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 BEYOND MAD:
 AFFIRMING THE
 MORALITY AND
 NECESSITY OF

 NUCLEAR
 DETERRENCE

 Dean C. Curry

 Two questions stand above
 all others: can nuclear war be
 just and can nuclear deterrence

 be just?

 One public attention of the debate most given over remarkable to defence its moral aspects policy dimensions. has of the been recent There the
 public debate over defence policy has been the

 attention given to its moral dimensions. There
 can be little doubt that the Catholic bishops' pastoral
 letter on war and peace was in large part responsible for
 sensitizing the American public, and its policy-makers, to
 the reality that issues of defence policy are, intrinsically,
 moral issues.1 While the Catholic bishops may not have
 succeeded in altering US policy, they did succeed - we
 can only hope permanently - in redefining the context
 within which American defence policy is debated. It is no
 longer possible for strategists or policy-makers to formu-
 late policy without reference to the ethical consequences
 of their decisions.2

 What, then, are the moral issues which have stimu-
 lated the debate over defence policy? The debate is not
 about the legitimacy of American national defence per
 se. To the contrary, the moral debate over American
 defence policy has been conducted within the moral
 parameters of the just war tradition. In other words, for
 the relevant elites directly involved in this national
 conversation, the engagement point is not the morality
 of a national defence; all of these elites accept the moral
 duty of the United States to defend its citizens and its
 interests. This is not unimportant. For it needs to be
 recognized that the current debate over the moral
 dimension of US defence policy has little, if anything, to
 do with the merits of traditional pacifism or the just war
 doctrine. After all, for those who believe in the immoral-
 ity of all war, the case is closed - no war is just and no
 national defence based on the actual or potential use of
 lethal violence is morally legitimate.

 The actual locus of debate, therefore, is not war it-
 self, but The Bomb' - that awesome human creation
 which, as Albert Einstein prophetically understood, 'has
 changed everything'. In 1946, Bernard Brodie - one of
 the first Americans to think seriously about the implica-
 tions of nuclear weapons for the United States and the
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 - ORLANDO COSTAS

 The editors heard as this edition was going to press oí
 the untimely but not unexpected death from cancer; öj
 Orlando Cöstas, of Costa Rica, Dean of Andoýer
 Newton Theological Seminary, Boston: They -are sure
 that readers of Transformation will wish to convey their
 deepest sympathies to his widow Rose and their
 children. Orlando was an important and iņspiring^cpl-
 leagu'e in the movement for evangelical social ethics. out
 of which Transformation was born. A full appreciation
 will appear in the next issue of Transformation -i
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 world - wrote that 'everything about the bomb is over-
 shadowed by the twin facts that it exists and that its
 destructive potential is fantastically great'.3 Indeed,
 strategic and moral thinking about war and peace has
 been fundamentally shaped for the past forty years by
 these realities.

 Today, the moral problem of war is inextricably
 related to a modern technology of war and its con-
 comitant strategy; in short, nuclear weapons and nuclear
 deterrence. Therefore, two questions stand above all
 others when assessing the morality of American defence
 policy and, by extension, modern war itself: can nuclear
 war be just and can nuclear deterrence be just? Until
 recently, these questions elicited little controversy. The
 answer to the first question was a clear no and the
 answer to the second question was an uneasy yes.4

 For most of the post-war period Americans accepted
 the assumption that nuclear weapons were too horrible
 to be actually used. It was assumed, therefore, that the
 mere possession of nuclear weapons - so-called exis-
 tential deterrence - was enough to deter the use of
 similar weapons by the Soviet Union. In fact, that is
 exactly what happened. Even with all the misery
 wrought by the dozens of conventional wars which have
 been fought since 1945, humankind has not exper-
 ienced a major global conflagration in over forty years.5
 The past several years, however, have witnessed a
 growing uncertainty about the morality of existential
 deterrence.

 Most, if not all, of this concern has arisen in response
 to fears about what will happen if deterrence fails.
 Jonathan Schell's widely read The Fate of the Earth,6
 forecasts of a nuclear winter,7 and predictions of a 'final
 epidemic' following inevitably from 'The Day After' have
 had a great impact on the public and elite debate over us
 defence policy. The bottom line is easily grasped by all:
 what policies, what interests, what values can justify the
 massive destruction resulting from a nuclear exchange
 between the United States and the Soviet Union? In the
 words of Anne Ehrlich

