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Nuclear weapons have been viewed as either a sword of Damocles hanging over the head of humanity, or the last, best hope of mankind to avoid the catastrophic sort of war seen in the first half of the twentieth century.  At their inception, while some insisted that nuclear weapons were “special,” with extraordinary uses, other policy makers evaluated them as naught but new, stronger explosives.  In part this was a reflection of the Second World War -- as obliteration bombing developed as an acceptable policy, Hiroshima and Nagasaki were simply more effective versions of Dresden and Tokyo.  Yet as the war faded into memory, and as the power of nuclear weapons increased exponentially, reservations developed about the usage of weapons.  The “credible threat” that existed during the Korean War when Eisenhower threatened Lin Biao with nuclear destruction had radically changed by the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis, and missile technology developed to the point when both the United States and the Soviet Union had the sophisticated means to destroy each other.  Out of this environment emerged the policy of “Assured Destruction,” in other words, deterrence.  Deterrence had existed beforehand - one could argue that Soviet conventional arms were deterred by an American nuclear monopoly before 1949, and that the Cuban Missile Crisis was an example of deterrence.  However, deterrence as it was meant to be used in the context of the Cold War required the ability to strike another opponent’s homeland, the reliability of which was not guaranteed until the advent of ICBM technology in the 1960s.  It has been argued that deterrence was the peacekeeper throughout the Cold War.  At the same time, deterrence is a problem because it is impossible to prove its efficacy.  Deterrence can be judged to have failed if nuclear weapons were used, but it cannot be judged to have worked in their non-use.  General George Butler, for one, claimed that nuclear war has been avoided “only by the grace of God.”
   Deterrence in and of itself has many problems:  the psychology of deterrence and the problems with both counterforce and countervalue deterrents could lend moral problems to deterrence, problems with no clear answer on either side, even during the Cold War, a problem which led theorists such as Walzer to justify deterrence on the basis of the “supreme emergency.”
   However, analysis of current “nuclear” conflicts and a close examination of the alternatives to deterrence show that the supreme emergency is gone, and deterrence is now unacceptable, especially because there are viable alternatives which make better practical as well as moral sense.

THE PROBLEMS OF DETERRENCE

By its nature, deterrence creates major moral problems.  There are those who argue for “bluff” deterrents, believing that nuclear weapons by their existence are threat enough, without the need to threaten their use.  However, this does not work in the nuclear world.  Deterrence is no abstract theory -- it is based on the assumption that, when necessary, nuclear weapons would be used in defense of supreme national interests.  Without this belief, deterrence would collapse and actors in the international system would find themselves laid open to attack.  Deterrence is unquantifiable.  It is based on psychology, as Adam Garfinkle puts it, “...a dynamic psychological relationship that is based at some level on certain concrete facts [...] but that is not tightly bound by those facts.”
   Scholars such as Kenneth Waltz argue that nuclear deterrents can be effective even when in small numbers, as long as there is a real threat of serious punishment.
  However, without intent, there is no threat of attack, and therefore no deterrence.  O'Brien notes that without a "credible will" there is little deterrent in the basic hardware of nuclear weapons.
  Neither side in a nuclear crisis may want to use nuclear weapons, yet if there is a climate of distrust grave enough to lead to nuclear proliferation on either side, such distrust would lead to a belief that the other side might use weapons.  Why, otherwise, would states move to develop such destructive means of armament, if not for their use?  This may seem in some ways barbaric, yet at the same time in an environment where distrust rules, this is the calculation made by actors on both sides of the issue, and it is this environment within which deterrence prevails.  Credibility remains the critical issue -- nuclear weapons are developed in some respects due to the wishes of states to be "great powers," but security is a greater concern.
  This security breeds uncertainty, praised by some as increasing the effectiveness of deterrence.
  Such an increase, however, in the probability of success magnifies the fears which are innate in nuclear deterrence.  Wrongful intentions must be considered, as well as the psychological impact of uncertainty.  It is impossible to predict human actions with certainty,
 therefore deterrence rests on the fear that the other side will take the worst possible action.  As this fear increases, however, so does the temptation to preempt, which introduces greater instability into the deterrent equation.


