard" to works of art may often | eave room for debate in
i ndi vi dual cases, but there is no question of its role as the
fundanment al deterninant of cultural values. Aesthetic and nora

st andards have a common ant hropol ogical origin, in the exaltation
of bravery, the willingness to kill and risk death in triba
war f ar e.

It is also instructive to note that the character of a society's
culture has borne a close relationship to its | war-making
potential, in the context of its tinmes. It is no accident that
the current "cultural explosion" in the United States is taking
pl ace during an era marked by an unusually rapid advance in
weaponry. This relationship is nore generally recognized than
the literature on the subject would suggest. For exanple, nmany
artists and witers are now beginning to express concern over
the limted creative options they envisage in the warless world
they think, or hope, may be soon upon us. They are currently
preparing for this possibility by unprecedented experinentation
with nmeaningless forns; their interest in recent years has been
i ncreasingly engaged by the abstract pattern, the gratuitous
enotion, the random happeni ng, and the unrel ated sequence.

The rel ationship of war to scientific research and di scovery is
nore explicit. War is the principal notivational force for the
devel opnent of science at every level, fromthe abstractly



conceptual to the narrowmy technol ogi cal. Mddern society places a
hi gh val ue on "pure" science, but it is historically inescapable
that all the significant discoveries that have been nade about the
natural world have been inspired by the real or imaginary mlitary
necessities of their epochs. The consequences of the discoveries
have i ndeed gone far afield, but war has always provi ded the basic
i ncentive.

Begi nning with the devel opment of iron and steel, and proceeding
t hrough the discoveries of the laws of notion and thernodynani cs
to the age of the atomic particle, the synthetic polymer, and the
space capsule, no inportant scientific advance has not been at
least indirectly initiated by an inplicit requirenent of weaponry.
More prosai c exanples include the transistor radio (an outgrowth
of military comruni cations requirenents ), the assenbly line (
fromCivil War firearnms needs ), the steel-frame building (from
the steel battleship), the canal |ock, and so on. A typica
adaptation can be seen in a device as nodest as the common

| awnmower; it devel oped fromthe revol ving scythe devised by
Leonardo da Vinci to precede a horse-powered vehicle into eneny
ranks.

The nost direct relationship can be found in nedical technol ogy.
For exanple, a giant "wal king machine," an anplifier of body
notions invented for mlitary use in difficult terrain, is now
making it possible for many previously confined to wheelchairs to
wal k. The Vi etnam war al one has |led to spectacul ar inprovements in
anput ati on procedures, blood-handling techniques, and surgica

| ogistics. It has stinmulated new | arge-scal e research on nalaria
and other tropical parasite diseases; it is hard to estimte how
long this work woul d ot herwi se have been del ayed, despite its
enornous nonmlitary inportance to nearly half the world's
popul ati on.

O her

We have elected to omt fromour discussion of the nonmlitary
functions of war those we do not consider critical to a transition
program This is not to say they are uninportant, however, but
only that they appear to present no special problens for the
organi zati on of a peace-oriented social system They include the
fol |l owi ng:

War as a general social release. This is a psycho-social function
serving the sane purpose for a society as do the holiday, the
celebration, and the orgy for the individual-- the rel ease and
redi stribution of undifferentiated tensions. War provides for the
peri odi ¢ necessary readjustnment of standards of social behavior (
the "moral climate") and for the dissipation of general boredom
one of the nobst consistently underval ued and unrecogni zed of
soci al phenonena.

War as a generational stabilizer. This psychol ogical function



served by other behavior patterns in other animals, enables the
physically deteriorating ol der generation to maintain its contro
of the younger, destroying it if necessary.

War as an ideological clarifier. The dualismthat characterizes
the traditional dialectic of all branches of philosophy and of
stable political relationships stens fromwar as the prototype of
conflict. Except for secondary considerations, there cannot be, to
put it as sinply as possible, nore than two sides to a question
because there cannot be nmore than two sides to a war.

War as the basis for international understanding. Before the

devel opnent of nodern communi cations, the strategic requirenents
of war provided the only substantial incentive for the enrichnent
of one national culture with the achi evements of another. Although
this is still the case in many international relationships, the
function is obsol escent.

We have al so forgone extended characterization of those functions
we assume to be widely and explicitly recogni zed. An obvious
exanple is the role of war as controller of the quality and degree
of unenploynent. This is nore than an econonmic and political sub
function; its sociological, cultural, and ecol ogical aspects are
al so inportant, although often teleononmc. But none affect the
general problem of substitution. The sane is true of certain other
functions; those we have included are sufficient to define the
scope of the problem

SECTI ON 6

SUBSTI TUTES FOR THE FUNCTI ONS OF WAR

BY NOWit should be clear that the npost detail ed and conprehensive
master plan for a transition to world peace will remain academ c
if it fails to deal forth-rightly with the problemof the critica
nonm litary functions of war. The social needs they serve are

essential; if the war system no | onger exists to neet them
substitute institutions will have to be established for the
pur pose. These surrogates nust be "realistic,”" which is to say

of scope and nature that can be conceived and inplenmented in the
context of present-day social capabilities. This is not the truism
it may appear to be; the requirenents of radical social change
often reveal the distinction between a nost conservative
projection and a wildly utopian schene to be fine indeed.

In this section we will consider sonme possible substitutes for
these functions. Only in rare instances have they been put forth
for the purposes which concern us | here, but we see no reason to
limt ourselves to proposals that address thensel ves explicitly to

the problemas we | have outlined it. We will disregard the
ostensible, or mlitary, functions of war; it is a pren se of
this study that the transition to peace inplies absolutely will no
| onger exist in any relevant sense. W will also disregard the non

critical functions exenplified at the end of the preceding
secti on.



Economi ¢

Econom ¢ surrogates for war nmust nmeet two principal criteria. They
nmust be "wasteful," in the commpn sense of the word, and they nust
operate outside the normal supply-demand system A corollary that
shoul d be obvious is that the magni tude of the waste must be
subject to arbitrary control. Public housing starts, to neet the
needs of a particular society. An econony as advanced and conpl ex
as our own requirenents of a stable econony mght dictate. An
econony as advanced and conpl ex as our own requires the planned
average annual destruction of not |ess than 10 percent of gross

national productl if it is effectively to fulfill its stabilizing
function. Wen the mass of a bal ance wheel is inadequate to the
power it is intended to control, its effect can be self-defeating,

as with a runaway | oconotive. The anal ogy, though crude2, is
especially apt for the Anerican econony, as our record of
cyclical depressions shows. Al have taken place during periods of
grossly inadequate mlitary spending.

Those few economi ¢ conversi on prograns which by inplication
acknowl edge the nonmilitary econom ¢ function of war (at least to
some extent) tend to assune that so-called social-welfare

expenditures will fill the vacuum created by the di sappearance of
mlitary spending. When one considers the backlog of unfinished
busi ness--proposed but still unexecuted--in this field, the

assunpti on seens plausible. Let us examine briefly, the foll ow ng
list, which is nore or less typical of general social welfare
prograns. 3

Heal th. Drastic expansion of nedical research, education, and
training facilities; hospital and clinic construction; the genera
obj ective of conplete governnent guaranteed health care for all

at a level consistent with current devel opments in nedica

t echnol ogy.

Educati on. The equival ent of the foregoing in teacher training;
schools and |ibraries; the drastic upgrading of standards, with
the general objective of making available for all an attainable
educational goal equivalent to what is now considered a

prof essi onal degree.

