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FOREWORD

In this memorandum , the author considers civilian-based defense
(CBD). a relativel y new concept for a particular kind of resistance by
one nation against another ’s attempted domination , especially in the
form of invasion. CBD contemp lates resistance across a wide spectrum
of effort , but the entire effort , while vigorous , would be completel y
nonviolent. The author thus distinguishes the concept from pacifist
programs.

The military professional is not inherently oppose d to a concept
such as CBD ; according to the author , he is skeptical and appraises the
(R D  concept with great care . In the appraisal given here , it is conceded
that CBD , with further concept development , migh t increase in
sophistication and practicality , but that , at this time , the concept is
greatly flawed if considered to be anything more tha n a perip heral or
supp lementary concept for national defense . The concept is not
rejected out of hand ; but the author sets forth some of the principal
objections to the concept which occur to the military professional in
relation to his responsibility for managin g violence (or in preparation
therefor) in national defense.

The Milita ry Issues Research Memoranda prog r am of the Strategic
Studies Inst i tute , US Arm y War College, provides a means for timel y
dissemination of analytical papers which are not necessarily constrained
by format or conformity with inst itutional policy. These memoranda
are prepared on subjects of current importance in areas related to ti le
author ’s professional work or interests.

Thi s memorandum was prepared as a contr ibut ion to the field of
national security research and study. As such , it does not reflect tile
official view of the College . the Department of the Army. or the
Department of Defense.

DeWITT C. SMITH , JR.
Major General . USA
Commandant
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W E SHALL UN DERWH ELM?
TENTATIVE MISC IVI NGS ABOUT CBD

AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO ARMED F ORCES

This paper concerns civiian’based defense , or CBD. a relatively new
defense concept. Inevitably underlying this discussion are open-ended
questions abou t the prope r role of force in society in war and peace ;
the morality of employing different forms of force ; morality versus
effectiveness. Unfortunately, such dilemmas must lie relatively
undisturbed to any major degree by this discussion.

Each generation thinks that the great challenges it faces are more
numerous and more serious than those facing previous generations: that
exasperation with previous genera tions is warranted because
predecessors have not been more effective in resolving perennial
dilemmas; and that its own generation will produce solutions that
proved too elusive for their fore fathers.

The rising generation “ taking charge ” today is no different  in t h is
respect. Among proverbially intra ctable issues , the ro l e nt f r ~. e in
,~ociety is one of the most stubborn. The rising generation appears to
want to believe that the role of force is not only changing hut also
dwindling in domestic and international life : there exists an increasing.
if still far from overwhelming. body of evidence to support this view ,
which may or may not prove reliable over time.

~~~~- ~~~~~ J__ —.~~~~~~~~—•— - -~~~.— .— •- -‘.- -- .- -—~~~--— . -~~~~~~~~~~~ . -  -



Much of the available evidence is sporadic and ambivalent.
Obviously , man ’s “right hand ” keeps seeking alternatives to war , not
solely because war is thou ght to be im moral but also because war is
always inconvenient and dangerous: unfor tunate ly ,  man ’s “left hand ”
simultaneously keeps generating and fighting wars. Which hand more
accurately pursues man s genuine nature and interests?

A nwrr bcr of other dilemittas are related. For examp le. even if one
approves of the use of force to defend one ’s natio n , is there a feasible
way to use force only defensively but not offensively? Can one ign ore
the experience of centuries that , once committed to employing force in
defense , the more effective methods of defense include some offensive
tact ics (e.g.. “the best defense is a good offense”)? DeGaulle insisted
that for a military establishment to be effective in deterrence (an d , for
that matter , in supporting fore ign policy in general), it must clearly
emphasize offensive military capability.

In practical terms , it would be difficult to separate arn ~s and
methods into one-sided capabilities of offense and defense , though
some have expressed a wish to be able to do so. It would be even more
difficult to construct a system that would be competent in one but
incompetent in the other. In a book written in 1962 , Helmut Schmidt
(in 1976 the Chancellor of West Germany) expressed the wish-dreams
of many democratic military planners:

The optimum goal of German defense and strategy would . . . be the
creation of ac armaments stru ctu re clearl y unsuited for the offensive role,
yet adequate beyond the shadow of a doubt to defend German territory. 1

But such a one -way struct~ re , comprising impregnable defense but zero
offense , is a will-o’-the-wisp in the real world of strategic equations.
Many have sought’ for it and for comparably infeasible “pots of gold”
over the centuries: no one has yet found them. No feasible alternative
to war or the use of force in support of national interests has been so
persuasively presented or widely accepted as to warrant excusing
responsible national planners of even democra tic countries from making
contingency plans for using some forms of force in appropriate
circumstances.