One must question just cause, comparative justice, and right intention when considering the possible use of nuclear weapons.  Even if there is a clear intent to defend, rather than to use nuclear weapons in an aggressive manner, right intention becomes problematic, especially when nuclear deterrence is subject to the rules of war, and questions of revenge and politics come into the framework of escalation.  It is simple from a theoretical standpoint to discuss deterrence as a quantitative subject, yet the abject destruction inherent in the use of nuclear weapons leads to major questions as to the right intention of any user.  Part of this comes from the emotions which can be brought forward in a nuclear conflict – when casualties mount as they do in any nuclear conflict, revenge becomes a motivating factor, negating the sense of right intention.
  Just cause can, in general, be justified in those cases when nuclear deterrence is a retaliation against a nuclear strike; what, however, about nuclear policies in Israel or Pakistan, planning for the use of nuclear weapons against a conventional attack?  NATO nuclear policy against the Red Army throughout the Cold War raises the same question, although colored by the ideological struggle between the Communist bloc and the “Free World.”  From a noncombatant perspective, invasion would be superior to nuclear annihilation.  During the Cold War, this was excused by the idea of a supreme emergency in the threat of Communism, and the argument that the ideological merits of the West versus the Soviet bloc balanced the question of just cause.  In the past, when the survival of Israel or Pakistan was uncertain as a result of an overwhelming conventional attack, national survival could be seen as an excuse for nuclear “first use.”  However, today this becomes more problematic, although nuclear weapons place enough of a burden on the user to guarantee their use as a last resort, especially in a retaliatory sense.  National survival also applies to comparative justice - there may be minimal exceptions, but retaliation against a first use often is justified, even if this is not an ironclad guarantee.  O’Brien, among other scholars, questions just cause as a problematic justification for nuclear war – given the destructive capacity and the lack of many theorists to consider the cause for conflict as well as the way of fighting it.


Competent authority is a critical question in the calculations of the justice of deterrence.  Is there a competent authority competent enough to authorize the launch of nuclear weapons?  The United States, with its “legitimate” popular democracy, would appear to have as much of a mandate as any other state to use nuclear weapons, and when viewing international politics from a realist perspective, there is no supranational authority to dictate to states.  However, the realist conception of international politics, in many of its formulations, removes morality from the international arena.  From a moral perspective, the threshold for using nuclear weapons is far higher than the strategic threshold.  Even the United States may not be “legitimate enough” to launch nuclear weapons.
   There are questions here, however, of “wrongful intentions” - if it is wrong to use nuclear weapons, either against cities or against military targets, is it also wrong to target those populations and to threaten them with ruin, even in retaliation for a nuclear strike?
   Ramsey argues that if counter-population warfare is wrong, then the threat to use counter-population warfare is also wrong, if not “as wrong” as the actual use of weaponry.
  This question can be dismissed by those strategic theorists who are primarily concerned with the prevention of war; however, just war calculations do not derive from utilitarian calculi, but rather from a more Kantian “categorical imperative.”  Certain issues are wrong no matter what, despite even the best intentions or results – although these factors can mitigate the wrong done.  From a competent-authority perspective, the threat to use nuclear weapons still creates major problems for the just-war theorist, despite the claims to protection which have come from the deterrent argument.

In addition, command and control is a question in deterrent formulae.  Although command and control was acceptable during the Cold War, it is questionable today, in current nuclear environments.  O’Brien questions the ability to control nuclear weapons during war – according to him, however, these problems do not preclude the possibility of control of nuclear weapons.
  However, this existence of retention of command and control is predicated on an establishment in place which can control this.  Sagan also notes that in the United States during the Cold War there were many problems with command and control which could have led to nuclear war.
  Waltz stated that these security problems never led to nuclear war, yet the counterfactual assumption is impossible to make – those security concerns could have led to nuclear release, and simply because nuclear release never happened is not to say that the command and control establishment worked.  From a strategic perspective, command and control is critical.  From a moral perspective, it is even more so, and the problems with command and control which might be subordinated in a utilitarian calculus to the “general peace” must be dealt with in just-war calculations.


