
Civil Defense-the New Debate 
The possibility of a new program for strengthening the US. civil defense against nuclear attack has been raised 
in Washington recently. Because the editors of Worldview believe a public debate on the program would be 
useful, we asked a number of people to respond to one or more of the following questions: 

I .  Do you understand it to be the policy ofthe Carter administration to give major priority to civil defense in 
the over-all defense posture of this country? 

2. Would such a direction be a positive or negative factor in terms of (a) American security and (b) reducing 
the chances of nuclear war? Why? 

3. What is diflerent now from the debate over civil defense against nuclear attack that took place in the late 
Fifties and early Sixties? 

4.  What are the ethical considerations you believe are relevant to the above questions? 

New Situation, New Response 

Paul H. Nitze 
eorge Kennan, in an interview published G by the New.  York Times Magazine. 

affirmed the proposition that it is better to be “Red than 
dead.” Since the end of World War I1 the United States 
has been engaged in a successful effort to demonstrate 
that the choice thus implied is wrong. We have demon- 
strated, at least to date, that it is not necessary to be 
either “Red or dead”; it has been possible both to 
remain free and to avoid a nuclear war. The essential 
task is to continue so to do. 

In the last half of the 1950’s, at the time of Sputnik, 
serious doubts arose as to whether a time would shortly 
arise when that issue-“Red or dead”4ould become 
serious. It had not been a serious choice during the 
period when we had a nuclear monopoly, or even when 
we had an overwhelming and stable nuclear deterrent. 
But with the Soviet development of ICBMs, the techno- 
logical practicality of which was first demonstrated by 
Sputnik, it became possible, perhaps probable, that the 
“better Red than dead” issue would arise in all serious- 
ness in a few years. 

The alternative solution originally given most atten- 
tion was the initiation of a U S .  civil defense program. 
The Gaither Committee, a study group appointed by 
President Eisenhower, came to the conclusion that such 
a program could indeed be effective both in enhancing 
deterrence and greatly reducing casualties if deterrence 
were to fail: They also concluded, however, that higher 
priority should be given to immediate measures to 
improve the survivability of our strategic bomber crews 
so that a significant portion could be continuously on 
alert, and by assuring that the alert bombers could get 
off the ground in the time provided by the warning 
system. It was recommended that this be coordinated 
with a program to assure that as soon as possible we 
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deploy ICBMs in dispersed hardened silos and SLBMs 
in hard-to-find submarines at sea. An elaborate civil 
defense program was given second priority. The first 
priority recommdations of the Gaither Committee 
were put into effect. 

The executive branch concurrently initiated a modest 
civil defense program designed to provide warning, iden- 
tify and mark already existing shelter spaces, and 
partially stock them with supplies. New shelter con- 
struction was left to individual initiative. By 1962 we 
had deployed sufficient ICBMs in dispersed and hard- 
ened silos and enough Polaris submarinsbased launch- 
ers to provide assured crisis stability and high-quality 
deterrence. After that time civil defense could be, and 
was viewed as, a low-priority requirement. To many it 
became, unjustifiably, a cause for derision. 

Today the situation has changed; the Soviet Union has 
for a decade or more been devoting far greater effort to 
its strategic offensive capabilities than have we. We cut 
back our program to a third, if measured in constant 
dollars, of what it averaged during the six years from 
1956 to 1962. The Soviet program has expanded to a 
point at which it is now estimated to be triple ours. 
There is now little doubt that our previous nuclear stra- 
tegic superiority has been eliminated. Many, myself 
included, believe we are heading into a period of serious 
strategic inferiority and instability. Authorities in the 
executive branch take a less serious view than I, but they 
too are concerned. The “better Red than dead” or “bet- 
ter dead than Red” dilemma is again a serious concern. 

Under these circumstances the question arises wheth- 
er we should again consider a more active civil defense 
program. The executive branch is putting priority on 
measures to assure the continuing survivability, endur- 
ance, and capability of our ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy 
bombers. I wish the executive branch were doing even 
more in that direction and had acted earlier. In addition 
the executive branch is reported to be considering 
doubling, or thereabouts, the current civil defense 
program of $90 million a year. In other words, they are 
considering adding to our civil defense program an 
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amount approximating .01 per cent of our overall 
defense budget, The purpose of this increased civil 
defense spending would be’to give the United States in 
the event of a serious crisis the ability to evacuate most 
of our urban population to the countryside. The execu- 
tive branch estimates that there are circumstances, were 
deterrence to fail. in which such measures would enable 
most of our population to survive. The main point, 
however, is that such a capability could add to deter- 
rence and thus help us continue to avoid the “Red or 
dead” dilemma. 