Housi ng. Clean, confortable, safe, and spacious |iving space for
all, at the level now enjoyed by about 15 percent of the
popul ation in this country (less in nost others).

Transportation. The establishnent of a system of mass public
transportation nmaking it possible for all to travel to and from
areas of work and recreation quickly, confortably, and
conveniently, and to travel privately for pleasure rather than
necessity.

Physi cal environment. The devel opment and protection of water



supplies, forests, parks, and other natural resources; the
elimnation of chem cal and bacterial contam nants fromair
wat er, and soil

Poverty. The genuine elimnation of poverty, defined by a standard
consistent with current econom c productivity, by neans of a

guar anteed annual incone or whatever system of distribution wll
best assure its achi evenent.

This is only a sanpler of the nore obvious donestic social welfare
items, and we have listed it in a deliberately broad, perhaps
extravagant, manner. In the past, such a vague and ambiti ous
soundi ng "program' woul d have been disnm ssed out of hand, w thout
serious consideration; it would clearly have been, prim facie,
far too costly, quite apart fromits political inplications.4 OQur
objection to it, on the other hand, could hardly be nore
contradictory. As an econonm c substitute for war it is inadequate
because it would be far too cheap

If this seems paradoxical, it nmust be renenbered that up to now
all proposed social -wel fare prograns have had to be neasured

wi thin the war economy, not as a replacenent for it. The old

sl ogan about a battleship or an I CBM costing as nuch as x
hospitals or y schools or z hones takes on a very different
meaning if there are to be no nore battleships or | CBMs.

Since the list is general , we have elected to forestall the
tangential controversy that surrounds arbitrary cost projections
by offering no individual cost estimates. But the maxi num program
that could be physically effected along the lines indicated could
approach the established level of mlitary spending only for a
limted tinme--in our opinion, subject to a detail ed cost-and-
feasibility analysis, less than ten years. In this short period,
at this rate, the major goals of the program would have been
achieved. Its capital-investnent phase woul d have been conpl et ed,
and it would have established a permanent conparatively nodest

| evel of annual operating cost-- within the framework of the
general economy.

Here is the basic weakness of the social-welfare surrogate. On the
short -

term basis, a maxi num program of this sort could replace a nornma
mlitary spending program provided it was designed, |like the
mlitary nodel, to be subject to arbitrary control. Public
housi ng starts, for exanple, or the devel opment of nobdern nedica
centers mght be accelerated or halted fromtinme to tinme, as the
requi renent of a stable economy mght dictate. But on the |ong
term basis, social-welfare spending, no matter how often
redefined, would necessarily becone an integral, accepted part of
t he econony, of no nore value as a stabilizer than the autonobile
i ndustry or old age and survivors' insurance. Apart from whatever
nmerit social-welfare prograns are deened to have for their own
sake, their function as a substitute for war in the economy woul d
thus be self-liquidating. They m ght serve, however, as expedients
pendi ng the devel opnent of nore durable substitute neasures.

Anot her econom ¢ surrogate that has been proposed is a series of
gi ant "space research" prograns. These have al ready denonstrated



their utility in nore nodest scale within the mlitary econony.
VWhat has been inplied, although not yet expressly put forth, is

t he devel opment of a |ong-range sequence of space-research
projects with largely unattai nable goals This kind of program

of fers several advantages |acking in the social welfare nodel.
First, it is unlikely to phase itself out, regardl ess of the
predi ctable "surprises" science has in store for us: the universe
is too big. In the event sone individual project unexpectedly
succeeds there would be no dearth of substitute problens. For
exanpl e, if colonization of the noon proceeds on schedule, it
coul d then beconme "necessary" to establish a beachhead on Mars or
Jupiter, and so on. Second, it need be no nore dependent on the
general supply-demand econony than its mlitary prototype. Third,
it lends itself extraordinarily well to arbitrary control

Space research can be viewed as the nearest nodern equival ent yet
devised to the pyramid-building, and simlar ritualistic
enterprises, of ancient societies. It is true that the scientific
val ue of the space program even of what has al ready been
acconplished, is substantial on its own terns. But current
programs are absurdly and obvi ously disproportionate, in the
relationshi p of the know edge sought to the expenditures
committed. Al but a small fraction of the space budget, measured
by the standards of conparable scientific objectives, nust be
charged de facto to the mlitary econony. Future space research
projected as a war surrogate, would further reduce the
"scientific" rationale of its budget to a m nuscul e percentage

i ndeed. As a purely econom c substitute for war, therefore,
extension of the space program warrants serious consideration

In Section 3 we pointed out that certain disarmanent nodels,
which we call ed conservative, postul ated extrenely expensive and
el aborate inspection systens. Wuld it be possible to extend and
institutionalize such systens to the point where they m ght serve
as econom ¢ surrogates for war spendi ng? The organi zati on of fai
safe inspection nmachinery could well be ritualized in a manner
simlar to that of established mlitary processes. "lInspection
teams” mght be very like armes, and their technical equipnent
m ght be very like weapons. Inflating the inspection budget to
mlitary scale presents no difficulty. The appeal of this kind of
schene lies in the conparative ease of transition between two
paral |l el systens.

The "el aborate inspection" surrogate is fundanentally fallacious,
however. Although it mght be economically useful, as well as
politically necessary, during the disarmanent transition, it would
fail as a substitute for the economic function of war for one

si npl e reason. Peace-keeping inspection is part of a war system
not of a peace system It inplies the possibility of weapons

mai nt enance or manufacture, which could not exist in a world at
peace as here defined. Massive inspection also inplies sanctions,
and thus war-readi ness.

The sane fallacy is nore obvious in plans to create a patently
usel ess "defense conversion" apparatus. The | ong-discredited
proposal to build "total" civil defense facilities is one exanple;
another is the plan to establish a giant antim ssile missile



conplex (Nike-X et.al.). These progranms, of course, are econonic
rather than strategic. Neverthel ess, they are not substitutes for
mlitary spending but nmerely different forns of it.

A nore sophisticated variant is the proposal to establish the
"Unarnmed Forces" of the United States. This would conveniently
mai ntain the entire institutional mlitary structure, redirecting
it essentially toward social-welfare activities on a gl obal scale.
It would be, in effect, a giant mlitary Peace Corps. There is
not hi ng i nherently unworkabl e about this plan, and using the
existing mlitary systemto effectuate its own denise is both

i ngeni ous and convenient. But even on a greatly magnified world
basis, social-welfare expendi tures nust sooner or |ater re-enter
the atnosphere of the normal econony. The practical transitiona
virtues of such a schene would thus be eventually negated by its
i nadequacy as a pernanent economic stabilizer

Political

The war system nakes the stable governnent of societies possible.
It does this essentially by providing an external necessity for a
society to accept political rule. In so doing, it establishes the
basis for nationhood and the authority of government to contro
its constituents. What other institution or conbination of
programs m ght serve these functions in its place?

We have al ready pointed out that the end of war neans the end of
nati onal sovereignty, and thus the end of nationhood as we know it
today. But this does not necessarily nean the end of nations in
the adm ni strative sense, and internal political power will renain
essential to a stable society. The enmergi ng "nations" of the peace
epoch nust continue to draw political authority from sone source.

A nunber of proposals have been nade governing the relations
between nations after total disarmanent; all are basically
juridical in nature. They contenplate institutions nore or |ess
like a Wrld Court, or a United Nations, but vested with rea
authority. They may or nmmy not serve their ostensible post
mlitary purpose of settling international disputes, but we need
not discuss that here. None would offer effective externa
pressure on a peace-world nation to organize itself politically.