There are many questions of jus ad bellum criteria in deterrence theory; yet the jus in bello criteria call to mind even greater questions.  The unmitigated destructiveness of nuclear weapons, a force never before seen in human history, calls into question both the propositions of proportionality and discrimination.  Of the two types of deterrence, countervalue is far more problematic from a jus in bello perspective.  Even having absorbed a nuclear strike, countervalue deterrence calls upon targeting of cities and their populations.  The number of deaths that would come from a countervalue strike far outweigh those from a counterforce strike; in addition, it is questionable whether any sort of strike, including nuclear, could allow for such a devastating attack.  Even more difficult is the question of discrimination.  Even in “total war,” cities and their populations under just-war theory are protected from attack, especially the sort of indiscriminate attack proffered by a countervalue strike.  Also, scholars such as John Ford have condemned the sort of “obliteration bombing” practiced by the Allies during World War II and from which countervalue deterrence evolved.
  Counterforce deterrence, on the other hand, is far more acceptable from the perspective of a just-war theorist.  Proportionality is answered because by the logic of deterrence, an attack would only come when prompted by another attack -- the launch of nuclear weapons would have to be provoked by launch of nuclear weapons, either counterforce or countervalue, so it is safe to say that in self-defense, a counterforce strike would be proportionate.  Discrimination is far more acceptable as well.  By the principle of double effect, counterforce is acceptable because its aim is not to destroy other populations, but to directly target enemy military installations, it aims to target only nuclear forces.
   Therefore, in terms of jus in bello criteria, counterforce is far superior to countervalue.  However, even a counterforce deterrent struggles with discrimination.  Any use of nuclear weapons in war, other than a demonstration blast over a deserted area, is going to yield collateral casualties.  The principle of double effect grants some leeway in the considerations of casualties, yet double effect faces a problem in the sheer scale and power of nuclear devices.  Even in a counter-force strategy, the power of the weapons required to defeat hardened defenses would be so great as to create fallout, prompt casualties from radiation as well as blast, and radiological problems for the general population.  It is impossible to focus the effects of a nuclear detonation narrowly, like a laser beam.  Even so, there are theorists such as O’Brien who argue that discrimination is flexible, and that it is possible to have an acceptable deterrent even with some civilian casualties.
  However, this is based on the necessity of having a deterrent structure, a necessity which is, with the end of the Cold War, in doubt.


There is one just war criterion, a jus ad bellum criterion which far favors countervalue over counterforce, despite the proportionality and discrimination violations = probability of success.  The first problem with counterforce deterrents is that they require increasing numbers of weapons, and can lead to arms races and destabilizing developments in technology.
   In a counter-silo deterrent, one missile is not enough to destroy one silo.  In fact, as a general rule, a 3:1 ratio is observed -- three missiles for every silo to be destroyed.  However, if the opposing side also wishes to observe just-war theory and maintain a strict counterforce deterrent, it must multiply its missiles by a factor of nine, etc.  The other option is to develop technologies such as MIRV (multiple independently-targeted reentry vehicles), greatly increasing the number of warheads per missile, and destabilizing in their own right.
   There is no proliferation of countervalue targets, and they take far fewer nuclear weapons to target.  Scholars such as Kenneth Waltz argue for a countervalue deterrent as the most cost-effective, and efficient deterrent.
  The importance of psychology in deterrence is critical here.  If the threat of destruction of one city is enough to deter an opponent, then a tiny nuclear deterrent would suffice.  However, since it is impossible to tell exactly what is and what is not unacceptable damage, a small deterrent creates problems – belief that it is not enough, for example.


Waltz also claims that countervalue deterrents are the deterrents most likely to deter an opponent.  “Unacceptable” damage is a major problem with counterforce deterrents.  Aside from the sheer number of casualties, there have been theorists arguing that aggressors are more likely to be deterred by the threat of destruction of military forces rather than cities.  Ramsey for one argues that the threat of “the indiscriminate destruction of populations” is unnecessary for a deterrent structure.
  There are two principal fallacies accompanying this claim.  First is a question of probability.  Not only is it impossible to predict with any certainty what proportion of a nation’s military would have to be destroyed in order to bring an aggressor to heel, but it is impossible to guarantee the destruction of a significant proportion of military forces.  Submarine-based nuclear weapons are mobile.  Aircraft can become remarkably difficult to shoot down after their launch.  And silos can be hardened and hidden to withstand nuclear attack.  Second, the idea that aggressors are less threatened by the loss of cities is specious.  Despite concerns to the contrary, even the most expansionist of modern leaders is a survivor.  Saddam Hussein in Iraq, Kim Jong-Il in North Korea, the late Ayatollah Khomeini in Iran and Muammar Qadhafi in Libya, often cited as the “most irrational” modern dictators, all made decisions based on state survival.  And even though they held power through terror, their power bases came in part from the people, and the destruction of even one city would be enough to cripple them.  By historical contrast, the elites ruling Japan were compelled to end the Second World War after two cities had been bombed.  Cities are the one compelling force which would lead an aggressor to stop – popular legitimacy would evaporate.  Therefore, this argument is at best problematic.  In addition, there is a paradox with counterforce deterrence.  As weapons become “less deadly”, that is, as the horrendous casualty rates decrease, the psychological restraint against their use lessens - they become more likely to be used.  Deterrence being prefaced on the basis of “unacceptable damage,” this term cannot always be quantified, but if an attempt is to be made, it is best made on the basis of deaths.  Given that, it becomes more likely that nuclear weapons would be used in a counterforce deterrent.  This may be a good thing for the question of credibility, but it is a bad thing in terms of international stability.  Is the balance of terror worth keeping the “nuclear genie” in the bottle?  This is a difficult question to answer, but it demonstrates the problematic dynamic of deterrence.  As proportionality and discrimination increase, the probability of success decreases.