 Nuclear war would render all but uninhabitable the only
 known habitable planet in the universe. Nothing of value to
 anyone alive today is likely to survive such a catastrophe -
 and least of all, the ideologies that supposedly motivated it.
 The virtues of freedom - or communism - pale when sur-
 vival is not an available option and there may be no future
 generations to whom it can be bequeathed.8

 Precisely because nuclear weapons are instruments of
 ultimate biological holocaust, it is argued, they can never
 be used. Hence, even the possession of such weapons is
 morally problematic. It is at this point that recent
 objections to the morality of deterrence are raised. While
 ethicists have long weighed the moral legitimacy of
 nuclear weapons use versus intention to use and threat
 to use,9 the fundamental issue regarding the morality of
 deterrence is really much less philosophically arcane:
 simply, is the possession of nuclear weapons moral or
 immoral? In response, two positions have emerged
 which have tended to dominate the debate regarding
 this issue.

 Moral Legitimacy of Deterrence
 The first position, arguably the dominant view - at least
 until recently - holds that deterrence is indeed morally

 legitimate. And yet, the moral acceptability of nuclear
 deterrence is not grounded in the tenets of the just war
 tradition. To the contrary, proponents of this view
 believe that nuclear weapons have changed everything,
 including the criteria by which we evaluate the morality
 of war and peace. To quote Michael Walzer, 'Nuclear
 weapons explode the theory of just war. They are the
 first of mankind's technological innovations that are
 simply not encompassable within the familiar moral
 world.'10

 Those who embrace this position do so because they
 believe that the use of nuclear weapons and a resort to
 disarmament are both morally unacceptable options;
 they fear the destructiveness of nuclear weapons as well
 as the dangers inherent in a world defenceless against
 Soviet totalitarianism. The road to peace, therefore, is
 through deterrence. In turn, deterrence is fashioned as a
 mechanism of peace, not of war. Mark Amstutz clearly
 summarizes this understanding of deterrence when he
 writes that 'the just war doctrine is concerned with
 conflict. Deterrence is about how to avoid war altogether
 . . . The beginning of moral wisdom is to recognize the
 inherent limitations of just war when applied to deter-
 rence.'11 Elsewhere Amstutz concludes:

 Nuclear War is morally unacceptable, while deterrence is
 morally tolerable. The toleration of deterrence does not
 derive from its conformity with the norms of the just war but
 from the conditions of supreme emergency resulting from
 the balance of terror. Indeed, to seek to reconcile the just
 war with deterrence can only result in the corruption of the
 historic standard that served humankind well both in and
 out of war.12

 Advocates of this view see the just war tradition as an
 anachronism, rendered irrelevant by the nature of
 nuclear weapons. The sole criterion of preventing
 nuclear war has replaced the traditional just war criteria.
 And, by this criterion, deterrence is deemed moral.

 Nuclear Pacifism

 The second view of deterrence, a position sometimes

 T-A*
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 referred to as nuclear pacifism, argues that the just war
 tradition is still the only relevant yardstick by which to
 assess the morality of war. Those who adhere to this
 view - including the us Catholic bishops - argue that
 because of their nature as weapons of mass destruction,
 nuclear weapons cannot meet the traditional just war
 criteria of jus in bello ; more specifically, the criteria of
 discrimination and proportionality. Nuclear war, there-
 fore, is declared to be ipso facto immoral. To quote the
 Catholic bishops:

 We . . . express our view that the first imperative is to
 prevent any use of nuclear weapons and our hope that
 leaders will resist the notion that nuclear conflict can be
 limited, contained, or won in any traditional sense . . . [We]
 must continually say 'no' to the idea of nuclear war.13

 The leap from the moral condemnation of the use of
 nuclear weapons to a similar condemnation of nuclear
 deterrence is a short one. While the bishops 'acknow-
 ledge the need for deterrent, not all forms of deterrence
 are morally acceptable'.14 At this point the bishops
 connect possession, intention, and use in that the
 bishops make it quite clear that they do not believe that
 any use - even against military targets alone - can meet
 the requirements of jus in bello. 'We cannot be satisfied,'
 state the bishops, 'that the assertion of an intention not
 to strike civilians directly, or even the most honest effort
 to implement that intention, by itself constitutes a 'moral
 policy' for the use of nuclear weapons.'15 Connecting
 intent with use, therefore, the bishops see the possession
 of nuclear weapons - i.e. existential deterrence - to be
 morally problematic:

 These considerations of concrete elements of nuclear
 deterrence policy . . . lead us to a strictly conditional moral
 acceptance of nuclear deterrence. We cannot consider it
 adequate as a long-term basis for peace . . . Nuclear
 deterrence should be used as a step on the way toward
 progressive disarmament.16

 The bishops are realistic enough to reject unilateral
 disarmament; nevertheless, the bishops also find nuclear
 deterrence, as a permanent reality, morally unaccept-
 able because nuclear weapons can never be used in a
 moral way.17

 The just war tradition is
 first and foremost a tradition

 of peace.