ALTERNATIVES TO WAR

In a number of respects , the search for alternatives to war enjoy s a =

long and distinguished history ; in other respects , as in the post-World
War II growth in a number of discip lines , modern peace research got
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underway only a decade or two ago .2 For example , one rece nt ci t  ort
among the perennial a t tempts  to suggest viable al ternat ives to war ssa~
that of Adam Roberts , one of the leading Ilgures in the CBD
nlovelnent , at the 15th ann u al confe rence of the International Inst i tute
of Strategic Studies , i n 1973. Roberts ’ paper was entitled “Alternat ives
to Existing Forces ” ; he selected three “ standout alternatives ” :
technology exp loited as at least a partial substitute for manpower.
militia-type forces to substitute for standing ready forces : and , the area
of particular interest in the paper , civil resistance. Roberts conceded
that this third alternative is “the most radical and controversial of the
three alternatives , often associated by many peop le ,” he said . “wit h
ideas of unilateral disarmament , pacifis m , or defeatism. ”3 Roberts is
cor rect , I believe , itt discerning this recurrent association , one which is
sometimes dragged willy nilly into the discussion by some CBD
proponents themselves.

In order to focus on the merits of CBD as evaluated by military
planners . 1 feel that I must first clear away the underbrush that Roberts
pinpoints: the essentially irrelevant association of pacifist imp lications
with CBD. This et ’fort at clarification may he appreciate d by some
readers; others may consider it an intolerable digression — if SO. they
may profitably ski p the next three pages or so. My purpose here is to
dispose of linkage s ot pacifism to CBD. by confront ing the fact tha t  the
field of (‘BI) is imi casi ona ll y obfuscated by writers who tend to link
CBD w it li p.m~ ii t s rn.  ii tha t  hi it h  concepts have to do with nonviolence.
Such contusi on ‘s imcia-oo ’ra! l V compounded h sonie (‘BD proponents
themselves, who seem unawar e  (I f or  in di f ferent  to the permeation ol
par t (If some ( HI ) d i’.c u s s i o t i ., w i th  the t l av mir i t  pai’il l s tk .  “morally
superior argunien Is fu r  i i  i i  Vi  Icitce.

Mv r en t a rks  here abo u t  p . i c i l  k i n are unavoidably genera li ied. I ant
aware tha t  there  are vari a ’l in~ and g radua t i ons  ii pa c if lsm. as M ax
Scheler . Ray m ond .\ i i . Ian lid I i i i  ar id others have exp lained .4

Dr. ( , cr i i  Sharp. air in s t a n d i n g  pr op onent  tn ( HD. is ri ot one to he
in se n s i t ive  t i n  nuan c es , i t  even he . l ike  Ihuner . s inh te t in i e s  mi nd .,

I here .mr e ni l i n a t  in  ii t In it  when the  ~mr in u~lc cond ue t i -d In no ns iolen
means . th c gr oup wi ll ‘ m i s  ad d i tj on ,m l  ~i’ Ii ‘resr i ’ L I sin t on li  hen .iu ~ e the ’, ire
~Ir u e ~ l n n p ~ inst e ad i i  ‘,u I i m m i j t t j m n ~ h u t  i k i n  t ’e~~ .j u ’ ,~ the’, are d ine  with
m i i i  n~ whi ch are seen I be e t h  ka l I~ su pe rim ir .

M u i l i  ot the m otivat ion for  tI r e ~cj i c l i  to t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to w ar , of
co urs e , is h u m a n i t a r i a n :  and many ol the seekers , bot h c i vi l i a n and
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military , conceive their self-motivation to be highly m oral. Some of the
seekers confuse the morali ty of t h e  ac t  with the  it ioral in tent ions nit
values of t h e  actor , or fa il I n n  distinguish le gi t i n iat e force-u sage as a
legitimate m eans to a legi t imate end . in the age-old morality arguments
over ends and means. To be sure , these issues , inc luding Ll vilia mi
resistance , are hig h ly complex : and the discussi on of them in this paper
does not pre tend to resolve them or otherwise dispose readily of them.

As Adam R ohet t s  not e d . paci fi sm has endured as a seminal
movement behind cer ta in~ p roposed alternatives to war. Si) far in
history , the “realist .” inc lud ing the soldier , re jects most , though not all ,
of the pacifist rationale. not because lie considers it undesirab le, but
because he perceives it :‘~~ being premature.  Having spent over three
decades in the military environment myself . half of that tin le in the
security-planning environment.  I may be contributing something of
va lue in this discuss icri by reporting my impression on the grounds on
which the mni h~ my professional rejects most of the pacifist case.
Whether all or most mil itaty men agree with me . I cannot say, for I
have not polled them: but I have reason to believe that , in genera ) . most
would concur.