Much of the above discussion on counterforce and countervalue deterrence can be drawn as a picture of black and white -- city-busting vs. counter-silo deterrence.  Scholars such as O’Brien would draw a middle ground, a “more defensible” deterrence than countercity, but not as strict and impractical as counterforce as construed above.
  However, there are problems even with this “middle ground.”  An expansion of counterforce from strict targeting of nuclear forces to a more robust definition of “military forces” may be more practical.  However, this brings in the question of noncombatant immunity.  Are soldiers by default combatants?  Also, is it possible to limit the targeting of nuclear weapons under this definition to strictly military forces?  The military does not live in a vacuum, especially when deployed within a host country.  In general, military bases are proximate to civilian populations.  While this still serves under the principle of double effect as acceptable, it still calls to mind serious questions about effectiveness as well as the concept of “unacceptable damage.”  It is probable that this limitation on targeting may not be enough to be termed “unacceptable.”  Therefore, some theorists would propose an expansion to political targets and industrial infrastructure, such as the Schlesinger Doctrine which targeted reconstruction facilities in the Soviet Union, or Carter’s policy of targeting civilian leadership, in order to go after what would be perceived by the other side as “unacceptable”.  However, this expanded definition comes closer and closer to obliteration bombing, and blurs the definition of discrimination, no matter how proportionate an attack may be.  In addition, much of this scholarship on both counterforce and “middle ground” deterrence was framed during the Cold War, given the robust nuclear establishments and high technology of the United States and the Soviet Union.  Since the end of the Cold War, however, those nuclear conflicts which have developed involve different sorts of weapons, and to expand to the point where effective counterforce deterrents could be employed, even to where effective “middle ground” deterrents could be employed, would require a dangerous and destabilizing escalation of nuclear forces.  More than anything else, however, this argument of “middle deterrent” was based in the Cold War framework of international relations which required deterrence as a means of preventing all-out war.  Insecurity in the international arena led theorists such as O’Brien to state, “We need a deterrent.”
  This is not, however, the case today, as changes in the international arena and the impact of norms and values on relations between states have made deterrence “less necessary.”

CURRENT NUCLEAR ISSUES

Deterrence as a theory faces multiple problems.  In practice, in those nuclear conflicts after the Cold War, it faces even more problems.  A problem with the academic scholarship on the morality of deterrence is that the great majority of it was written during the Cold War, especially during the 1980s, when the American and Soviet nuclear arsenals threatened the peace of the world.  Not only are the vast majority of current nuclear conflicts between contiguous states, states far smaller than the US and the USSR - which blurs the line between counterforce and countervalue - but they are conflicts threatened to be fought with far fewer nuclear weapons than the great nuclear conflagrations threatened during the 1950s through 1980s.  In addition, during the Cold War, just cause, comparative justice and right intention could be seen in the ideological conflict between East and West - freedom versus authoritarianism, the rights of the people versus the rights of the state.  Just-war theorists could justify the threat of nuclear war against the Soviet Union - which under the “wrongful intentions” principle, if nuclear war was morally wrong, would be morally wrong as well (though differing in degree) - because the United States was painted as “right.” By examining three cases since the end of the Cold War where nuclear weapons play a critical role -- the US/North Korean relationship, the state of affairs between Israel and its Arab neighbors, and the Indo-Pakistani conflict -- it is clear that deterrence is not only problematic, but fatally flawed, both in issues of moral rectitude and in practicality.