 The juxtaposition of these two positions presents us
 with two contradictory judgments about the morality of
 deterrence. One view argues that the prevention of
 nuclear war is the sole criterion by which we can judge
 the morality of deterrence. When translated into actual
 strategic terms the most moral strategy is one which
 strengthens deterrence. The other view sees deterrence
 as a game of strategic Russian roulette with an outcome
 that can only mean a holocaust of unprecedented
 proportions. When translated into strategic terms, it sees
 a no-use policy as the only moral strategy. The first view
 believes deterrence, properly designed, will not fail; the
 second view talks of what will inevitably happen when it

 does fail. Unfortunately, both positions are morally
 deficient. The first position, because it neglects to take
 seriously the issue of the failure of deterrence; the
 second position, because it misrepresents the problem
 of war and peace in our contemporary world.

 The Challenge of Tyranny
 The just war tradition is first and foremost a tradition of
 peace. It is rightly referred to as a tradition and not as a
 doctrine or theory since it represents the product of
 centuries of theological, moral, and legal reflection on
 the problem of war and peace.18 The just war tradition
 constitutes the moral consensus of Western civilization

 about the conditions justifying resort to war, delimiting
 the conduct of war, and establishing morally acceptable
 objectives for war. The tradition is grounded in the
 Biblical doctrine of original sin: it affirms the inevitability
 of human sin manifested in human actions as well as the

 Aggression and injustice
 still demand the defence and

 protection of the innocent
 today.

 moral ambiguity inherent in the ethical decisions that
 must be made in a fallen world, short of the fullness of
 God's kingdom. The just war tradition also acknow-
 ledges that peace is more than the absence of war; true
 peace is a just peace. In light of these realities, war can
 become the means of forging peace and justice. In the
 classic words of Augustine, 'the wicked wage war on the
 just because they want to, and the just wage war on the
 wicked because they have to'. The Biblical demand of
 love and justice 'compels the wise man to wage just wars
 [and] ... it is therefore with the desire for peace that
 wars are waged'.

 It needs to be emphasized that the just war tradition in
 no way glorifies war. It rejects the holy war as immoral.
 The just war tradition seeks, above all, to restrain war. Its
 criteria provide a yardstick by which to determine the
 morality (or justness) or war.19 The principles of the just
 war are divided into two categories: those that have to
 do with the conditions justifying the resort of war (jus ad
 bellum ), and those that define what constitutes justifiable
 use of force in the conduct of war ( jus in bello). With the
 advent of the nuclear age, jus in bello considerations
 have tended to dominate the moral analysis of modem
 war. The putatively disproportionate and indiscriminate
 nature of nuclear weapons, as instruments of war, has
 had the effect of focusing attention on nuclear weapons
 themselves as the primary moral problem of war and
 peace today. I believe such an analysis to be incomplete,
 and to the extent that it ignores the real causes of
 international conflict, even dangerous.

 The essential problem of bellum justum - the justice
 of war - has not disappeared during the past forty years.
 The existence of nuclear weapons has in no manner
 negated the relevance of jus ad bellum , or the issue of
 just cause. Aggression and injustice still demand the
 defence and protection of the innocent today, in the
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 same way that has been the case throughout history. The
 destructive power of nuclear weapons has not trans-
 formed human nature; it has not altered the fact that
 human beings and nations still commit acts of violence
 and injustice against innocent people - we can not wish
 this reality away nor can we relativize it. The real
 challenge of peace facing humanity, therefore, is not
 only to prevent a nuclear Armageddon, but also to avoid
 tyrannies that kill and enslave.
 Just as the modern world has given humankind the
 (heretofore unthinkable) technology to destroy Goďs
 creation, so modernity has produced totalitarian ideo-
 logies which, unlike despotisms of the past and author-
 itarian regimes of the present, seek to create a secular
 utopia through the remoulding of the human person, the
 construction of a Homo Novus, a new man.20 Paul
 Johnson succinctly recounts the roots of modern total-
 itarianism when he writes that

 the decline and ultimately the collapse of the religious
 impulse would leave a huge vacuum. The history of
 modern times is in great part the history of how that vacuum
 has been filled ... In place of religious belief, there would
 be secular ideology . . . Above all, the Will to Power would
 produce a new kind of messiah, uninhibited by any
 religious sanctions whatever, and with an unappeasable
 appetite for controlling mankind.21

 In the process of creating a better world, totalitarian
 ideologies have killed more than 200 million people in
 the past eighty years. In other words, totalitarian regimes
 have killed more people than all the wars of this century
 combined. Three totalitarian regimes - those of Stalin,
 Mao, and Pol Pot - murdered more of their own people
 than died as a result of all the bullets, bombs, and
 bayonets of World Wars I and II.