It m ght be argued that a well-arnmed international police force,
operating under the authority of such a supranational "court,"
could well serve the function of external eneny. This, however,
woul d constitute a mlitary operation, |like the inspection schenes
menti oned, and, like them would be inconsistent with the preni se
of an end to the war system It is possible that a variant of the
“Unarnmed Forces" idea m ght be developed in such a way that its
“constructive" (i.e., social welfare) activities could be conbi ned
with an economc "threat" of sufficient size and credibility to
warrant political organization. Wuld this kind of threat also be
contradictory of our basic prem se? --that is, in our view, but we



are skeptical of its capacity to evoke credibility. Also, the
obvi ous destabilizing effect of any global social welfare
surrogate on politically necessary class relationships would
create an entirely new set of transition problens at |east equa
i n magni tude.

Credibility, in fact, lies at the heart of the problem of

devel oping a political substitute for war. This is where the
space-race proposals, in many ways so well suited as econom c
substitutes for war, fall short. The npbst anbitious and
unreal i stic space project cannot of itself generate a believable
external nenace. It has been hotly argued that such a nenace woul d
offer the "l ast, best hope of peace,” etc., by uniting mankind
agai nst the danger of destruction by "creatures" from other

pl anets or from outer space. Experinents have been proposed to
test the credibility of an out-of-our-world invasion threat; it is
possible that a few of the nore difficult-to-explain "flying
saucer" incidents of recent years were in fact early experinments
of this kind. If so, they could hardly have been judged
encouragi ng. We anticipate no difficulties in making a "need" for
a giant super space program credi ble for econom c purposes, even
were there not anple precedent; extending it, for politica
purposes, to include features unfortunately associated with
science fiction would obviously be a nore dubi ous undert aki ng.

Neverthel ess, an effective political substitute for war would
require "alternate enemes," some of which mght seemequally far-
fetched in the context of the current war system It may be, for

i nstance, that gross pollution of the environment can eventually
repl ace the possibility of mass destruction by nucl ear weapons as
the principal apparent threat to the survival of the species.

Poi soning of the air, and of the principal sources of food and

wat er supply, is already well advanced, and at first glance would
seem prom sing in this respect; it constitutes a threat that can
be dealt with only through social organization and politica

power. But from present indications it will be a generation to a
generation and a half before environnental pollution, however
severe, will be sufficiently nmenacing, on a global scale, to offer

a possible basis for a solution.

It is true that the rate of pollution could be increased

sel ectively for this purpose; in fact, the nere nodifying of

exi sting progranms for the deterrence of pollution could speed up
the process enough to nake the threat credible nuch sooner. But
the pollution problem has been so wi dely publicized in recent
years that it seens highly inprobable that a program of deliberate
envi ronnent al poi soning could be inplenented in a politically
accept abl e manner.

However unlikely sone of the possible alternate enem es we have

menti oned may seem we nust enphasi ze that one nust be found, of
credible quality and magnitude, if a transition to peace is ever
to come about without social disintegration. It is nore probable,

in our judgnent, that such a threat will have to be invented,
rat her than devel oped from unknown conditions. For this reason, we
believe further specul ation about its putative nature ill-advised

in this context. Since there is considerable doubt, in our ninds



that any viable political surrogate can be devised, we are
reluctant to conpronise, by premature discussion, any possible
option that may eventually |lie open to our government.

Soci ol ogi ca

O the many functions of war we have found convenient to group
together in this classification, two are critical. In a world of
peace, the continuing stability of society will require: 1) an
effective substitute for mlitary institutions that can neutralize
destabilizing social elenents and 2) a credible notivationa
surrogate for war that can insure social cohesiveness. The first
is an essential element of social control; the second is the basic
mechani sm for adapting individual human drives to the needs of

soci ety.

Most proposals that address thenselves, explicitly or otherw se,
to the postwar problemof controlling the socially alienated turn
to some variant of the Peace Corp. or the so-called Job Corps for
a solution. The socially disaffected, the econonically unprepared,
the psychol ogi cally unconformabl e, the hard-core "delinquents,"
the incorrigible "subversives," and the rest of the unenpl oyabl e
are seen as sonehow transforned by the discipline of a service
nodel ed on mlitary precedent into nore or |ess dedicated socia
service workers. This presunption also infornms the otherw se

har dheaded ratioci nati on of the "Unarmed Forces" plan

The probl em has been addressed, in the | anguage of popul ar
soci ol ogy, by Secretary McNamara. "Even in our abundant societies,
we have reason enough to worry over the tensions that coil and

ti ghten anong underprivil eged young people, and finally flail out
in delinquency and crinme. What are we to expect ... where nmounting
frustrations are likely to fester into eruptions of violence and
extremi snm?" In a seem ngly unrel ated passage, he continues: "It
seenms to ne that we could nove toward renedying that inequity [of
the Sel ective Service System] by asking every young person in the
United States to give two years of service to his country --
whether in one of the mlitary services, in the Peace Corps, or in
some ot her vol unteer devel opmental work at home or abroad. W
coul d encourage other countries to do the same." Here, as

el sewhere throughout this significant speech, M. MNamara has
focused, indirectly but unm stakably, on one of the key issues
bearing on a possible transition to peace, and has |ater

i ndi cated, also indirectly, a rough approach to its resolution
agai n phrased in the |anguage of the current war system

It seens clear that M. MNanmara and ot her proponents of the
peace-corps surrogate for this war function | ean heavily on the
success of the paramilitary Depression prograns nentioned in the

| ast section. W find the precedent wholly inadequate in degree.
Nei ther the | ack of relevant precedent, however, nor the dubious
soci al -wel fare sentinmentality characterizing this approach warrant
its rejection without careful study. It may be viable; provided



first, that the nmilitary origin of the Corps format be effectively
rendered out of its operational activity; and second, that the
transition fromparamlitary activities to "devel opmental work"
can be effected without regard to the attitudes of the Corps
personnel or to the "value" of the work it is expected to perform
Anot her possible surrogate for the control of potential enem es of
society is the reintroduction, in sone form consi stent with nodern
technol ogy and political processes, of slavery. Up to now, this
has been suggested only in fiction, notably in the works of Wells,
Huxl ey, Orwell, and others engaged in the inmaginative anticitution
is needed, as the "alternate eneny" needed to the sociol ogy of the
future. But the fantasies projected in Brave New World and 1984
have seenmed | ess and | ess inplausible over the years since their
publication. The traditional association of slavery with ancient
pre-industrial cultures should not blind us to its adaptability to
advanced forms of social organization, nor should its equally
traditional inconpatibility with Western noral and econom ¢
values. It is entirely possible that the devel opnent of a

sophi sticated form of slavery may be an absolute pre-requisite for
social control in a world at peace. As a practical matter,
conversion of the code of military discipline to a euphem zed form
of enslavenent would entail surprisingly little revision; the

| ogi cal step would be the adoption of sone form of "universal"
mlitary service

When it cones to postulating a credible substitute for war capabl e
of directing human behavior patterns in behalf of socia

organi zation, few options suggest thenselves. Like its politica
function, the notivational function of war requires the existence
of a genuinely nenacing social enemy. The principal difference is
that for purposes of notivating basic allegiance, as distinct from
accepting political authority, the "alternate eneny" nust inply a
nore i medi ate, tangible, and directly felt threat of destruction.
It nmust justify the need for taking and paying a "blood price" in
wi de areas of human concern.