The US-North Korean relationship in the 1990s, with special emphasis on the period 1993-94, illustrates problems with deterrence.  In this case, the US nuclear umbrella over South Korea and Japan was not designed to deter a North Korean nuclear attack, but rather a North Korean conventional attack, during the Cold War.  The Korean War demonstrated the imminent threat of a North Korean invasion.  However, North Korean forces were aimed at a political goal – unification – rather than the annihilation of the South Korean population; a difference from the Israeli case.  Nuclear weapons prevented an invasion, but invasion was also prevented in the greater framework of the Cold War.  Just cause is questionable, given the strength of American forces in Korea as well as the “wrongful intentions” clause, since political survival was the question rather than personal survival.  After the Cold War, this threat of conventional attack did not evaporate.  In addition, the disappearance of the Soviet Union as a check to the United States and ally of North Korea prompted the development of a North Korean nuclear capacity.  During the Cold War, Soviet and to an extent Chinese protection over North Korea meant that there was no need for an independent North Korean nuclear force.  In fact, the history of the Cold War showed that the Soviet Union’s leadership was far less interested in proliferation than it was in maintaining a nuclear umbrella over its allies.  With the evaporation of the Soviet Union, however, North Korea felt that it needed protection against the overwhelming American and South Korean military forces on the peninsula.  Granted, development of the North Korean program began in the 1980s, yet at the same time, this was a period within which relations between South Korea and the USSR were warming.  However, beginning with the Agreed Framework in 1994, the United States, South Korea and Japan have been opening links with North Korea.  A sort of rapprochement under Kim Dae Jung’s “sunshine” policy and the moves of the Clinton Administration have engaged the North Korean government, making conflict less likely.  Deterrence may have worked in the North Korean case before the end of the Cold War, but is deterrence necessary today?  The answer is questionable.  Even without weapons of mass destruction, the United States, South Korea and Japan present a formidable foe.  North Korea is wracked with internal problems, famine and poverty, and it also lacks the aid it had gained before the end of the Cold War.  The Soviet Union is no more, and the People’s Republic of China has been increasing commercial linkages with South Korea, Japan, and most of all the United States, and might look unfavorably upon a Northern attack.  In the 1990s, it is plausible to say that North Korea is deterred from a conventional attack without the need for US nuclear arms.  As for the North Korean nuclear deterrent, it would test extended deterrence.  At present, North Korea lacks the technology to threaten the United States, although it could threaten South Korea, and possibly Japan.  However, as North Korea has been brought into the international community, the likelihood of a North Korean nuclear capacity being developed has dropped.  In addition, the development of this capacity was not deterred by the existence of the US nuclear arsenal, and in fact can be seen to have been prompted by it.  Deterrence in this case could have been counterproductive, and is certainly unnecessary at present.  The most important aspect of the North Korean case is that it demonstrates possible shifts in the international arena which would make nuclear weapons less useful.  Even if deterrence did prevent war in the past, the threat of nuclear destruction is questionable under the wrongful intentions clause.  Conventional forces were available to deter North Korean aggression.  Even more so, since 1994 it has been clear that nuclear weapons are unnecessary from a pragmatic standpoint, and therefore unacceptable from a moral one.


The case of Israel and the Arab states is different from the other current nuclear conflicts examined here because the Arab states lack nuclear weapons.  Iraq had been developing them but was dealt a crushing blow with the destruction of the Osirak reactor in 1981, not to mention Operation Desert Storm and the UN Special Commission which followed it.  It is possible that Iran has developed a nuclear capacity in secret, and there are Arab states such as Egypt and Syria which possess chemical weapons.  However, the principle behind the Israeli nuclear deterrent is to prevent conventional attacks by Arab states - to prevent the destruction of the Jewish state.  However, this raises a critical problem.  In every war that Israel has fought, with or without nuclear weapons, it has consistently turned back its Arab opponents.  Israel possesses a marked conventional superiority over any one or any combination of Arab states which would attack it.  Therefore, what is the point of the Israeli deterrent?  It has not stopped wars.  The first rumors of an Israeli nuclear capacity were released by the American press in 1960, with revelations about the Dimona nuclear reactor.  This prevented neither the 1967 war nor the 1973 war, although Israel’s nuclear deterrent may have mitigated the war aims of Arab states.  Nonetheless, if Israel’s nuclear capacity was meant to deter conventional attack, it has failed.  And it prompted development of the Iraqi and Iranian nascent nuclear programs.  In this case, Israeli nuclear weapons could be seen as counterproductive by provoking the development of weapons of mass destruction in other states.  However, Israel maintains a particular view of its own security, refusing to rely on any other state for its protection.
  This would prompt nuclear weapons development from a strategic view.  But it is less acceptable from a moral one.  Self-defense is critically important, and the defense of the innocent is a moral good.  Yet the conventional superiority of the Israeli Defense Forces since 1973 has demonstrated that it is no longer necessary to maintain an Israeli nuclear deterrent in order to deter a conventional attack.  Rather, the Israeli nuclear deterrent is more important in preventing the use of weapons of mass destruction by other states.  Does the Israeli bomb prevent the acquisition of such technology?  The record shows that it in fact prompts the development of weapons of mass destruction by other states.  Furthermore, the credibility of the Israeli deterrent is weakened by a lack of knowledge and confidence in its opponents to act in a rational manner during a nuclear, or chemical or biological crisis.  Saddam Hussein did not use weapons of mass destruction against Israel in the Gulf War, but that is not to say that such weapons could not be used in the future.  Alternatives to deterrence may be problematic if not unacceptable from a strategic standpoint, especially given Israeli strategic thought.  However, from a moral perspective, deterrence is more problematic in the Arab-Israeli case.