 In short, as we stand on the eve of the 21st Century,
 humankind faces a threat unprecedented in human his-
 tory-the threat of nuclear annihilation and totalitarian
 slavery. The moral problem of war, therefore, is one of
 nuclear weapons and totalitarianism. The history of our
 century - the cries of those who have perished and
 continue to perish under totalitarian regimes - bear
 witness to the reality that the problem of peace and
 justice is not one of weapons alone. Our choice is not
 between nuclear holocaust and totalitarian slavery. The
 choice between being 'red or dead' is no choice at all,
 for it is quite possible - indeed likely - that one can be
 both red and dead. Rather, the only morally responsible
 choice is to avoid both nuclear holocaust and totalitarian

 slavery. That is the challenge of peace which we
 confront.

 In this light, it is dangerous and morally irresponsible
 to see nuclear weapons as the major threat to world
 peace. Nuclear weapons, like all weapons, are inanimate
 objects; they are instruments of human intentionality.
 We must remember that France and Great Britain have
 powerful nuclear arsenals and yet those weapons are
 not a threat to the United States. To be sure, the
 existence of nuclear weapons poses risks, but risk is an
 ubiquitous part of living, and only the most naïve would
 argue that nuclear weapons can be dis-invented.22

 Defining the problem of war in terms of nuclear
 weapons obscures the reality that those weapons are
 instruments of ideological interests. The root problem of
 war is one of conflicting ideologies and not of weapons.

 In Irving Kristors words, The ideological conflict be-
 tween [the United States and the Soviet Union] is real,
 harsh and - so far, at least - unmediated ... It is a
 conflict generated by ideas and sustained by those same
 ideas . . . [Moreover, these two ideologies are] utterly
 incompatible.'23 Saying all of this does not mean that
 one sees the United States as the Kingdom of God; what
 it does mean - and history is our guide - is that, on
 balance, the United States has been a force for peace
 and justice in the world, whereas the Soviet Union and
 other totalitarian regimes have wreaked violence and
 injustice upon the world on a scale without historical
 precedent.

 Deterrence must be credible

 Nuclear deterrence finds its moral justification in the jus
 ad bellum - or 'just cause' - side of the just war equa-
 tion. Deterrence is a means of preventing war, restrain-
 ing aggression, and containing injustice. Since 1945 the
 nuclear deterrent of the United States has prevented
 nuclear war and has been a major factor in restraining
 aggression and containing injustice in large portions of
 the world.24 Indeed, this is the raison d'etre of the
 American nuclear deterrent. Once again, one must
 acknowledge that nuclear deterrence entails risks; how-
 ever, a morally responsible ethic of war and peace will
 consider the dangers of nuclear deterrence alongside the
 dangers of a totalitarian world and the 'long night of
 centuries that would follow the extinction of Western

 cultural values by armed totalitarianism'.25

 The real challenge of peace
 facing humanity, is not only

 to prevent a nuclear
 Armageddon, but also to avoid
 tyrannies that kill and enslave.

 The logic behind the American nuclear arsenal has
 always followed the ancient Roman maxim of si vis
 pacem bellum para - 'if you want peace prepare for
 war'. History provides proof that unjust aggression and
 war is most likely to take place when one nation
 perceives that another nation is militarily weak or lacks
 resolvç.26 The United States has formulated its nuclear
 strategy in this light; that is, to keep the peace and to
 thwart unjust aggression.27

 Since 1945 the sole purpose of us nuclear strategy has
 been to deter nuclear war. Confronted with the unique-
 ness of nuclear weapons and the realization that such
 weapons could not be wished away, the Eisenhower
 administration formulated the operational strategy of
 deterrence that has remained in place for nearly forty
 years. During these early years of the nuclear age it was
 evident to US strategists that nuclear weapons would not
 be useless.28 But their use would be a function of their
 ability to deter war, rather than their potential to initiate a
 global holocaust.