In this respect, the possible substitute enem es noted earlier
woul d be insufficient. One exception nmight be the environnmental -
pol lution nodel, if the danger to society it posed was genuinely
i mm nent. The fictive nodels would have to carry the wei ght of
extraordi nary conviction, underscored with a not

i nconsi derabl e actual sacrifice of life; the construction of an
up-to-date nythological or religious structure for this purpose
woul d present difficulties in our era, but must certainly be
consi der ed.

Games theorists have suggested, in other contexts, the devel opnent
of "bl ood ganes" for the effective control of individua
aggressive inpulses. It is an ironic comrentary on the current
state of war and peace studies that it was left not to scientists;
but to the nmakers of a commercial film to develop a nodel for this
notion, on the inplausible | evel of popular nelodram, as a
ritualized manhunt. Mre realistically, such a ritual might be
soci alized, in the manner of the Spanish Inquisition and the |ess
formal witch trials of other periods, for purposes of "socia
purification," "state security,” or other rationale both
acceptabl e and credible to postwar societies. The feasibility of



such an updated version of still another ancient institution

t hough doubtful, is considerably |ess fanciful than the w shfu
noti on of many peace planners that a lasting condition of peace
can be brought about wi thout the npbst painstaki ng exam nation of
every possible surrogate for the essential functions of war. Wat
is involved here, in a sense, is the quest for WIlliam Janes's
"noral equival ent of war."

It is also possible that the two functions considered under this
heading may be jointly served, in the sense of establishing the
antisocial, for whoma control institution is needed, as the
"alternate eneny” needed to hold society together. The relentless
and irreversi bl e advance of unenployability at all |evels of
society, and the sinilar extension of generalized alienation from
accepted values may nmeke sone such program necessary even as an
adj unct to the war system As before, we will not speculate on
the specific forns this kind of program nmight take, except to
note that there is again anple precedent, in the treatnment neted
out to disfavored, allegedly nmenacing, ethnic groups in certain
soci eties during certain historical periods.

Ecol ogi ca

Consi dering the shortconmi ngs of war as a nechani sm of selective
popul ation control, it mght appear that devising substitutes for
this function should be conmparatively sinple. Schematically this
is so, but the problemof timng the transition to a new

ecol ogi cal bal anci ng device nakes the feasibility of substitution
| ess certain.

It nust be renmenbered that the limtation of war in this function
is entirely eugenic. War has not been genetically progressive.
But as a system of gross popul ation control to preserve the
species it cannot fairly be faulted. And, as has been pointed out,
the nature of war is itself in transition. Current trends in

war fare--the increased strategic bombing of civilians and the
greater mlitary inportance now attached to the destruction of
sources of supply ( as opposed to purely "mlitary" bases and
personnel )--strongly suggest that a truly qualitative inprovenent
is in the making. Assuming the war systemis to continue, it is
nore than probable that the regressively selective quality of war
wi |l have been reversed, as its victins becone nore genetically
representative of their societies.

There is no question but that a universal requirement that
procreation be linmted to the products of artificial insem nation
woul d provide a fully adequate substitute control for population

| evel s. Such a reproductive system woul d, of course have the added
advant age of being susceptible of direct eugeni c managenent. Its
predi ctabl e further devel opment --conception and enbryonic growth
t aki ng pl ace whol Iy under | aboratory conditions --would extend
these controls to their |ogical conclusion. The ecol ogica

function of war under these circunstances would not only be



super seded but surpassed in effectiveness.

The indicated internediate step--total control of conception with
a variant of the ubiquitous "pill," via water supplies, or certain
essential foodstuffs, offset by a controlled "antidote"--is

al ready under devel opnmental There woul d appear to be no
foreseeabl e need to revert to any of the outnoded practices
referred to in the previous section (infanticide, etc.) as there
m ght have been if the possibility

of transition to peace had arisen two generations ago.

The real question here, therefore, does not concern the viability
of this war substitute, but the political problenms involved in
bringing it about. It cannot be established while the war system
is still in effect. The reason for this is sinple: excess

popul ation is war material. As |ong as any society nust
contenplate even a renpte possibility of war, it nust nmaintain a
maxi mum supportabl e popul ati on, even when so doing critically
aggravates an economic liability. This is paradoxical, in view of
war's role in reducing excess population, but it is readily
under st ood. War controls the general population |level, but the
ecol ogical interest of any single society lies in maintaining its
hegenony vis-a-vis other societies. The obvi ous anal ogy can be
seen in any free-enterprise econony. Practices damging to the
society as a whole --both conpetitive and nonopolistic-- are
abetted by the conflicting econonic notives of individual capita
i nterests. The obvious precedent can be found in the seemingly
irrational political difficulties which have bl ocked universa
adoption of sinple birth-control nethods. Nations desperately in
need of increasing unfavorable production consunption ratios are
nevertheless unwilling to ganble their possible mlitary

requi renents of twenty years hence for this purpose. Unilatera
popul ation control, as practiced in ancient Japan and in other

i sol ated societies, is out of the question in today's world.

Si nce the eugenic solution cannot be achieved until the transition
to the peace systemtakes place, why not wait? One must qualify
the inclination to agree. As we noted earlier, a real possibility
of an unprecedented gl obal crisis of insufficiency exists today,
whi ch the war system nay not be able to forestall. If this should
cone to pass before an agreed-upon transition to peace were
conpleted, the result mght be irrevocably disastrous. There is
clearly no solution to this dilenma; it is a risk which nust be
taken. But it tends to support the viewthat if a decision is nade
to elimnate the war system it were better done sooner than
later.

Cul tural and Scientific

Strictly speaking, the function of war as the deterni nant of
cultural values and as the prime nover of scientific progress may
not be critical in a world without war. Qur criterion for the
basic nonmilitary functions of war has been: Are they necessary to



the survival and stability of society? The absolute need for
substitute cultural value-determ nants and for the continued
advance of scientific know edge is not established. We believe it
i nportant, however, in behalf of those for whomthese functions
hol d subjective significance, that it be known what they can
reasonably expect in culture and science after a transition to
peace.

So far as the creative arts are concerned, there is no reason to
believe they woul d di sappear, but only that they would change in
character and rel ative social inportance. The elim nation of war
woul d in due course deprive themof their principal conative
force, but it would necessarily take sonme tine for the effect of
this withdrawal to be felt. During the transition, and perhaps for
a generation thereafter, thenes of socio-noral conflict inspired
by the war system would be increasingly transferred to the idiom
of purely personal sensibility. At the sane tinme, a new aesthetic
woul d have to devel op. Whatever its name, form or rationale, its
function would be to express, in |anguage appropriate to the new
period, the once discredited philosophy that art exists for its
own sake. This aesthetic would reject unequivocally the classic
requi renment of paramilitary conflict as the substantive content of
great art. The eventual effect of the peace-

wor |l d phil osophy of art would be denocratizing in the extreme, in
the sense that a generally acknow edged subjectivity of artistic
standards woul d equalize their new, content-free "val ues."