First off , the military professional does not question the pacifist case
beca u se he h ates peace or pacif ists , or because he is vaim iglorious or
loves war , or because he is inimune to moral distinctions, or because he
is violence-prone ( mine can make a considerable case for his possession
of the opposite attributes: hut  this is not the time or place ). lie rejects
it beca use , given the long-standing and sti l l-current orientation of most
human beings and co lI ec t ivitie s . he considers pacifism to he simp l y
impract ica l  as a defensive mechanism for any society in a dangerousl y
imperfec t  world ,  lie mm i ay he. as Samuel l ’lu n t in g t on  said he is. inclined
to wards a pessimistic view of m oan. I -f e  may he wi l l i n g  to admi t  t ha t
rOost peo ple are not predators and are generally peaceful:  h u t  such
peo ple constitute no ch alle n ge to isis soci ety, or to his performance of
his function. W hat with the repeated eruptions of vio lent a t t empts  at
takeover in the world , it is obv io us tha t  preda tot have l i m i t  disappe ared.
So long as there are wit ’  predators a ro u nd able , m r i i t  wi l l ing tn  endan ge t
t ime society tha t  he is c ommit ted  Ii ) p r o t e ct ,  t i r e  to i l i ia v profession al
(ari d civilian ot ’f i c i at s : l i a r in g responsibility f i t  the nat ion ’s sec u r i t y
mus t worry about tine relat ive iv few p redat ors  ss Ito 1 exist ( in  e i n n t r o i
( if  powerful masses and fi irc cs . i a t i t er  ti tan he i m presse d by i j i  ge
nut ohe rs who arc not predat or

To the convictions of come pacifists tha t  they occup~ s mIl e h i g he r
mora l  ground . resistance by t he m i t i h i t a r y  pro f e s s i on al  hec ot ites more4



- -

comp lex. To warrant  acceptance of such an argument . one would have
to concede that violence at all times and in all p laces is nn ora ll y inferior
to nonviolem ic e. In my opinion , no 50 “ concessiom i need be mii ade. TIre
soldier who risks ( l et  alone one who Irises) his life in legit i matized
mili tary be havior defending a proper cause has no apologies to make to —
those who would , in advance , concede defea t . surrender , or s~hn i issi n in
to predators on the grounds that nonviolent submission is morally
superior ’ to resistance , violent or nonviolet it.

Here again , the problen i of definition arises. What , ask s the observer ,
is a “proper cause”? Without exp loring a more analytical response . I
offer the classic ratio n ale of “ the just war. ”6 An even more advanced
moral issue may be involved. The militar y professional may have
grounds for considering some pacifist behavior to be parasi t ic. and
consequently itself immoral , when the pacifist citizen refuses to
undergo the risks of participation in “appropriate ” violence in defense
of a society while continuing to participate in enjoyment of the
benefits , including peace , provided by that society—some of which,
such as the security ;hat makes prosperi ty possible . having been
provided at the expense of the fighter ’s agony and blood.

In his provocative book , The Deizial of Death , Ernest Becker wrote:

We admire most the courage to face death: we give such valor our hi ghest =
and most co nstan t adoration . . . When we see a man bravely facing his own
extinction , we rehearse the greatest victory we cart imag ine. 7

As the Bible says (and many a soldier has believed that the passage
was intended to app ly to him): “Greater love no man hath. t itan to lay
down his life for his friend ” that is . for his people, his society . In Jut n e
197 1 , the Southern Baptist Convention refuse d to adopt a propose d

state m ent that there were “moral ambiguit ies ” in the Vietnam War: said
the Rev. Wi l li amii Brock from the (‘onvention floor: “When a man lays
down his life for another , th at is m i ot moral amnb igu i ty . ”~

Nevertheless, mil i tary men have usu ally extended enormous respect
to the kind nil  conscientious objector who , for exat ’np le. refuse s to
perfo rm violent actions himself mit of a sp iritualized respect for human
life , but who agrees to se rve - say, as a combat medi c in the same
environment  of ~is ks as tine combat soldier . Some have proved to he as
brave and as dedi cated as tine bravest f ighter .

At  this point .  I should prefe r to finesse fur ther  discussi on of
moralistic a r gu m n en l s  for paci fi srm i as an al tert i at ive to war and armed
defen se , a l thoug h I hope to re t urn  br i efl y to the  subj ect in evaluat ive

c



discussion of CBD late r in this essay. 1 sh ould like , in fact , to avoi d here
the whole comnplex pacifist rational e , but it cannot be totall y bypassed:
for some assumptions about morality lie at the heart of anyone ’s
insistence on nonviolence in defense of one ’s socie ty. Any thoug htful .
probing evaluation of CBD by a military establishment must , in order
to be adequate , explore morality in relation to CBD.