 The different uses of nuclear weapons must be
 grasped before one can understand the dynamic of
 deterrence strategy and by extension, its moral justifica-
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 tion. In short, nuclear weapons do not have to be used ,
 in the sense of being detonated, in order to be useful.
 The very possession of nuclear weapons conveys power
 (i.e. influence) to the extent that the nation to be
 influenced perceives the threat of actual use to be
 credible. This point is extremely important. In the post-
 war period it has been the political utility of nuclear
 weapons that has mattered in the relationship between
 the United States and the Soviet Union. It is reasonable
 to assume that leaders in both the United States and the
 Soviet Union are committed to avoiding a nuclear
 conflagration. Albert Wohlstetter perceptively notes that
 'members of the Politburo do not believe in the
 hereafter' and are therefore unlikely to risk the certain
 suicide of an all-out nuclear exchange between the
 United States and the Soviet Union.29 Consequently, it
 is at the level of the political uses of nuclear weapons
 that the morality of nuclear deterrence is most appropri-
 ately engaged.

 Deterrence works; that is, deterrence preserves the
 peace and prevents unjust aggression - when it is
 credible. To the extent that the American deterrent is not
 credible, the United States and its interests - as the
 world's strongest democracy - are subject to threat,
 intimidation, and even defeat. The possession of nuclear
 weapons by the United States, the possession of a
 nuclear deterrent, is morally defensible under the jus ad
 bellum criterion of the just war tradition. Far from not
 having any utility, America's nuclear weapons are
 essential to the maintenance of peace and justice in the
 world. This is achieved not through the explosive use of
 these weapons, but through the credibility of the nuclear
 deterrent itself.

 Nuclear weapons do not
 have to be used, in the sense
 of being detonated, in order to

 be useful.

 In short, deterrence has a twofold purpose: to keep
 the peace and to foster justice.30 In deterring nuclear war
 the first function is fulfilled; in deterring totalitarian
 aggression and intimidation, the second function is
 fulfilled. Deterrence is a strategy for preventing the
 explosive as well as the political uses of nuclear
 weapons. The failure of deterrence at either level will
 bring with it costs that are morally unacceptable. Without
 a doubt, the failure of deterrence regarding the actual
 explosive use of nuclear weapons would be more
 immediately dramatic than the failure of deterrence with
 respect to the political use of nuclear weapons. Never-
 theless, the long-term moral and human costs would be
 just as significant. We know, for example, that during the
 1970s Soviet initiatives in (among other places) Ethiopia,
 Afghanistan, and Vietnam were certainly influenced by
 the diminishing credibility of the American deterrent.31
 We would abdicate our moral responsibility if we
 ignored or in any way trivialized the significance of the
 effect, in moral terms, of the spread of totalitarian
 tyranny to these nations.

 Now that we have described the roles of deterrence,
 one final dimension needs to be addressed. The mere

 possession of nuclear weapons is not sufficient by itself
 to provide a credible deterrent. Deterrence is successful
 in preventing both the political and explosive uses of
 nuclear uses only when the deterrent capability is
 sufficient to deter aggression. The whole issue of
 credibility and sufficiency is one that is usually addressed
 only at the arcane level of strategic planning. The issue
 does, however, bear directly on the moral evaluation of
 deterrence itself.

 If we accept, as I have argued, that deterrence is a
 morally legitimate response to the twin dangers of
 nuclear holocaust and totalitarian slavery, it is imperative
 that the American nuclear deterrent be fashioned in an
 effective- i.e. credible - manner. In other words, the
 quality (and the quantity) of the American nuclear
 arsenal is important, and so is the strategy which those
 weapons are supposed to service.

 It is beyond the scope of this essay to evaluate the
 strategic requirements of the American nuclear deter-
 rent. However, it must be stressed that the credibility of
 the American deterrent is the product of more than a
 theoretical ability to destroy the world x number of
 times. First of all, neither the United States nor any
 nation with nuclear weapons wants to commit human
 and ecological omnicide. To frame the moral debate
 over the morality of deterrence in these terms is to
 misstate the nature of nuclear deterrence. Second,
 nuclear weapons will not be used - explosively or
 politically - if the cost to those who consider their use is
 greater than the perceived benefit For example, during
 the early 1960s the Soviet Union had a nuclear arsenal
 capable of doing great damage not only to the United
 States but also to the rest of the world. But the Soviet
 Union did not blow up the world. Indeed the Soviet
 Union was reluctant, as evidenced by the resolution of
 the Cuban missile crisis, to exert its influence against the
 interests of the United States. Why? Very simply, the
 American nuclear deterrent was sufficiently credible to
 deter the Soviet Union from using its own nuclear forces.
 The costs of such use far exceeded any benefits the
 Soviet Union would have gained.