What may be expected to happen is that art would be reassigned the
role it once played in a few primtive peace-oriented socia
systens. This was the function of pure decoration, entertainnment,
or play, entirely free of the burden of expressing the socio-noral
val ues and conflicts of a war-oriented society. It is interesting
that the groundwork for such a value-free aesthetic is already
being laid today, in growing experinmentation in art w thout
content, perhaps in anticipation of a world without conflict. A
cult has devel oped around a new kind of cultural determ nism

whi ch proposes that the technol ogical formof a cultura
expression determines its values rather than does its ostensibly
meani ngful content. Its clear inplication is that there is no
"good" or "bad" art, only that which is appropriate to its
(technological) tines and that which is not. Its cultural effect
has been to pronote circunstantial constructions and unpl anned
expressions; it denies to art the reference of sequential |ogic.
Its significance in this context is that it provides al working
nodel of one kind of value-free culture we m ght reasonably
anticipate in a world at peace.

So far as science is concerned, it mght appear at first glance
that a giant space research program the nost prom sing anong the
proposed econom ¢ surrogates for war, mght also serve as the
basic stinulator of scientific research. The | ack of fundamental
organi zed social conflict inherent in space work, however, would
rule it out as an adequate notivational substitute for war when
applied to "pure" science. But it could no doubt sustain the broad
range of technological activity that a space budget of nilitary

di mensions would require. A simlarly scaled social-welfare
program coul d provide a conparable inpetus to | ow keyed



t echnol ogi cal advances, especially in nmedicine, rationalized
construction nmethods, educational psychol ogy, etc. The eugenic
substitute for the ecological function of war would al so require
continuing research in certain areas of the |life sciences.

Apart fromthese partial substitutes for war, it nust be kept in
m nd that the nonmentum given to scientific progress by the great
wars of the past century, and even nore by the anticipation of
World War 111, is intellectually and materially enornous. It is
our finding that if the war systemwere to end tonorrow this
momentum i s so great that the pursuit of scientific know edge
coul d reasonably be expected to go forward w thout noticeable

di m nution for

perhaps two decades. It would then continue, at a progressively
decreasing tenpo, for at |east another two decades before the
"bank account" of today's unresolved probl ens woul d becone
exhausted. By the standards of the questions we have |earned to
ask today, there would no | onger be anything worth know ng stil
unknown; we cannot conceive, by definition, of the scientific
guestions to ask once those we can now conprehend are answered.

This | eads unavoi dably to another matter: the intrinsic val ue of
the unlimted search for know edge. We of course offer no

i ndependent val ue judgnments here, but it is germane to point out
that a substantial mnority of scientific opinion feels that
search to be circunscribed in any case. This opinion is itself a
factor in considering the need for a substitute for the scientific
function of war. For the record, we nust also take note of the
precedent that during |long periods of human history, often
covering thousands of years, in which no intrinsic social value
was assigned to scientific progress, stable societies did survive
and flourish. Although this could not have been possible in the
nodern industrial world, we cannot be certain it may not again be
true in a future world at peace.

SECTI ON 7
SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

The Nature of War

WAR | S NOT, as is widely assunmed, primarily an instrument of
policy utilized by nations to extend or defend their expressed
political values or their economic interests. On the contrary, it
is itself the principal basis of organization on which all nopdern
soci eties are constructed. The common proxi nate cause of war is
the apparent interference of one nation with the aspirations of
another. But at the root of all ostensible differences of nationa
interest lie the dynami c requirenents of the war systemitself for
periodic arned conflict. Readiness for war characterizes



contenporary social systens nore broadly than their econonic and
political structures, which it subsunes.

Econom ¢ anal yses of the anticipated problenms of transition to
peace have not recognized the broad pre-em nence of war in the
definition of social systens. The sane is true, with rare and only
partial exceptions, of nodel disarmnent "scenarios." For this
reason, the value of this previous work is limted to the
mechani cal aspects of transition. Certain features of these nodels
may perhaps be applicable to a real situation of conversion to
peace; this will depend on their conpatibility with a substantive,
rather than a procedural, peace plan. Such a plan can be devel oped
only fromthe prem se of full understanding of the nature of the
war systemit proposes to abolish, which in turn presupposes
detail ed conprehension of the functions the war system perforns
for society. It will require the construction of a detailed and
feasi bl e system of substitutes for those functions that are
necessary to the stability and survival of human societies.

The Functions of War

The visible, mlitary function of war requires no elucidation; it
is not only obvious but also irrelevant to a transition to the
condition of peace, in which it will by definition be superfluous.
It is also subsidiary in social significance to the inplied,
nonmilitary functions of war; those critical to transition can be
summari zed in five principal groupings.

1. Economic. War has provided both ancient and nodern societies
with a dependabl e system for stabilizing and controlling nationa
econom es. No alternate nethod of control has yet been tested in a
conpl ex nmodern econony that has shown itself renotely conparable
in scope or effectiveness.

2.Political. The permanent possibility of war is the foundation
for stable government; it supplies the basis for genera
acceptance of political authority. It has enabled societies to
mai ntai n necessary class distinctions, and it has ensured the
subordination of the citizen to the state, by virtue of the

resi dual war powers inherent in the concept of nationhood. No
nodern political ruling group has successfully controlled its
constituency after failing to sustain the continuing credibility
of an external threat of war.

3. Sociological. War, through the mediumof mlitary institutions,
has uni quely served societies, throughout the course of known
history, as an indispensable controller of dangerous socia

di ssi dence and destructive antisocial tendencies. As the nost
form dable of threats to life itself, and as the only one
susceptible to mtigation by social organization alone, it has

pl ayed another equally fundanental role: the war system has

provi ded the machi nery through which the notivational forces
gover ni ng human behavi or have been translated i nto binding socia
al l egiance. It has thus ensured the degree of social cohesion
necessary to the viability of nations. No other institution, or
groups of institutions, in nodern societies, has successfully
served these functions.

4. Ecol ogi cal . War has been the principal evolutionary device for



mai ntai ni ng a satisfactory ecol ogi cal bal ance between gross human
popul ati on and supplies available for its survival. It is unique
to the human species.

5.Cultural and Scientific. War-orientati on has determ ned the
basi c standards of value in the creative arts, and has provided

t he fundanental notivational source of scientific and
technol ogi cal progress. The concepts that the arts express val ues
i ndependent of their own forns and that the successful pursuit of
know edge has intrinsic social value have | ong been accepted in
nodem soci eti es; the devel opnent of the arts and sciences during
this period has been corollary to the parallel devel opnent of
weaponry.

Substitutes for the Functions of War: Criterion

The foregoing functions of war are essential to the survival of
the social systens we know today. Wth two possible exceptions
they are also essential to any kind of stable social organization
that m ght survive in a warless world. Discussion of the ways and
nmeans of transition to such a world are neaningl ess unl ess a)
substitute institutions can be devised to fill these functions, or
b) it can reasonably be hypothecated that the | oss or partial |oss
of any one function need not destroy the viability of future

soci eti es.

Such substitute institutions and hypotheses nmust neet varying
criteria. In general, they nust be technically feasible,
politically acceptable, and potentially credible to the nenbers of
the societies that adopt them Specifically, they nust be
characterized as foll ows:

1. Economic. An acceptable econom c surrogate for the war system
will require the expenditure of resources for conpletely

nonpr oducti ve purposes at a | evel conparable to that of the
mlitary expenditures otherw se demanded by the size and

conpl exity of each society. Such a substitute system of apparent
"waste" nmust be of a nature that will permt it to renmain

i ndependent of the normal supply-demand econony; it must be
subject to arbitrary political control

2. Political. A viable political substitute for econonic control
appears unpronising in terns that it nmust posit a generalized externa
menace to each society of a nature and degree sufficient to
require the organi zati on and acceptance of political authority.
3. Sociological. First, in the permanent absence of war, new

i nstitutions nust be developed that will effectively control the
socially destructive segments of societies. Second, for purposes
of adapting the physical and psychol ogical dynam cs of human
behavi or to the needs of social organization, a credible
substitutes proposed for this function that are nodel ed war nust
generate an omni present and readily understood fear of persona
destruction. This fear nmust be of a nature and degree sufficient
to ensure adherence to societal values to the full extent that
they are acknow edged to transcend the val ue of individual human
life.