In any event , it is important to establish that CBD is not a pacifist
concept; it doe s embrace nonviolence exclusively, but it means to resist.
In this pape r , I submit , the bulk of the discussion should address CBD
as a feasible and prudent alternative to maintenance by the United
States of armed forces.

Thus , in turning away from discussion of the pacifist rationale , it
may need saying once more that CBD is not advanced by its proponents
as a concept of pacifism or passivity ; CBD is defensive — it means to
defend a society by vigorous active resistance , but without using armed
or other kinds of violence. This concept of CBD has emerge d within the
past two decades, and is widely considered , in fact , to be rather new.
This general alternative is sometimes referred to under several names:
“eiviian~base d defense,” “civilian resistance ,” “nonviolent action, ”
“mass noncooperation and defiance ,” and others. But these terms do
not all mean the same thing ; there are variations in concept associated
with each term. I hope that none of the various detail s of difference are
so indispensable as to vitiate the following discussion , which lumps
them generally under the loose rubric of “civilian-base d defense ,” or

Perhaps , before exp laining and anal yzing CBD. I should make clea r
at the outset that I am not in terested in enfeebling or neutralizing this
provocative new concept. My brief assessment is not particularly
favorable; but I hope to leav e room for more persp icacious analyses
that might find more favor in it than I do. Perhaps the descripti on of “a
clarifier ” by Rubin Gotesky will fit reasona bly well around my role
here :

‘Clar ification ’ shou ld be taken to mean at least this: the clari fier does not
believe he has found a solut ion , but he does believe he offers vidence
that ce rtain ways of thinking and doing are not solutions . .

Gotesk y goes further than my intention: I only suggest that certai n
components of reality seem unfavorable to extensive acceptance r if
CBD in any near future.

In any event , we should first consult here exp lanation of just what

6
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CBD is. or purports - be. For explanati on. I shall hav e rec oUrs e .

mainly but not exclusivelY, to pro pom lents of the CBD concept

This is CBD , as defined by Gene Sharp:

A defense policy for the preser vation of a society ’s f reedom aeainst

possible internal thr eats (-as coup d ’e ta t )  or e x t e rn a l  threa ts (as inS aSi ofl i b~

adva nce pr epara ti ons to resist such usurpat iOns with civ ilian strugg le

app lied by the whole popu lation . The ai m is to deter or to defeat such

attempts n ot sim ply at alteri n g the will of the usurper but by making

s ucces sful usurpations impossib le thro ug h massiv e and selective

noncooperation and defiance by the citizens. It is thus adoption of the

tech nique of nonviolent action to develop a nation al defense ~olicY as a

practica l substitute for m ilitary defense and nuclear deterr eflCe. 10

RESISTANCE WITHOUT VIOLENCE

CBD is a particular facet of a large r concept of nonviolent action.

Tbe broader concept has been descri bed as a

tech nique by which people who reject passivity and submissio n, and who

see st ru ggle as essential , can wage their conflict without violence.

Nonviolent ac tion is not an attempt to avoid or ignote conflict . It is one

response to the problem of how to act effecti vel Y in poli tics , especially

how to wield power effe c tiv elY. 11

An import ant . though far from exclusive, element of the nonviolent

idea is its address toward the mind of the opponent. Clausewitz

described war as the continuati on of politics by other means: in the

F 
same sense , nonvi olent action also continues politics by still other

means, providing an altern ativ e to continuing polit ics only by war.

It recognizes that a fu nd am il ent al difference of opinion e’.ists oil an issue

ri nd seeks to resolve the difference by ~cm ons tratif lg that the oppo nent ’s

frame of referen ce is wrong . or at least 00workab le - Ii pursues its goal

th ro u gh the twin ,np pr o .aCl ies ui cold resista nce and noncooP eration , on the

one hand , and intellect ual and moral appeal to the agents of the

oppo nent his soldiery and governm ental adm inis tT at or s on the other 12

CBD for the first time became a serious propoSal for exp licit future

policy in October 1957 , when retired IJK Comman der Sir Step hen

King-Hall (hater Lord King-Hall ). in a lecture to the prestigious Royal

United Services I nstituti on , propose d tha t  a Royal Commission. or

other officia l body. formal ly investig ate the feasibility for natio nal

defense of prepared nonvio lent re si~taflCe to deter and resist potentia l

invaders. I )
7

-4



~~~~- -~~~
.- -

~~~~-

In I °)o4 a small p~ vat e in terna t ional  con feremice was fi eld at  Oxlo : r ~
fric  t i s i r o n  on the nature and problems of CR0 . Omse outcort ie of the
conference was th c book civilian R esistance as a A agjo na l D ef en . s r
edited h~ Adani Roberts .  14 with conti i hu t i on s  by Gen e Sharp. 1 I n or :: . :-
(‘. Schelh ing. B . H. Lidde ll h art , and others. In subsequent  sc- : i~~~.