 As weapons technology changes and as strategy is
 redefined, the requirements of a credible deterrent
 change as well. What has not changed, however, is the
 moral imperative of deterrence. Having said that, not all
 strategies of deterrence are credible, or moral.

 Beyond MAD
 The dominant view of deterrence, then, posits that
 nuclear weapons have 'exploded' the just war tradition
 and that nuclear deterrence must, therefore, be evalu-
 ated by reference to a different moral criterion - the
 avoidance of war. The second view - that of the Catholic
 bishops and others - argues that such a stance is morally
 problematic in the light of what will happen if deterrence
 fails. Both views assume that nuclear weapons are
 terribly destructive; both accept the proposition that use
 of nuclear weapons would not meet the jus in bello
 criteria of discrimination and proportionality. They differ,
 however, in that the former position views the destruc-
 tive potential of nuclear weapons as precisely that which
 will deter war, while the latter is sceptical of this view -
 since the very existence of the weapons implies that
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 these weapons might have to be used; and such use can
 never be morally justified.
 Both positions make certain common assumptions
 about the nature of deterrence. Both equate the strategy
 of Mutual Assured Destruction (or mad) with deterrence.
 Broadly speaking, mad begins with the proposition that
 nuclear stability - peace- is achieved when the United
 States and the Soviet Union both have the capability to
 inflict unacceptable damage upon each other. The logic
 of mad states that deterrence succeeds when, to use the
 technical jargon, both the United States and the Soviet
 Union have the capacity to survive an initial first strike
 and then to deliver a devastating retaliatory second
 strike. The idea is that it is this second strike capability of
 both nations which will ensure the peace. Two addi-
 tional dimensions to this strategy need to be mentioned.
 First, both nations must allow their population and
 industrial centres to be vulnerable to nuclear attack; and
 second, the strategic - or intercontinental - nuclear
 forces of both nations must be invulnerable to destruc-

 tion so that they can deliver a retaliatory (second) strike.
 Clearly, the mad strategy is based on a view of

 deterrence that is grounded in creating a balance of
 terror. Both nations, according to the MAD strategy, allow
 the things that they value - their population and their
 industrial power - to be held hostage to the nuclear
 weapons of the other side. (It is for this reason that the
 targeting mode of MAD is called 'countervalue'.) In
 addition, the mad strategy proscribes the deployment of
 first-strike weapons systems, i.e. weapons with the ability
 to destroy other nuclear weapons, as well as defensive
 systems which would render an offensive system invul-
 nerable. The reasons for these prohibitions are integrally
 related to the mad logic: no nation must believe that it
 can ever win, let alone survive a nuclear attack. It is the
 proposition that nuclear war cannot be won, that no one
 can survive a nuclear exchange, that is foundational to
 mad. In short, the prerequisite of peace, of deterrence, is
 the ability of each nation to obliterate the other.

 Both of the views of deterrence which I have

 identified assess the morality of deterrence in light of the
 assumptions of mad. And, in fact, the assumptions of mad
 are so commonplace that for many deterrence is
 synonymous with mad. This is unfortunate. For the MAD
 strategy clearly violates the moral criterion of the just war
 tradition; and it fails, as a result of its assumptions, to
 provide the necessary credibility to prevent war and
 preserve the peace.

 The mad strategy clearly
 violates the moral criterion of

 the just war tradition.

 Despite the desire of the proponents of MAD to remove
 MAD-deterrence from the moral framework of the just
 war tradition, the reality is that the moral implications of
 a strategy which purposely threatens the lives of millions
 of innocent non-combatants cannot be escaped or
 avoided. The critics of MAD, nuclear pacifists as well as
 non-nuclear pacifists,32 are correct in asking the ques-
 tion, 'What if MAD-deterrence fails?' The answer, of
 course, is an outcome that by any moral standard -

 certainly by the jus in bello criteria - is completely
 unacceptable.

 In this sense, then, the nuclear pacifist critique of
 deterrence is a correct one. But only insofar as the
 critique is directed against mad. It must be noted that the
 Catholic bishops in their pastoral letter take a position
 which strongly implies that nuclear weapons cannot,
 because of their nature, be used in a moral, i.e. a
 discriminate and proportionate, manner.33 This position
 leads the bishops, as we saw earlier, to question the
 moral legitimacy of deterrence itself. However, by failing
 to endorse the morality of deterrence, the bishops have
 created an equally unacceptable position: namely,
 acquiescence to totalitarian aggression and injustice.
 Equating deterrence with MAD allows only two options in
 the face of aggression: nuclear holocaust, or surrender to
 totalitarian tyranny. And since the first option is no
 option, the credibility and morality of MAD is strained.
 The result, therefore, is likely to be the very outcome
 which both the bishops and the MAD-proponents seek to
 avoid. For the risk of nuclear war and the potential for
 aggression are exacerbated by a strategy which is
 ultimately unworkable.