It is suggested that the Carter administration is there- 
by giving major priority to civil defense and that this 
raises ethical questions. The first part of the suggestion 
is evident nonsense; how can an item constituting .01 per 
cent of the defense budget be a major priority? A more 
pertinent question is whether it is enough to be effective. 
The second part of the question is, however, relevant. 

The second part suggests it is somehow immoral to 
think about nuclear war and, having thought, to take 
those considered steps designed to improve the quality 

To Clarify the Issue 

Hans J. Morgenthau 
t is impoysible to state with assurance what I the policy of the Carter administration is 

with regard to civil defense. As in so many other fields 
of policy, the policy of the Carter administration with 
regard to civil defense is cohtradictory in different 
respects. Successive statements of the same officials 
contradict each .other. The statements of different offi- 
cials contradict each ,other. Official statements are 
contradicted by the actual policy pursued. The realities 
of the situation militate against the policy announced. 

For the purpose of clarifying the issue let us assume 
that the administration is committed to a greatly 
expanded civil defense effort over several years, mean- 
ing primarily the evacuation of the bulk of the civilian 
population from the cities. Such a.policy is, according to 
the New York Times, “‘farcical” on several grounds. 

First, where is the civilian population to be evacuated 
to? Let us suppose the goal of the evacuation would be 
Upstate New York and Connecticut. Has anybody visu- 
alized the problems of logistics such a move would 
entail? Since a comprehensive shelter program appears 
to be excluded, where would these millions of people 
find shelter and nourishment, even if they were able to 
overcome the problems of chaotic mass traffic? Even if 
all these problems were overcome, the enemy need only 
change slightly the targets of a few of its multimegaton 
missiles in order to put the evacuated ,millions out of 
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of our nuclear deterrent. I am confused by this sugges- 
tion. Is it bked on the hypothesis that it is wrong to take 
measures designed to avoid the “better Red than dead” 
dilemma? Or on the hypothesis that it is too late to make 
such measures effective and that we must now agree 
with George Kennan that it is “better to be Red than 
dead”? A corollary of that hypothesis would appear to 
be that accommodation of the new Soviet imperium is 
the best course available to us, even if such a course were 
to lead to the U.S. subjecting itself to the Kremlin’s will. 
Perhaps the hypothesis is that the more dreadful we 
make the consequences of a nuclear war to ourselves, the 
more certain we will be to ensure that the president has 
no real alternative in a crisis but to surrender. To do 
otherwise would .be to bring Gotterdammerung down 
upon ourselves, even though the Soviet Union, through 
well-designed military and defense programs, would 
suffer casualties perhaps a tenth of ours. 

I await with interest the other articles in this series. I 
trust they will contribute to clarifying the hypotheses 
upon which the ethical issues should be judgid. 

commission. The only change the evacuation of the civil- 
ian population would bring about would be the place of 
demise. The city populations, instead of dying in their 
respective cities, would be annihilated in their respective 
places of evacuation. Die they must, if not at home, so at 
their place of refuge; if not through blast, then through 
fire and fallout. 

This argument supposes that evacuees arrive at their 
destination according to plan. But what if the evacuees 
of neighboring cities arrive at the same destination? If, 
for instance, the evacuees of Boston meet those of Hart- 
ford? Are we not going to be witness to a war of all 
against all, everybody trying to get to a place of safety 
before everybody else, and everybody fighting every- 
body tooth and nail, ,since allegedly sheer survival is at 
stake? 

However, we are only at the beginning of our trou- 
bles. So far we have dealt with what one might call the 
technical problems of evacuation, which appear to be 
insurmountable. Now let us take a look.at the military 
and political context. Soviet military doctrine stresses 
the importance of surprise in military operations, espe- 
cially nuclear war. Evacuation would signal to an enemy 
the likelihood of nuclear war, either perceived as an 
enemy move or intended by the evacuating government. 
Are the prospective belligerents likely to wait until the 
evacuation is completed, or are they going to start the 
nuclear war as soon as the evacuation ig started? Evacu- 
ation would be tantamount to an Act of War, forcing the 
hand of one or the other, or more likely of both of the 
prospective belligerents. Far from being a factor in 
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preventing nuclear war, evacuation would be a factor in 
making it inevitable; for it would signal to all concerned 
that the evacuating government is ready for nuclear 

The argument against evacuation is similar to that 
made against shelters almost two decades ago. The idea 
of evacuation assumes that nuclear war is similar to 
conventional war, only more destructive than the latter. 