The final case, that most likely to prove or disprove the efficacy of deterrence, is the Indo-Pakistani conflict.  Nuclear weapons were introduced in 1974, with the Indian “peaceful nuclear explosion.”  The conflict was exacerbated in 1998 when India tested nuclear weapons, claiming a need to maintain a nuclear arsenal given threats from the People’s Republic of China.  In response, Pakistan tested its own nuclear weapons, although it is probable that Pakistan has had nuclear weapons since the 1970s thanks to help from China.  However, there are four problems with the idea of “deterrence” in the Indo-Pakistani conflict.  First, there are too few weapons to use in a counterforce strategy.
  Second, deterrence has not prevented conventional war.  The Kargil conflict, which given its casualty figures should be considered a war, came after both India and Pakistan believed that the other side had nuclear weapons.  The Kargil case demonstrates the third problem:  real problems with command and control, which questions the existence of competent authority in the case.  Pakistan, for one, was said to have nuclear weapons on fighters ready for launch, without the knowledge of higher authorities.  Given the size of the nuclear arsenals, Carranza argues that India and Pakistan, given their proximity to each other, face an “all or nothing” approach, vulnerable both to first strikes on one side and control loss on the other.
  In addition, a military junta taking power from a civilian government lacks the legitimacy of a directly-elected representative.  The third problem in the Indo-Pakistani case is one of perception.  It is impossible for the Indians to know what “unacceptable damage” is for the Pakistanis, and vice versa, especially for Pakistan.  India enjoys a tremendous conventional military advantage over Pakistan, and without resorting to nuclear weapons could cause enormous damage to Pakistan, perhaps even threatening the existence of the state.  Pakistan has developed nuclear weapons to deal with this contingency, yet it cannot gauge what would be “unacceptable damage” for India.  Given the question of “state survival” - a question as well in the Arab-Israeli context - one side cannot tell if the other side would be deterred by its possession of weapons of mass destruction.  In fact, Carranza concludes that “moving beyond deterrence would make India and Pakistan more secure than living with the uncertainties of their current semi-weaponized nuclear relationship.”

THE ALTERNATIVES TO DETERRENCE


Does deterrence work today?  The record is muddled, if not entirely negative.  However, during the Cold War, despite deterrence’s theoretical and practical problems, it was accepted by scholars such as Walzer because there was no other option - “supreme emergency.”  Walzer among others argued that nuclear weapons by their very existence were a “supreme emergency.”
  However, this concept was colored by the international environment which existed during the Cold War, realist in construction where neither side could trust the other.  Even in this environment, strategic arms limitations and reduction agreements had come into place before 1991.  The US might not have been able to trust the Soviet Union (and vice versa) completely during the Cold War, but there were agreements made.  However, with the end of the Cold War, there are two options to examine instead of deterrence as an option to keep the nuclear peace - first, defense, and second, arms control and disarmament.


Defense against nuclear missiles has existed as a concept since the 1960s.  The 1972 ABM Treaty was signed in order to prevent a “defensive arms race,” and yet the United States developed the SDI system (“Star Wars”) in the 1980s, and has been exploring various theater missile and national missile defense systems since the end of the Cold War.  The problem with the vast majority of these systems comes not in any jus in bello criterion - in fact, defense would be far better than any system predicated on retaliatory attack.  However, defense fails because there is little to no probability of success.  Theater missile systems, much less national systems, have proven untrustworthy and unsuccessful in the majority of their tests.  They also represent a contravention of the ABM Treaty, important to relations with Russia.  While Russia is far less a threat than the old Soviet Union, it is still an important global player, and possesses thousands of nuclear warheads.  Not only is the probability of success nearly nil due to a lack of effective technology, but defense also provides problems because it can be overwhelmed.  There is no perfect defense, and when an opposing side lacks the technology necessary for a proper defense, it retaliates by proliferating with more weapons and more destructive weapons systems, in order to attempt to score “unacceptable damage” even with a defense.  Ballistic missile defense also prompts preemption and preventive warfare, which go against the principle of just war - to prevent conflict if at all possible.  Even if ballistic missile defense was proven to “work” in the future, there would be constant innovation to defeat it.  Deterrence, on the other hand, exists with or without defensive systems, as long as nuclear weapons exist and are threatening to an opposing force.  However, there are theorists such as James Turner Johnson who argue that there is a moral obligation to defend innocent populaces, and that missile defense provides a chance apart from deterrence to do so.
  If defense were to develop into a viable option, it might challenge deterrence and disarmament as a possible solution, or it could work with disarmament to ensure the peace.  However, even a viable defensive network is fallible.  The only real defense against nuclear weapons is a lack of nuclear weapons, and defense on its own does not stand.  Defense may prompt proliferation of methods of delivery in order to defeat said defense, and it has no effect on the international arena itself – the level of trust which affects any nuclear relationship.