con ferences on the concept were held in G er m amiy.  Sweden. the l. ’ mi: :c . :
K ingdom . and the U nuited States -  and low-pro file stud y em erg e d i n l i i .
L i r it ed States , t he Scandinavian countries , and elsewhere in Eur ope I f

AN EXPLANATION OF CIV I LIAN -BASLI ) DEFENSE

In (‘RD . t he entire civil ian population would he trained in p eacet m it t e
to wield several social , political . psychological , and ec on co m n i.
“weapons .” rather titan m i l i tary or other physical weapons .  for I i a t : o n : i ~
defense purposes. In advance , the soL :C my wo uld com idu ct asic
problem-oriented research. planning, training, a nd t i th er  prep ara t i o tn ~
Defen se. to the extent  that  it can he effected without  violent means. is
i ntended literally, viz , protection and presem ’vation 01 t ime c o u n t :
independence: its ri ght to choose its own way of life , i n s t i tu t io n s . a T i ~~

standards tif legitimacy: and to the maximnuni degree possible its oxs t
pet ple ’s l ives. ,  freedoms, and opportunities for future devehopm n en t.  I

In tlte ~~~ mi li farv ttm ea ns and nme th od s have been mos t f ’rcqo enrls
relied upon t o o provide the mt iaj or share of national defense agamns !
vio lent iii trusion. On occasion , however , societies have supplemented
o r i i l i t a r ~ m e a ns wit h mton m ih itary activities , such as improvised
fl f ly :  1 ( 1 :! st rueg lc : orid para mili tary nteans . such as partisan ’ : i i I L l

o ’’is t.on ~ e und e ‘or mid s .  Over th ousands of years of ucvel opmen I

mni h i ’ .o: ~ t t ic t l i .l~. n onvio lent  act i on h a ’- r em ai ned a r e l a t i s
u m t d - ’ . lcx ~ i. ped t~-~ l i m i t  t i c  ot defe n se . wit h sortie rn i p : c - s’

~o r ~-~ cssc~ w I t :  - l  u n t o : t i in , o i e i x  - remain alm ost uo k  r ’ ’wr: ( I I I )
t i w ’ - ’ r is i  - tn ’~~’ t h at h~ , idv :I t kc  r es ear ch . a r t :ok SN,  p i t : :

t r , I i t t i r :~.:. the pot e nt ia l  ef fect iven ess  o il ’ ( I l l )
,i i i h ! l e ~ ’, he c’ lI. i IO ~C oi .  I f  developed s u i l i e o e r : t l ~ - i t  is
n o ’ t : v ft’r n !cc h m t t i i i e s  ‘ oh! en . r h lo .’ t h e  p o o p u l a t i o o i i  a ’- a w l : o I ~’ t o  L ’ l ( ’ T i

i t w h t  c i t e ,  r t v c l r  ,o~ a : t t s t  t o i : c u t to  i m o v as io t : ’ . and - iq’ s d ’eta t
( .( i e . i t u / . ioo :t amid r r a i i : o : u i  no advan ce are mmot regarded h’~ ( ‘RI )
p r u p o m i e m i t s as reg li g ih ie  t , o e t s  i i  the concep t . hu t  as c r i t i c a l  \1 ’ ‘‘
mo ~ i.mnecs  i i  ( ‘Il l) i n e l t e L t i v e n L ’ss i s  c i t e : !  h~ ,. I i t i e s  ro t  ( ‘RD . ec t i c I : I t :

t he res p oo m i sc I i  o imi t  ( lii) p iop o n en t s  t h a t  o i t l ~ Vh i ’ ? t t i J P i o ’ ( u~ ( RI )  ss .0
ava i lab le  or eoop li ~ Lii . and  tha t  g t ’m t ui i ie  ( lii) was t o o t  a c t i : : o l l \  t r i ed  in
th a t  adi ’apico ’ t r a i n i n g  along (‘ RI ) l ines  was never pr ovided -
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An invasion for ideological and indoctrinat ion purposes . for
exa imuple , could generate a domestic response involving noncooperatmon
and defiance by schools, ne wspapers . radio , tele vision , churche s, all
levels of government: the general population could at tempt to reject
indoctrination at t empts in order to reassert democratic or cultural
princi p les. An attack aimed at economic exp loitation could be resisted
by means of boycotts or strikes , or noncooperation by experts .
itia nagement . workers , and officials,

An internal coup d ’etat could be met by the noncooperation of civil
servants and bureauc rats , government agencies , state and local
governments , police depart m ents , and virtually all the social institutions
and the general population as a whole , in order to deny legitimacy to
usurpers and to prevent consolidation of effective control. 18

Training in advance of cnseS would, if necessary. be imposed on the
whole popula tion and members of all its institutions : so that in cri ses
the society ’s social , political , and economic institutions, while retaining
democratic self-direction , would be prepared to convert themselves
rapidly to organizations gea red to collective defense against invaders or
usurper s. 19

Another fundamental element of the concept is “transarmament ”
(activist) of the state , as oppose d to disarmament (pacifist ).