4. Ecological. A substitute for war in its function as the

uni quely human system of popul ati on control nust ensure the
survival, if not necessarily the inprovenent, of the species, in
ternms of its relation to environnental supply.

5. Cultural and Scientific. A surrogate for the function of war as
t he determi nant of cultural val ues nust establish a basis of

soci o-noral conflict of equally conpelling force and scope. A
substitute notivational basis for the quest for scientific

know edge must be simlarly informed by a conparabl e sense of

i nternal necessity.

Substitutes for the Functions of War: WMbdel s

The foll owing substitute institutions, anong others, have been
proposed for consideration as replacenents for the nonmlitary
functions of war. That they may not have been originally set forth
for that purpose does not preclude or invalidate their possible
application here.

1. Economic. a) A conprehensive social-welfare program directed
toward mexi mum i nprovenent of general conditions of human life. b)
A gi ant open-end space research program ainmed at unreachabl e
targets. c) A permanent, ritualized, ultra-el aborate disarnanent

i nspection system and variants of such a system

a. Political. a) An omi present, virtually onmmi potent
international police force. b) An established and recogni zed
extraterrestrial nmenace. c) Mssive global environnental
pollution. d) Fictitious alternate enenies

3. Sociological: Control function. a) Prograns generally derived
fromthe Peace Corps nmodel. a) A nodern sophisticated form of

sl avery. Mtivational function. a)lntensified environnmenta

pol lution. b) New religions or other nmythologies. c) Socially
oriented bl ood ganes. d) Conbination forns.

4. Ecol ogical. A conprehensive welfare program or a nmaster
program of eugenic control

5. Cultural. No replacenment institution offered. Scientific. The
secondary requirenments of the space research, social welfare
and/ or eugeni cs prograns.

Substitutes for the Functions of War: Eval uation

The nodels |isted above reflect only the beginning of the quest
for substitute institutions for the functions of war, rather than
a recapitulation of alternatives. It would be both premature and



i nappropriate, therefore, to offer final judgments on their
applicability to a transition. Mre inportant, it is not enough to
devel op peace and after. Furthernore, since the necessary but
conpl ex project of correlating the conpatibility of proposed
surrogates for different functions could be treated only in
exenplary fashion at this tine, we have elected to withhold such
hypot hetical correlations as were tested as statistically

i nadequat e.

Neverthel ess, sonme tentative and cursory comrents on these
proposed functional "solutions” will indicate the scope of the
difficulties involved in this area of peace planning.

Econom c. The soci al -wel fare nodel cannot be expected to renmin
outside the normal econony after the conclusion of its

predom nantly capital -investnment phase; its value in this function
can therefore be only tenporary. The space-

research substitute appears to nmeet both mpjor criteria, and
shoul d be examined in greater detail, especially in respect to its
probabl e effects on other war functions. "Elaborate inspection”
schenmes, al though superficially attractive, are inconsistent with
the basic prem se of transition to peace. The ''unarmed forces"
variant, logistically simlar, is subject to the sane functiona
criticismas the general social-welfare nodel.

Political. Like the inspection-schene surrogates, proposals for

pl eni potentiary international police are inherently inconpatible
with the ending of the war system The "unarned forces" variant,
amended to include unlinted powers of econonic sanction, mght
concei vably be expanded to constitute a credi bl e external nenace.
Devel opnent of an acceptable threat from "outer space," presumably
in conjunction with a space-research surrogate for econom c
control, appears unpromsing in ternms of credibility. The

envi ronnent al - pol I uti on nodel does not seem sufficiently
responsi ve to i nmedi ate social control, except through arbitrary
accel eration of current pollution trends; this in turn raises
gquestions of political acceptability. New, |ess regressive,
approaches to the creation of fictitious global "enem es" invite
further investigation.

Soci ol ogi cal : Control function. Although the various substitutes
proposed for this function that are nodel ed roughly on the Peace
Cor ps appear grossly inadequate in potential scope, they should
not be ruled out without further study. Slavery, in a
technol ogi cal |y nodern and conceptual |y euphen zed form nmay prove
a nore efficient and flexible institution in this area.
Motivational function. Although none of the proposed substitutes
for war as the guarantor of social allegiance can be dism ssed out
of hand, each presents serious and special difficulties.
Intensified environmental threats may rai se ecol ogi cal dangers;
nyt h maki ng di ssociated fromwar may no | onger be politically
feasi bl e; purposeful blood ganes and rituals can far nore readily
be devised than inplenented. An institution conbining this
function with the precedi ng one, based on, but not necessarily
imtative of, the precedent of organized ethnic repression,
warrants careful consideration

Ecol ogi cal . The only apparent problemin the application of an



adequat e eugenic substitute for war is that of tinming; it cannot
be effectuated until the transition to peace has been conpl eted,
whi ch involves a serious tenporary risk of ecological failure.

Cultural. No plausible substitute for this function of war has yet
been proposed. It may be, however, that a basic cultural val ue-
determinant is not necessary to the survival of a stable society.
Scientific. The sane might be said for the function of war as the
prime mover of the search for know edge. However, adoption of
either a giant space-research program a conprehensive social -

wel fare program or a master program of eugenic control would
provide notivation for linmted technol ogies.

CGener al Concl usi ons

It is apparent, fromthe foregoing, that no program or conbination
of prograns yet proposed for a transition to peace has renotely
approached neeting the conprehensive functional requirenents of a
world without war. Although one projected systemfor filling the
econonmi ¢ function of war seens pronmising, simlar optimsmcan-not
be expressed in the equally essential political and sociol ogica
areas. The other major nonmlitary functions of war--

ecological, cultural, scientific--raise very different problens,
but it is at |east possible that detailed programm ng of
substitutes in these areas is not prerequisite to transition. Mre
important, it is not enough to devel op adequate but separate
surrogates for the major war functions; they nust be fully
conpatible and in no degree self-canceling.

Until such a unified programis devel oped, at | east
hypothetically, it is inpossible for this or any other group to
furni sh neani ngful answers to the questions originally presented
to us. \Wen asked how to best to prepare for the advent of peace,
we nmust first reply, as strongly as we can, that the war system
cannot responsibly be allowed to disappear until 1) we know
exactly what it is we plan to put in its place, and 2) we are
certain, beyond reasonabl e doubt, that these substitute
institutions will serve their purposes in terns of the surviva
and stability of society. It will then be tinme enough to devel op
nmet hods for effectuating the transition; procedural programming
nmust follow, not precede, substantive solutions.

Such solutions, if indeed they exist, will not be arrived at

wi t hout a revolutionary revision of the nodes of thought
heret of ore consi dered appropriate to peace research. That we have
exam ned the fundanental questions involved froma di spassionate,
val ue-free point of view should not inply that we do not
appreciate the intellectual and emotional difficulties that nust
be overcone on all decision-making | evels before these questions
are generally acknow edged by others for what they are. They
reflect, on an intellectual level, traditional enpotiona

resi stance to new ( nore lethal and thus nore "shocking" ) formns
of weaponry.