 In short, a policy of 'no-use' is morally no better than a
 'countervalue' policy of targeting innocents. As Wohl-
 stetter puts it:

 Informed realists in foreign policy establishments as well as
 pacifists should oppose aiming to kill bystanders with
 nuclear or conventional weapons: indiscriminate Western
 threats paralyze the West, not the East. We have urgent
 political and military as well as moral grounds for improving
 our ability to answer an attack on Western military forces
 with less unintended killing, not to mention deliberate mass
 slaughter.34

 We have allowed ourselves to be so paralyzed by
 nuclear weapons themselves that we have failed to
 recognise that mad is not the only basis of deterrence.
 MAD is immoral and not credible; a 'no-use' policy is
 immoral and dangerous. Yet neither of these conclu-
 sions has any bearing on the morality on nuclear
 deterrence per se. That is to say, nuclear deterrence can
 be both moral and credible.

 Counterforce Strategy
 The reality is that in spite of all the attention given to
 MAD, this strategy has never been the operational nuclear
 policy of the United States. Throughout the 1950s it was
 US policy to attack Soviet cities only as a last resort, and
 then only after a direct Soviet strike against US cities.
 Beginning in the early 1970s, as the result of a number
 of factors (including a dramatic Soviet nuclear build-up,
 the first-strike capability of Soviet strategic forces, and a
 growing consensus that the Soviet had never 'bought
 into' the American view of mutual deterrence)35 the
 United States began to re-orient its strategy away from
 the assumptions implicit in mad to a more flexible
 strategy which allowed for the limited use of nuclear
 weapons against military (and military-related) targets.

 This shift from a 'countervalue' targeting strategy to
 one of counterforce was formally put into place during
 the Carter administration, and was spelled out in an offi-
 cial policy document known as Presidential Directive-
 59. The strategy articulated by PD-59 is sometimes
 referred to as a war-fighting strategy and thus has come
 under severe criticism, both by the proponents of mad,
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 who see it as destabilizing, and by nuclear pacifists,
 who deny the morality of any nuclear weapon's use.
 Such views are, frankly, grossly mistaken. Commenting
 on the us shift represented by PD-59, Carter's Secretary
 of Defence Harold Brown explained the relationship
 between a counterforce strategy and deterrence:

 Deterrence remains, as it has been historically, our funda-
 mental strategic objective. The overriding objective of our
 strategic forces is to deter nuclear war. But deterrence must
 restrain an adversary from carrying out any of a far wider
 range of threats than just that of massive attacks against us
 cities. We seek to deter an adversary from any course of
 action that could lead to a general nuclear war. Our
 strategic forces must also deter nuclear attacks on smaller
 sets of targets in the United States . . . and deter the nuclear
 coercion of, or attack on, our friends and allies . . .
 [Therefore] we are necessarily giving greater attention to
 how nuclear war would actually be fought ... if deterrence
 fails. There is no contradiction between this focus on how a
 war would be fought and what its results would be, and our
 purpose of insuring continued peace through deterrence
 . . . Indeed, this focus helps us achieve deterrence and
 peace, by insuring that our ability to retaliate is fully credible
 . . . We must have forces . . . that will convince the Soviet
 leadership that no war and no course of aggression by them
 that led to use of nuclear weapons - on any scale of attack
 and at any stage of conflict - could lead to victory.36

 In other words, the shift from a MAD-deterrence strategy
 to a counterforce-deterrence strategy strengthens the
 American nuclear deterrent's ability to keep the peace
 and to thwart aggression. Moreover, the threat is
 credible because it is moral. It is based on a response
 that, should deterrence fail, can be discriminate and
 proportionate.37

 The goal of the Reagan policy
 has been to make the

 American deterrent more
 credible and more moral.

 The counterforce strategy has become the operational
 strategy of the United States. At least as far as official
 American strategic policy is concerned, mad is a thing of
 the past. Following the policy established by the Carter
 administration, the Reagan administration's strategic
 policy has attempted to strengthen the counterforce
 capability of the American nuclear deterrent. The goal of
 the Reagan policy, like that of Carter, has been to make
 the American deterrent more credible and more moral.