Tran sarmament envisions advance pr eparations to insure an optimum
national capability to resist across the spectrum of spectfic threats .
Specific pi’eparation s for CBD would rep licate traditional types of
m i l i t a r y  preparati ons in many respects --”maneuvers ” : mock
dem onstrations ; disruption of public services , communica t ions , and
transportati on systems: and creating upheaval in economic and social
conditions . By CBD’s prep lanned design , nothing would work , except
for those functions considere d vital  to the survival of the threatened
society; and many of those functions migh t be conducted only on a
clandestine basis. 20

The re are , even among (‘BD proponents. many v iews r ega r ding t he
t’orm which CBD should take , depending upon the size of the country
involved , its politica l situation , and the perspective of the particula r
(‘130 proponent. Per fectionist CBD writers (what Atkeson calls
“p ur ists ”) choo se to rule out all forms of violence in strugg les. even
“scorched~earth action or other violence against one ’s own
pr operty . 21  Pe rfecti o nists generally prefe r the extreme view tha t CR0
should constitute the sole e ffective means for national defense . On t h e
oth er hand,  more pragmatic CBD writers (what Atkeson calls
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“ revisionis t s”) see advantages to blending CBD and mili tary defense to
fIt the country involved: they appear to have low expectation of
adoption of the policy of CBD b y the major powers , expecting instead
that smaller countries are more likely to realize opportunities for partia l
transarmament. At the same time , the more pragmatic proponents tend
to be less consistent in ethical terms but more concerned with providing
a range of effective means of defense.22

It has been claimed that the perf ectionist concept of (‘RD will
provide a more nearly total type of defense than the military system
since it will involve the whole population and all its institutions in the
defense strugg le ; because of such total p artici pation in nonviolen t
means , the concept , it is asserted , may be said to harbor intr insic
democratic qualities.

Some theorists of civilian-based defense have suggested it as a
possible full substitute , now , for military defense. Others perceive that
full subs titution of CBD for military establishments is not at all feasible
now but consider it possible within the “foreseeable ” fu ture. 23

EXAMPLES AND MEANS

Proponents of CBD suggest that man y instances of nonviolent action
by unarmed groups have been successful; these are considered to have
shaped the course of political events , such as p re-Revolutionary
episodes in America when the colonists refused to pay taxes , import
goods , or obey the laws of Eng land. Withou t authorization of their
sovereign , they severed social and economic contact with the British
authori t ies , and established their own independent politi cal
institu tions24 (thi s examp le will be the subject of later comment in this
pape r).

Amon g other examp les of successful nonviolence suggested are the
Gandhian independence campaign in india in the 1930’ s and the civil
righ ts movement in the United States in the last decade. Some CBD
proponents also point to the earl y stages of the Czechoslovakian crisis
in 1968 in which , they suggest , the Czechs held ou t with their own
evolving political systenu longe r and with less cos t in lives and property
than they would hav e suffered had they opted for a military defense in
the face of the massive attack mounted by the Soviet Union and its
Warsaw Pact all ies. 25

Professor Gene Shar p . producer of the classic work in the field . The
Politic s of Nonviolent Ac tion, 26 has been referred to by Professor K.
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Bould ing ( in  a review’ of the same hook ) as the “Machiavelli of
nonviolence ” and the “Clausewit ,’. of nonviolent warfare . ”2 7 in
reference to nonvio lent means , Professor Sharp actual ly  lists 198
different methods of p rotest and persuasi on. and of social, economic.
and political noncooperation. and of nonviolent intervention ,  including
strikes , embargoe s, mar ches , boycotts . lockouts , civil disobedience ,
counterfeiting, and numerous others . 28

This terminates our exp lanation of what (‘RD is. Because of limited
space , this exp lanation has necessaril y omitted a host of detail s,
ra t ion ahe ’~, and arguments , let alone nuances that proponents of CBD
might wish to have mentioned. Nevertheless , it is largely drawn from
the writings of CBD proponents , and it is my hope that I have not done
excessive damage to any important part of the concept.

GENERA L MISGIVINGS

Thus , some vagueness results from compression or omission here.