The understated conment of then-Senator Hubert Hunphrey on the
publication of On Thernonuclear War is still very much to the point:

"New t houghts, particularly those which appear to contradict current
assunptions, are always painful for the mnd to contenplate.”

Nor, sinply because we have not discussed them do we mininize the
massi ve reconciliation of conflicting interests which donestic, as
wel |l as international, agreement on proceedi ng toward genui ne peace
presupposes. This factor was excluded fromthe purview of our
assignnment, but we would be remiss if we failed to take it into
account. Although no insuperable obstacle lies in the path of
reachi ng such general agreenments, form dable short-term private-
group and general -class interest in maintaining the war systemis
wel | established and wi dely recogni zed. The resi stance to peace

stemm ng fromsuch interest is only tangential, in the |long run
to the basic functions of war, but it will not be easily overcone,
in this country or el sewhere. Some observers, in fact, believe
that it cannot be overcone at all in our tine, that the price of

peace is, sinmply, too high. This bears on our overall concl usions
to the extent that timng in the transference to substitute
institutions may often be the critical factor in their politica
feasibility.

It is uncertain, at this tinme, whether peace will ever be
possible. It is far nore questionable, by the objective standard
of continued social survival rather than that of enotiona
pacifism that it would be desirable even if it were denonstrably
attai nable. The war system for all its subjective repugnance to
i nportant sections of "public opinion”; has denonstrated its

ef fectiveness since the beginning of recorded history; it has
provi ded the basis for the devel opnent of nmany inpressively
durabl e civilizations, including that which is dom nant today. It
has consistently provi ded unanbi guous social priorities. It is, on
t he whol e, a known quantity. A viable system of peace, assumi ng
that the great and conpl ex questions of substitute institutions
raised in this Report are both soluble and sol ved; would stil
constitute a venture into the unknown, with the inevitable risks
attendant on the unforeseen, however small and however wel

hedged.

Gover nment deci si on-nmakers tend to choose peace over war

whenever a real option exists, because it usually appears to be
the "safer" choice. Under nost imediate circunmstances they are
likely to be right. But in ternms of |ong-

range social stability, the opposite is true. At our present state
of know edge and reasonable inference, it is the war systemthat
must be identified with stability, the peace systemw th socia
specul ati on, however justifiable the speculation may appear, in
terms of subjective noral or enotional values. A nuclear

physi ci st once renmarked, in respect to a possible di sar manent
agreenent: "If we could change the world into a world in which no
weapons coul d be made, that would be stabilizing. But agreenents;
we can expect, with the Soviets would be destabilizing." The
qualification and the bias are equally irrelevant; any condition
of genuine total peace, however achi eved, woul d be destabili zing



until proved ot herw se.

If it were necessary at this nonent to opt irrevocably for the
retention or for the dissolution of the war system conmmon
prudence would dictate the fornmer course. But it is not yet
necessary, |ate as the hour appears. And nore factors nust
eventual ly enter the war-peace equation than even the nost

determ ned search for alternative institutions for the functions
of war can be expected to reveal. One group of such factors has
been given only passing nmention in this Report; it centers around
t he possi bl e obsol escence of the war systemitself. We have noted,
for instance, the limtations of the war systemin filling its
ecol ogi cal function and the declining inportance of this aspect of
war. It by no means stretches the imagination to visualize

conpar abl e devel opnents which nmay conpronm se the efficacy of war
as, for exanple, an economic controller or as an organi zer of
soci al allegiance. This kind of possibility, however renpte,
serves as a remi nder that all cal culations of contingency not only
i nvol ve the wei ghing of one group of risks against another, but
require a respectful allowance for error on both sides of the

scal e.

A nore expedi ent reason for pursuing the investigation of
alternate ways and nmeans to serve the current functions of war is
narromy political. It is possible that one or nore nmmjor
soverei gn nations nmay arrive, through anbi guous | eadership, at a
position in which a ruling admnistrative class nay | ose contro

of basic public opinion or of its ability to rationalize a desired
war. It is not hard to imagine, in such circunstance, a situation
i n which such governments may feel forced to initiate serious
full-scal e di sarmanent proceedi ngs (perhaps provoked by
"accidental " nucl ear explosions), and that such negotiations may

|l ead to the actual disestablishment of military institutions. As
our Report has made clear, this could be catastrophic. It seens
evident that, in the event an inportant part of the world is
suddenly plunged without sufficient warning into an inadvertent
peace, even partial and inadequate preparation for the possibility
may be better than none. The difference could even be critical

The nodel s considered in the preceding chapter, both those that
seem proni sing and those that do not, have one positive feature in
common--an inherent flexibility of phasing. And despite our
strictures agai nst knowi ngly proceeding into peace-transition
procedures wi thout thorough substantive preparation, our
government nust neverthel ess be ready to nove in this direction
with whatever limted resources of planning are on hand at the
time--if circunstances so require. An arbitrary all-or-nothing
approach is no nore realistic in the devel opnent of contingency
peace programm ng than it is anywhere el se.

But the principal cause for concern over the continuing

ef fectiveness of the war system and the nore inportant reason for
hedgi ng with peace planning, lies in the backwardness of current
war - system programring. Its controls have not kept pace with the

t echnol ogi cal advances it has nmade possible. Despite its

unar guabl e success to date; even in this era of unprecedented
potential in mass destruction, it continues to operate largely on a
| ai ssez- faire basis. To the best of our know edge, no serious



quantified studies have ever been conducted to determ ne, for exanple:

--optimum | evel s of armanment production, for purposes of economc
control, at any given series of chronol ogi cal points and under any
given relationship between civilian production and consunption
patterns;

--correlation factors between draft recruitnent policies and
nmeasur abl e soci al di ssidence;

--mnimum | evel s of popul ati on destructi on necessary to maintain
war-threat credibility under varying political conditions;

--optimum cyclical frequency of "shooting' wars under varying
ci rcunstances of historical relationship

These and other war-function factors are fully susceptible to

anal ysis by today's conputer-based systens, but they have not been
so treated; nodern analytical techniques have up to now been

rel egated to such aspects of the ostensible functions of war as
procurenent, personnel deploynment, weapons analysis, and the |ike.
We do not disparage these types of application, but only deplore
their lack of utilization to greater capacity in attacking

probl ens of broader scope. Qur concern for efficiency in this
context is not aesthetic, econonmic, or humanistic. It stens from
the axi omthat no system can |ong survive at either input or
output levels that consistently or substantially deviate from an
opti mum range. As their data grow increasingly sophisticated, the
war systemand its functions are increasingly endangered by such
devi ati ons.

Qur final conclusion, therefore, is that it will be necessary for
our government to plan in depth for two general contingencies. The
first, and lesser, is the possibility of a viable general peace;
the second is the successful continuation of the war system In
our view, careful preparation for the possibility of peace should
be extended, not because we take the position that the end of war
woul d necessarily be desirable, if it is in fact possible, but
because it may be thrust upon us in sonme form whether we are ready
for it or not. Planning for rationalizing and quantifying the war
system on the other hand, to ensure the effectiveness of its
maj or stabilizing functions, is not only nore prom sing in respect
to anticipated results, but is essential; we can no | onger take
for granted that it will continue to serve our purposes wel

nerely because it always has. The objective of governnent policy
in regard to war and peace, in this period of uncertainty, nust be
to preserve maxi mum options. The recomendati ons which follow are
directed to this end.