The other alternative to deterrence, which in examination is remarkably desirable from a just-war perspective, is disarmament and arms control.  During the Cold War, this was frowned upon because of the distrust between the United States and the Soviet Union.  This is a theoretical question - that of the security dilemma and the nature of the international system.  Since 1991, the world has shifted into a unipolar structure where the United States maintains a significant edge in power projection capacity and military force.  During the Cold War, disarmament and arms control were both seen as impractical because of distrust among the sides.  There were remarkable incentives to “cheat,” as a prisoner’s dilemma scenario developed between US and the USSR.
   This has changed since 1991.  The US and Russia, for example, have cooperated on disarmament issues, and the lack of trust previously present has disappeared.  From at least the American perspective, disarmament is more possible from a structural basis than ever before.  The international system has fundamentally changed.  While the “ethic of reciprocity” preferred by the Methodist bishops may not be a reality as of yet,
 the possibility of its existence demonstrates the importance of norms and values in the international arena today, giving nonproliferation and disarmament a greater chance for success than ever before.


This may not be the case for other nations, such as India and Pakistan.  However, one can draw back to the United States on some of these issues.  Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons, more than any other reason, because of India.  However, India does not possess nuclear weapons because of Pakistan.  It does not need nuclear weapons in a conflict with Pakistan, but can overwhelm it by conventional means.  Rather, India keeps a nuclear arsenal for fear of the People’s Republic of China.  The People’s Republic had developed its nuclear arsenal for fear of two states - the Soviet Union, which no longer poses a threat to China, and the United States.  Unilateral disarmament by the United States could have a ripple effect of prompting some sorts of disarmament by other states, especially as technology evolves and it becomes easier to track “cheating.”


Another reason why disarmament was frowned upon during the Cold War was because there were no examples of successful disarmament.  Arms control was criticized because of the international environment – O’Brien’s idea that “we need a deterrent.”
  The culture of fear which permeated world politics in that forty year period prompted proliferation rather than nonproliferation in some Third World states.  However, the end of the Cold War has shown successes in disarmament.  South Africa disarmed in the early 1990s.  Argentina and Brazil eliminated their weapons programs and signed on to the Nonproliferation Treaty.  Most importantly, when the Soviet Union broke up in 1991, three states - Belarus, Kazakhstan, and the Ukraine - were “born nuclear.”  Each state contained a large arsenal of former Soviet nuclear weapons, and faced significant security threats, not least from Russia.  From a realist perspective, this alone would prompt the former Soviet states to retain at least some semblance of a nuclear deterrent.  What happened was that the three republics all renounced their nuclear weapons to international authority and signed the Nonproliferation Treaty.  This is beyond realist theory, but can be explained by applying norms to international behavior.
  A normative perspective in international affairs is critical - not least because without it, just war calculations would be mere sophistry.  The last ten years have shown that norms are essential, and they explain, in part, why former Soviet republics would renounce their nuclear weapons.  The other reason is pecuniary -- the world’s financial superpowers have an interest in disarmament, and make it more profitable not to have nuclear weapons than to have them.  In the past, it was believed that nuclear weapons were a gateway to “great power” status.  This can be seen among other reasons as an explanation for the French nuclear buildup.  Today, this is not the case.  States such as Iraq, Pakistan and North Korea who embark on weapons programs are shunned by the international community.  It is more profitable, from an international financial perspective as well as from that of international acceptance, to eschew nuclear weapons rather than adopting them.  This policy would not be without the United States and its commitment to nonproliferation.  Given US global economic, political and strategic power, it is in some respects the state to thank, along with Europe and Japan, for the commitment to nonproliferation which has continued – although there are problems with states such as Russia and China.


The United States, as the global superpower, has vested interests worldwide.  It is the sole power with major power projection capabilities.  That said, the United States no longer relies on deterrence in order to keep the peace.  The US used its nuclear arsenal in the past in order to keep military costs down and in order to keep the peace vis a vis the Soviet Union.  Since 1991, this is no longer necessary.  The US may have used threats of nuclear retaliation to deter Saddam Hussein in 1991 from using weapons of mass destruction against Israel and Saudi Arabia, but since the Persian Gulf War maintains an enormous conventional superiority.  No threat to the United States today poses a threat which would either need to be or would be deterred by nuclear weapons.  The United States does not need a nuclear deterrent in order to guarantee international peace and stability, and, as stated earlier, in cutting back its arsenal would provide a valuable normative example to those states worldwide in possession of nuclear weapons.