W a r .  

Some Moral Reflections 
James T. Johnson 

here can simply be no doubt that protec- T tion of noncombatants is a major priority 
of the Western tradition on warfare, generally called the 
“just war” tradition. Its general concerns are two: to 
define when the violence of war is allowable (the prob- 
lem of justification) and to set limits to what may be 
done in even a just war (the problem of limitation). Paul 
Ramsey, for example, finds both these concerns in the 
thought of Augustine of Hippo and argues that for him 
and for Christian just war theory generally they should 
be regarded as requirements of divine love. A Christian, 
on this view, has a duty in love to protect innocent 
persons being unjustly threatened by violence or sub- 
jected to it, and he may utilize counterviolence, if neces- 
sary, to effect such a defense. At the same time, the use 
of such counterviolence is limited by a number of 
restraints also derived from love, foremost of which is a 
duty also toward the unjust assailant not to harm him 
any more than necessary to defend his victim. 

A similar pattern of reasoning emerges in Jewish 
tradition. Talmudic ethics allows use of violence against 
one who pursues with the intent of doing harm; yet the 
counterviolence that is permitted is limited by two 
constraints: First, one may do no worse to the pursuer 
than what he seeks to do, and, second, one may do no 
more than needed to make the pursuer leave off his evil 
intention. Secular contributions to Western just war 
tradition have provided analogous ideas: The medieval 
code of chivalry, for example, defined the knight as 
having a duty to protect noncombatants, while the 
concept of limited war originally defined and put into 
practice by such military theorists as Frederick the 
Great sought to ensure absolute protection of noncom- 
batants outside a’combat area and relative protection 
inside such an area. The requirements of defending 
noncombatants against the ravages of war is thus at the 
very core of Western thought on how war can be a moral 
enterprise. 

Still, there are numerous ways to defend against 
violence: running away or, more generally, putting the 
threatened out of reach of the threatener: interposing an 
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In truth, nuclear war, by virtue of its unimaginable 
destructiveness, is qualitatively different from copven- 
tional war. In conventional war you can rationally +sort 
to evacuation and shelters. In nuclear war therelis no 
place to hide. You have to prevent it in order to !void 
destruction. Once deterrence has failed, only one ques- 
tion remains: How do you want to die-at home or 
elsewhere, in a shelter or above ground? 

impregnable shield between threatener and threatened; 
‘warding off the attack of an assailant with skillful 
parries; fighting back or striking pre-emptively in an 
attempt to disarm or disable the assailant; threatening to 
retaliate violently if the original threat is carried 
through. If all the above methods would be equally 
effective in a given situation, then the sequence of this 
list defines an order of moral priority among these meth- 
ods: Those presented first are preferable to those 
presented later. 

The old civil defense program, which aimed at build- 
ing shelters to protect city populations against nuclear 
blast and fallout, was a form of shield defense, while the 
new program recently announced by the Carter adminis- 
tration represents an attempt to defend by putting 
threatened noncombatants out of reach of the violence 
of nuclear attack. Similarly, ABMs constitute a defense 
oriented at fighting back with intent to disarm, while 
mutual assured destruction (MAD) strategy is a version 
of defense by the threat of retaliation. Prima facie, the 
Western just war tradition would seem to favor civil 
defense programs over these last types of defense against 
countercity nuclear attack, since civil defense aims to 
maximize the restraints on use of violence in defense. 
But such a prima facie judgment would be, in this case, 
wrong. 

Just war tradition permits violence if it is necessary to 
an effectual defense, and such violence is allowed up to 
and including the level of violence employed by the “un- 
just” or “pursuing” attacker. It is clear that in this 
-moral tradition one may kill if necessary to prevent an 
innocent person from being killed. The permission to 
resort to such a response in kind includes permission to 
threaten to do so. Thus we are all well off the scent if we 
take the concern of j u t  war tradition to defend noncom- 
batants to rule out the threat of retaliation, or if  we take 
it to imply that programs of civil defense, which are 
inherently nonviolent, are ipso facto to be preferred 
over means of defense that threaten violence against the 
attacker. This tradition is concerned with the protection 
of noncombatants, and that requires an eflective de- 
fense. This in  turn requires that moral analysis take into 
account the relative effectiveness of various possible 
modes of defense as well as their abstract moral prefera- 
bility in terms of the leve1,of violence mch entails. 
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The only thing that can be said in favor of mutual 
assured destruction as a defensive strategy is that for 
quite some time now it has worked-to help prevent a 
nuclear war. But that is a great deal to say for it. And 
given the proposed scale of the Carter civil defense 
program, this program will not replace such a strategy of 
retaliation but can only supplement it. Were this new 
program the leading edge of an effort to substitute civil 
defense entirely for MAD, we would have to weigh the 