However , it must be said also that general vagueness also characterize s a
number of explanations given by CBD proponents; for , as Sharp and
others concede , much data-gathering and conceptual anal ysis are yet to
be performed , as well as wider dissemination of CBD a rguments. If , as
CBD proponents argue , CBD “has never been tried. ” then we have little
real experience on which to depend for evaluation; without historical
precedents , CBD must rel y upon extrapolation of fragments as it is
projected into future , speculative environments , Whether or not (‘RD
can or will he effective remains to be seetu . 1-lere , we are able to
confront only some of the major CBD themes advanced so far and
either to weigh the arguments starkly on their merits, or to assess, in
the reviewer ’s j u dgment , their potential effectiveness against the
contexts in which they are expected to operate .

It is in this sense , with no desire to slow down or divert intere st from
further  study of CBD . that I articulate here certain serious mnisgivings
about CBD that occur to me. It may be that , in the course of further
st udy of the concept , proponents of CBD will he able to consider these
mttisg ivings and develop adequate re sponses to them that eliminate the
need for misgivings.

Obviously. the world is being buffeted by powerfu l forces: hut not
in l i -en ’ major aspect of life amid society. There is some evidence that
part s oof  the world are stepping back from ti le brink of violence the
e ffects. in ter alia , o o t miu cl ear arsenals , spmi~adi n g literacy. revu lsion front
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past wars and violence , sensitivity to communications media , and
utop Ian rhetoric.  Rut repudiation of violence is not universal , by any
m eans; witness Ireland, the Middle East , Portuga l . Angola , Belise ,
Bangladesh , and other curr ent arenas of conflict.

I f the world does eventually turn more emp hatically to CBD or
other  forms of nonviolence , historical experience makes it
overwhelmi n gly likely that such a shift will be gradual and, hence , take
a very long time to reach a significant stage. Si i m tp l y to reduce curr ent
expensive mi lita ry inventories and mi l itary bud gets (now tota l ing about
S300 billion annually worldwide~ will tak e a long time for large
numbers of peoples to di gest.

Thus, whatever normative precepts mi ght appeal. it seems to mc
grossly premature t’or CBD to advance itself as 110)50 ’ possessing the
capability (or even potential capabi l i ty)  in majo r countries t o replace
arr m io .’d forces, let alone to defeat opposing armed f or ce s. The prospect
of CBD’s at taining a substantially more significant rol e in defense oJ f/mo ’
nation against armed attack , or of attaining , in harness with armed
forces, a dominant role , appears slim: if such a trend develops , it
appears overwhelmingly likel y to take p lace gradually,  ste p by st ep.
slight shift by slight shI ft , always om harness with dominan t armed
forces, until  the relationship between them shifts one day. i f it ever
does , into a partnership that becomes slightly CBD-dom inant , and then.
farther still in the unfore seeab le future , eventually into a defense
posture featuring CBD exclusivel y. Only m~’ia such a process, however ,
can CBD be expected to attain parity , dominance , or re p lacement
status in relation to) armed forces in an institution desi gned to defend
the United States , or any other major country.

No practicable short-cut can be realistically envisioned at this t ime.
and , hence, it is illusory to speak of CBD as eurre ,mtls ’ possessing
capa bil ities t h at it does not , and could not for a long time to ) come.
possess. In a prag matic world , no matter  how attract ive arc the onI~
available alternatives , societies cannot be expected to relinq u ish the
capability to defend themselves with force un less , and unt i l , an
alternative candidate form )) has been convincingly dep noop m. c tra ted to he
satisfactorily and equally effective , if not superior to . armed l’orces.

Despite such vagueness as afflicts some exp lanations of (‘RD. it
remains to distinguish more clearly what , it ’ a ny th irmg.  is new and un i q tie
about any capabil i t ies of (‘RD. eith er individually or collective ly , R o

defend the nation with re .su It .s superior to tim os e a t t a i nab l e  with armed
forces. Most , II ’ not all . of the m iu om o v i tu l e n t  mneth ods :mt t d te chni ques being
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enumerated as among appropria te activities of ( ‘RD have been long
known and frequently employed in modern arenas of domestic and
international conflict: some so-called “CBD techniques ” are age-o ld
techniques of conflict in general. Many have been used by the Unit ed
States with varying frequency and effectiveness in relationshi ps ot ’
nonshooting conflict with other nations , and also , in periods of
shooting wam - , concurrentl y with armed forces operations. Thus , on the
one hand , familiarity with such methods might make their use more
readily acceptable as part of CBD programs; hut they do) not need to be
part of CBD programs to be effectivel y employed.