The United States has particular security concerns which would be aided by nonproliferation.  These concerns, however, are not shared by all other states.  Russia and China, for example, see some benefits in proliferation – economic as well as strategic.  However, from an objective standpoint, proliferation injures these states as much as it aids them.  Russia is a target of terrorist groups who could use proliferation to acquire weapons of mass destruction for use against it.  China faces threats from states such as India who have profited from proliferation.  On the other hand, there are states such as Israel and Pakistan whose leaders feel their national survival threatened without nuclear weapons.  An answer to this is that nuclear weapons can threaten as much as they can protect.  Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons has led to the development of weapons of mass destruction by its neighbors – without such weapons, Israel would still enjoy a conventional superiority over its neighbors.  Pakistan is still threatened by India even without nuclear weapons, but if it worked in concert with states such as the People’s Republic of China, with whom it has worked in the past, India can be balanced.  It is true that the international environment varies worldwide.  The situation in the Middle East differs from that in South Asia, which differs from that in the former Soviet republics.  At the same time, the last ten years have shown that the international environment is not static, and can be subject to change.  Kagan mentions the “fundamental shift in the international strategic environment that has occurred in recent years and is bound to continue into the next century.”
  Therefore, it is unnecessary to act on the assumption that in five years, the situation in South Asia could not change, nor the situation in the Middle East, especially given that in the last seven years we have seen marked changes on the Korean peninsula.


Alternatives to deterrence can be criticized under the principle that they are ineffective in comparison to the “track record” of deterrence.  Aside from the impossibility of proving deterrence’s effectiveness, there is a moral problem with this argument.  Granted, the probability of success for defense as an alternative to deterrence is slim at the moment.  However, the probability of success for disarmament is far better.  In fact, disarmament can be seen as having a positive result, something lacking in deterrence.  Disarmament meets every single just-war criterion, and is far more acceptable to those avoiding any threat of war.  The only positive on deterrence’s side is its possibility of preventing war, and the Israeli and Indian cases both show that it fails in that regard as well.


Deterrence played an important role in strategic calculations during the Cold War.  Despite its flaws, the nuclear balance and the crisis in Soviet-American relations dictated the use of deterrence in order to prevent major war as had been seen in 1914 and 1939.  However, there are serious problems with applying deterrence as it worked in the US-Soviet case to present nuclear conflicts.  One is the question of geography.  The US and the Soviet Union competed on a global level, and were able to shift their conflicts to “proxy” wars, a euphemism which covered the slaughters in Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan, Angola, and many other conflicts throughout the world.  Today’s nuclear conflicts lack this luxury.  India and Pakistan are contiguous, as is Israel with respect to many of its Arab neighbors.  None of today’s nuclear conflicts feature states who can compete on a global level.  There is no room for proxy war.  In addition, the geographic proximity of these states leads to a sense of “national survival” in even minor conflicts which can skew the conceptions of just cause, comparative justice, right intention, and last resort.  Apart from this, there are major problems with competent authority in all these cases, and the jus in bello criteria are shaky at best.  These states lack the robust nuclear arsenals which would allow for a counterforce deterrent, and are forced into countervalue, a question which is far more morally dubious.  The question of national survival can distort deterrent calculations, as well as skew the probability of success.  In short, in today’s world, deterrence is fatally flawed.  Despite these flaws, if there was no better system, those nations finding themselves in conflict today could find themselves locked into a deterrence system.  However, there is a better option.  With the end of the Cold War, arms control and disarmament have been reborn as viable options for states to pursue.  No policy is perfect, and all policies are flawed.  Yet from a moral perspective the choice is far clearer than from a strategic perspective.  If no other policy other than deterrence had as strong a possibility of success, the moral choice would be far more difficult.  Yet disarmament and arms control provide as strong a possibility of success today, or at least a possibility of success strong enough to tip the balance.  With a viable alternative, there is no longer a supreme emergency.  Arms control and disarmament are preferable to deterrence in reducing the likelihood of conflict in today’s world.
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� Walzer, Michael, Just and Unjust Wars, 3rd Edition (New York: Basic Books, 1977) 274. - “Supreme emergency has become a permanent condition.”  It can also be argued that nuclear weapons by their very existence are a sort of “supreme emergency.”  However, I argue that the “supreme emergency” assumption with the simple existence of nuclear weapons only exists when there is distrust and the inability to work with disarmament measures - the idea that, for example, states would never voluntarily give up their weapons because they are always threatened by other states.  Walzer appears to agree with this idea in his passage, yet he denies the possibility of any other possibility succeeding other than deterrence at this point.
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