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February 23, 1993

Nobody Needs Nukes
By Robert S. McNamara;

WASHINGTON— In the wake of the first and second treaties on reducing strategic arms, many
security experts say the world can afford a long pause in nuclear arms control. They are wrong.

Worldwide, there are about 40,000 nuclear warheads with a total destructive power more than a
million times that of the Hiroshima bomb.

Even assuming that the reductions in the Start treaties, which George Bush and Boris Yeltsin
signed, are carried out, the stock of warheads of the five declared nuclear powers -- the U.S.,
Russia, China, France and Britain -- is not likely to be reduced below 10,000 by the year 2003. By
then, the danger of nuclear war will have been lowered but not eliminated.

Firmer steps are needed to lower that risk. That was made clear by disclosures of how close the
planet came to nuclear disaster during the Cuban missile crisis in 1962. It was a dramatic
demonstration of fallibility -- of the degree to which all parties were captives of misinformation,
misjudgment and miscalculation.

It can be confidently predicted that the combination of human fallibility and nuclear arms will
inevitably lead to nuclear destruction. Therefore, insofar as it is achievable, we should seek a return
to a non-nuclear world. I say "insofar as achievable" because one or more declared nuclear powers -
- or an international agency -- would have to retain a small nuclear force, at most 100 to 200
warheads, as protection against blackmail by nations that would develop such weapons in secret.

More and more political and military leaders accept the idea that basic changes in the world's
approach to nuclear weapons are required. Many have endorsed the idea of returning to a non-
nuclear world, among them Les Aspin in a speech at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in
June.

Others still believe that the threat to use nuclear weapons prevents conventional war. This was the
essential position of a report, "The Role of Nuclear Weapons in the New World Order," prepared by
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an advisory committee for the Secretary of Defense just over a year ago. Accepting this argument
means accepting the risk that if deterrence fails, a nuclear exchange, which will destroy nations,
may follow.

The United Nations Security Council could play a central role in stopping the further proliferation
of all types of weapons of mass destruction and the means of delivering them.

At least 20 countries possess or can produce at least two types of weapons -- whether nuclear,
chemical or biological -- or their delivery systems. Most have, or are believed to be developing, a
capability in three or four of these categories.

To halt this proliferation, there is no alternative to collective, coercive Security Council action. It
should take this form:

The council would agree to prohibit the development, production and purchase of nuclear,
chemical and biological weapons and ballistic missiles by countries that do not have them.

Countries violating this ban would be subject to strict economic sanctions. If the sanctions had no
effect, a U.N. military force would be given a mandate to eliminate the production capability and
destroy any stocks produced or bought.

Countries that have such weapons, including both declared and undeclared nuclear powers such as
India, Pakistan and Israel, would be subject to inspection and control, and would be asked to
approve a treaty prohibiting first use of nuclear weapons.

Progress on this difficult agenda would be accelerated if the U.S re-examined its own long-term
strategic nuclear aims. We need to ask ourselves: What would be the rationale for having 3,500
nuclear weapons 10 years from now?
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