 Indeed, it is in light of these objectives and this strategy
 that the Reagan administration has pushed so hard for
 the Strategic Defence Initiative.38 Secretary of Defence
 Casper Weinberger has clearly articulated the goal of
 current American strategic policy:

 Misguided critics have sometimes confused our efforts to
 create credible response options for the purpose of
 deterring Soviet aggression with a malign intention to fight
 limited nuclear wars. Some have even gone so far as to
 confuse prudent planning for deterrence with insensitivity
 to the horrors of nuclear war. This is nonsense ... It is
 precisely because of (the) necessity (of avoiding nuclear

 war) that the United States must have a secure deterrent.
 Moreover, developing selective, discriminate responses is
 manifestly moral ... In short, while our policy cannot
 guarantee success, our critics' policy can only guarantee
 failure.39

 The move away from mad to a counterforce deterrent
 should be welcomed for strategic as well as moral
 reasons. A counterforce deterrent is morally legitimate in
 that, unlike mad, it can meet the jus in bello criteria.
 There can be no doubt that all nuclear weapons are
 terribly destructive. But in evaluating the morality of
 nuclear deterrence it needs to be remembered, as James
 Turner Johnson points out, that 'contemporary weapons
 have no corner of the market for horror; to this the victim
 of all wars of history would testify'.40 The moral problem
 of war today is the same as it has always been. The
 morality or immorality of war is determined by the
 justice or injustice of the cause, and the uses to which the
 weapons of war are put.

 Ultimately, all weapons, including nuclear weapons,
 are instruments of human intentionality. They can be
 used as instruments of peace or as instruments of aggres-
 sion and injustice. They can be used discriminately or
 indiscriminately. The morality of nuclear deterrence,
 therefore, is determined by human intentions, not by
 weapons themselves.

 Conclusion

 Nuclear deterrence is a strategy of peace that is, by its
 very nature, morally ambiguous. It is a strategy char-
 acterized by its moral realism. It is realistic in its
 acknowledgement of the sinfulness of humankind and in
 its understanding of the causes of international conflict. It
 is moral in that its purpose is peace and justice. In our
 fallen world, short of Christ's return, a responsible social
 ethic of war and peace will affirm the moral necessity of
 deterrence. ■

 Challenge of Peace : Goďs Promise andr Our Response
 ^asfiļngton D C.: United States Catholic Conference, l1983)fA
 ÇfjMf -There is, of course, a long historical traditíon of morál feflecťion
 '¿Ã^ârand peace by theologians, philosophers; and ethicists. Whatis
 utrīiģue;* about the current debate is that increasing numbers ; of
 professional strategists and policy-makers - individuals traditionally
 .^eoççupied with 'nuts and bolts' decisions abput, policy "and
 technological efficiency and effectiveness - are incorporating moral'
 réâsoning{into their decision-making calculus. It is noteworthy ih/ 'this
 regard1 that President Reagan has justified his planned spaçe-bàsed
 Enuclear defence (the Strategic Defence Initiative or 'Star Wars') ,on
 Ä$ral, as opposed to strictly strategic, grounds. This trend Jowařd

 reasoning is also reflected in the books that strategists and
 ,çélicy:makers are publishing, the textbooks that are being wrìtterì for
 Students, and the kinds of articles which professional strategic journals
 ^re willing" to publish. For a sampling of each of the aforementioned
 ¡ieé; respectively: Joseph S. Nye, Nuclear Ethics { New York: The Free
 'Press, 1986); James P. Sterba, The Ethics of War and Deterrence
 ;($èîmont, CA: Wadswõrth, Inc., 1985); Bruce M. Russett, 'Ethical
 , Dilemmas of Nuclear Deterrence", International Security 10 (Spring
 1984): 36-54.

 -Bernard Brodie, ed., The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and
 .World Order (New York: Harcourt. Brace and Co.. 1946), p. 52.
 ;C- 4. This unease is certainly reflected in Winston Churchill s famous
 remark in 1955 that in our nuclear age 'safety will be made the sturdy
 Téfúld óf terror, and survival the twin brother of annihilation'.
 ' 5. On May 15, 1984 the 'record' was broken for the longest period
 of time (since the second century. a.D.) without a major world war-
 ;tjpi#y eight years, nine months, and five days. See. Paul Schroeder,
 'Does Murphy's Law Apply to History?'. The Wilson Quarterly IX (New
 Year 1985): 87-88. At the same time that the world has avoided a
 cataclysmic nuclear war, conventional wars - civil and international -
 have been an omnipresent post- World War II reality. Today, over forty
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