SECTI ON 8



RECOVMENDATI ONS

(1) WE PROPOSE THE ESTABLI SHVENT; under executive order of the
Presi dent, of a permanent WAr/Peace Research Agency, enpowered and
mandated to execute the prograns described in (2) and (3) bel ow

This agency (a) will be provided with non-accountabl e funds
sufficient to inplenment its responsibilities and decisions at its
own discretion, and (b) will have authority to preenpt and

utilize, without restriction, any and all facilities of the
executive branch of the governnent in pursuit of its objectives.

It will be organized along the lines of the National Security
Council, except that none of its governing, executive, or
operating personnel will hold other public office or governnenta
responsibility. Its directorate will be drawn fromthe broadest

practicable spectrum of scientific disciplines, humanistic

studi es, applied creative arts, operating technol ogi es, and

ot herwi se uncl assified professional occupations. It will be
responsi ble solely to the President, or to other officers of
government tenporarily deputized by him Its operations will be
governed entirely by its own rules of procedure. Its authority
will expressly include the unlimted right to withhold information
on its activities and its decisions, fromanyone except the

Presi dent, whenever it deens such secrecy to be in the public

i nterest.

(2) THE FIRST OF THE WAR/ PEACE RESEARCH AGENCY' S two princi pa
responsibilities will be to determine all that can be known,

i ncludi ng what can reasonably be inferred in terms of relevant
statistical probabilities, that may bear on an eventual transition
to a general condition of peace. The findings in this Report may
be considered to constitute the beginning of this study and to
indicate its orientation; detailed records of the investigations
and findings of the Special Study Group on which this Report is
based, will be furnished to the agency, along w th whatever
clarifying data the agency deens necessary. This aspect of the
agency's work will hereinafter be referred to as "Peace.
Research. "

The Agency's Peace Research activities will necessarily include,
but not be limted to, the foll ow ng:

(a) The creative devel opnent of possible substitute institutions
for the principal nonmlitary functions of war.

(b) The careful matching of such institutions against the criteria
summarized in this Report, as refined, revised, and extended by
t he agency.

(c) The testing and eval uation of substitute institutions, for
acceptability, feasibility, and credibility, against hypothecated
transitional and postwar conditions; the testing and eval uati on of
the effects of the anticipated atrophy of certain unsubstituted
functions.



(d) The devel opment and testing of the correlativity of multiple
substitute institutions, with the eventual objective of
establ i shing a conprehensive program of conpatible war substitutes
suitable for a planned transition to peace, if and when this is
found to be possible and subsequently judged desirable by
appropriate political authorities.

(e) The preparation of a w de-rangi ng schedul e of partial

uncorrel ated, crash progranms of adjustnent suitable for reducing
t he dangers of an unplanned transition to peace effected by force
maj eure.

Peace Research nmethods will include but not be limted to, the
fol | owi ng:

(a) The conprehensive interdisciplinary application of historical
scientific, technological, and cultural data.

(b) The full utilization of nodern nethods of nmathematica
nodel i ng, anal ogi cal anal ysis, and other, nore sophisticated,
gquantitative techniques in process of devel opnent that are
conpati ble with conputer programming.

(c) The heuristic "peace ganmes" procedures devel oped during the

course of its assignnent by the Special Study Group, and further
extensions of this basic approach to the testing of institutiona
functi ons.

(3) THE WAR/ PEACE RESEARCH AGENCY'S ot her principal responsibility
will be "War Research." Its fundanental objective will be to
ensure the continuing viability of the war systemto fulfill its
essential nonmilitary functions for as long as the war systemis
judged necessary to or desirable for the survival of society. To
achieve this end, the War Research groups within the agency wll
engage in the follow ng activities:

(a) Quantification of existing application of the non-mlitary

functions of war. Specific determnations will include, but not be
limted to: 1) the gross ampunt and the net proportion of
nonproductive mlitary expenditures since World War |1 assignable

to the need for war as an economnic stabilizer; 2) the anmount and
proportion of military expenditures and destruction of life,
property, and natural resources during this period assignable to
the need for war as an instrunent for political control; 3)
simlar figures, to the extent that they can be separately I
arrived at, assignable to the need for war to naintain socia
cohesiveness; 4) levels of recruitment and expenditures on the
draft and other forms of personnel deploynent attributable to the
need for mlitary institutions to control social disaffection; 5)
the statistical relationship of war casualties to world food
supplies; 6) the correlation of mlitary actions and expenditures
with cultural activities and scientific advances (including



necessarily, the devel opment of measurabl e standards in these
areas) .

(b) Establishment of a priori nodern criteria for the execution of
the nonnmilitary functions of war. These will include, but not be
limted to: 1) calculation of mninmum and opti numranges of
mlitary expenditure required, under varying hypothetica
conditions, to fulfill these several functions, separately and
collectively; 2) determ nation of mninmm and opti mum | evels of
destruction of life, property, and natural resources prerequisite
to the credibility of external threat essential to the politica
and notivational functions; 3) devel opnent of a negotiable formula
governing the relationship between mlitary recruitnment and
training policies and the exigencies of social control

(c) Reconciliation of these criteria with prevailing economc,
political, sociological, and ecological linmtations. The ultimte
obj ect of this phase of WAor Research is to rationalize the
heretofore infornmal operations of the war system It should
provi de practical working procedures through which responsible
governnental authority may resolve the foll owi ng war-function
probl enms, anobng ot hers, under any given circunmstances: 1) how to
deternmine the optimum quantity, nature, and timng of mlitary
expenditures to ensure a desired degree of economic control; 2)
how to organi ze the recruitment, deploynment, and ostensible use of
mlitary personnel to ensure a desired degree of acceptance of

aut hori zed soci al values; 3) how to conpute on a short-term basis,
the nature and extent of the loss of |life and other resources

whi ch shoul d be suffered and/or inflicted during any single

out break of hostilities to achieve a desired degree of interna
political authority and social allegiance; 4) how to project, over
extended periods, the nature and quality of overt warfare which
nmust be pl anned and budgeted to achi eve a desired degree of
contextual stability for the same purpose; factors to be

determ ned nust include frequency of occurrence, |ength of phase,
intensity of physical destruction, extensiveness of geographica

i nvol venent, and optinmum nmean loss of life; 5) how to extrapolate
accurately fromthe foregoing, for ecol ogical purposes, the
continuing effect of the war system over such extended cycles, on
popul ati on pressures, and to adjust the planning of casualty rates
accordingly.

War Research procedures will necessarily include, but not be
l[imted to, the follow ng:

(a) The collation of economic, mlitary, and other relevant data
into uniformterns, pernmtting the reversible translation of
heretofore di screte categories of information.'

(b) The devel opnment and application of appropriate forns of cost-
ef fectiveness anal ysis suitable for adapting such new constructs
to computer term nology, programrng, and projection



(c) Extension of the "war ganes" methods of systens testing to
apply, as a quasi-adversary proceeding to the nonnmilitary
functions of war.

(4) SINCE BOTH PROGRAMS of the War/ Peace Research Agency will
share the sane purpose--to nmaintain governmental freedom of choice
in respect to war and peace until the direction of social surviva

is no longer in doubt --it is of the essence of this proposal that
the agency be constituted without limtation of tinme. Its

exam nati on of existing and proposed institutions will be self-
liquidating when its own function shall have been superseded by
the historical developnments it will have, at least in part,
initiated.
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