Reasons in Opposition 
John C. Bennett 

efore our government embarks on the B proposed forms of civil defense I hope 
that the following reasons for not doing so will be taken 
very seriously. 

Preparations for the evacuation of cities in a society as 
free as ours would involvesuch drastic actions that they 
would be more of a signal than we would intend of our 
readiness for nuclear war. Combined with any build-up 
of strategic nuclear arms that suggested a first-strike 
capability to the other side, they would be more provoc- 
ative than appears to us, to whom they would seem 
innocent and defensive. This reminds me of the account 
by Thucydides of the great pains the Athenians took to 
conceal from the Spartans the fact that they were 
rebuilding their walls after the Persia; wars. What could 
be more innocent and defensive than a wall! 

Greater account must be taken of the fears of the 
Soviet Union. I n  the long run they may fear Chin.a more 
than the U.S. We are their powerful adversary, who for 
decades expressed, more unofficially than officially, 
hostility to the Soviet Union. How much of a residue 
there is in the USSR of a dogmatic belief in the inevita- 
bility of war between the two systems, I do not know. A 
two-front war is in their minds, and they even speak of 
China as an eastern member of NATO. They know that 
the countries of Eastern Europe that are supposed to be 
in their camp are not reliable allies. They even fear the 
U.S may come to have a powerful presence in Iran. 
There is in the background something the Russians 
remember and exaggerate and we have forgotten: the 
American military presence in Siberia in 1917-20. It  is 
also not forgotten that the U.S. is the only nation ever to 
use atomic bombs, that most of the victims were civil- 
ians, and that the U.S. since World War I1 has dropped 
more bombs on other nations than have the rest of the 
nations combined. We do not see ourselves in this light 
at all. Indeed, what others see is quite out of line with 
our own present intentions as a nation. But fears and 
provocations depend on what others see. 

The second reason for not going ahead is what such a 
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implications of such a substitution. But as a supplement 
to existing strategic defense policy, it presumably aims 
at maintaining a balance between the superpowers as to 
what level of destruction could be sustained by their 
societies in the event of a nuclear interchange. Thus it is 
an effort to bolster the stalemate. A full moral analysis 
of this new civil defense program therefore would have 
to weigh it within this larger context of a continuing 
reliance on defense by retaliatory threat. 

form of civil defense as the preparation to evacuate cities 
would do to our own people. Again, this would necessi- 
tate taking such authoritarian measures in a nation so 
unaccustomed to them as to make a great impression on 
the American people, leading them to become accus- 
tomed to nuclear war as more than a remote possibility. 
Official explanations, which in such matters always 
seem too optimistic, might create the sense that nuclear 
war could be survived, not only by a large majority of 
our people, but also by our free institutipns and other 
aspects of our life that we believe most dorth defending. 
Such an outcome is highly doubtful. $he secondary 
effects of nuclear explosions would be played down, and 
the more remote genetic effects on future generations 
would not be considered. I t  might bq  better to die 
instantly in Manhattan than slowly in New Jersey. We 
cannot trust the Pentagon's weighing of .the intangible 
effects of nuclear war. 

". . . Better to die instantly in Manhattan than 
slo wly in New Jersey." 

Also, participation by the people in such preparations 
might well increase our own fear of the Russians and our 
hostility toward them. We. have long had a tendency to 
be obsessed by a combination of anticommunism and 
anti-Sovietism, but in recent years we have in large 
measure moved away from it. For the American people 
once more to be controlled by this obsession would 
distort our policy and increase anxieties on the other 
side. I fear that preparations for evacuation of cities that 
are thorough enough to be significant would signal the 
end of dktente and of any promise of curtailing the arms 
race. This would,be true even if we learned that Russja's 
more authoritarian government had taken some steps to 
prepare to evacuate its cities. It could do this with far 
less mind-changing dislocations than could our govern- 
ment. Before estimating its significance, we should 
recognize the grounds I have mentioned 'for Russian 
fears and its history of invasion by others. 