Many such means have already been used for generations as discrete
techniques , and as interwoven elements of collective pr ogram ns
eschewing violence in confl ic ts short of war , and also as elements of
collective , combined violent and nonviolen t activities und ertaken in
wartime including monetary and fiscal w arfare , trade and other means
of economic warfare . sabotage , strikes , pr otes ts . pic ketings .
noncooperation . removal of legal safeguards. refusal to provide critical
servic es, detention , imprisonment , propaganda broadside s . and a host of
other unarmed acfivities. In addition , internally ,  many such techniques
have also been employed by various domestic pressure groups in
American society, against other groups or agai t tst the gove rnmn en t . and
emp loyed in initiation or response by th c government , sometimes
without  force , sometimn es with force. Thus , it r cn ia im i c  t o o  be clarified in
what ways these familiar activities , when organi r ed into ( ‘RD sy ste mi is.
nsight constitute new concepts . different from and superio r to the same
activities incorporated in older and long-familiar  approaches to
defending the nation.

I m i response. (‘RD proponents insist t h at  one exam itp le of a new
approach is advance training of ent ire  populations in effective
orchestration of these old methods.

Still another aspect warrant ing  echo ot an earlier comment is the
perception of some (‘BD argumentation as flavore d with paci fi stic
overtones. One evaluator of the (‘RD concept says that  most (‘BE)
spokesmen , while ini t ial ly d i f ferent ia t ing  (‘RI) from pacift . t doctrines.
express a rig id percepti on of practically all w ar and viole n ce as
fundamen tally illog ical act ivi t ies  and as i l l egi t im n at e means foi rea cl i im t g
political decisi oons . 29 Time impre ssion is inescapab le Irom .5 orn~’ of t h e
(‘BD li terature tha t  CBD proponents Suim eti m es learn appreciably on the
pacifist pr incip le th at nonviolent  defense is a lw .uv s and mo all
circumt t stances the morally superior choice over mil i tary  defense . Bu t . as
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suggested at the outset of this essay , such a conviction is still held by
onl y a relative hand fu l of the world’ s peoples. It  appears that  the
overwhelming majority of peoples believe military defense to be
superior in effectiveness, and effectiveness , also an element of a moral
choice , is the primary criterion they app ly in making their choice.

Thus , a number of peop les hold that in appropriate circumstances , in
responding to armed violence launched against them , armed resistance
is not only the most pragmatic choice but also the more moral choice.
There is no universa l consensus that nonviolence is always morally
superior , nor is such a consensus likely to emerge universally soon. It
seems to me that the more nearly central dilemm a of morality concerns
not whether or not one responds with violent or nonviolent means
against aggression that is already violent , but whether one is initiating
violence or only responding to violence; the former is widely
condemned as immoral , but the latter is so condemned not by CBD
proponents , but only by certain pacifist groups.

In any event , to the extent that some CBD literature echoe s pacifist
premises on this point , it suffers from lessened general credibility . It
can hardly be expected that nations will accept (‘RD. or any other
proposed mode of defense , on any basic criterion other than
effectiveness. Thus , the ultimate compelling question to be considered
by national planners is not “Is CBD nior e moral?” but “Is CBD more
effective?”

There is a sense in which , as mentioned briefly already , the full
concept of CBD from advance training of whole populations to
nonviolent resistance to a coup or an invasion, has never been tried.
Nevertheless , a number of examples taken from th past and advanced
by (‘BD proponents as illustrative of CBD’s successes seem to
exaggerate the potential effectiveness of CBD activities against major
political opposition. let alone against armed forces. For instance , to
ascribe the success of the American colonists in achieving independence
to various CBD activities is at least partially mislead ing: of course , the
colonists performed numer ous nonviolent acts of resistance that
pro bab ly furthered their cause : their stru ggles may well have
undermined con trol by the imperial colonizer and facilitated eventual
separation , but their realization of their transcendent objective.
independence , unquest ionably depended upon the success of their own
armed rebellion , supplemented by other actions , such as French
assistance . NO ) matter  which and how many nonvi olent acts they
performed . they had to) participate in violence , to figh t an indispensable
war , and they had to ) win, in order to achieve imidependence.
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Similarly, Czech patriots in 1968 tested Soviet and Warsaw Pact
tolerance for resistance in a number of “CBD ways” and over several
mnonths; “ pure ” CBD cannot be said to have been tried , four resistance
was unplanned , spontaneous , ad hoc. But the Czech approach toward
some degree of Czech autonomy within the Warsaw Pact was halted and
reverse d as the armed forces of the other Warsaw Pact nations poured
over the Czech borders and snu ffed out all resistance so that conditions
in Czechoslovakia became wor se than the status quo ante . Thi s is a
somewhat oversimp lified analysis; yet , overall , one is impelled to ask:
What kind of “successful defense” was that?

It might strike some observers that , in the long run , the Yugoslav
examp le would serve as a more impressive precedent than
Czechoslovakia. Perhaps all sustained instances of nationwide , popular
resistance , involving both violent and nonviolent strands , would serve as
more instructive early models for orchestration of all civilian resistance.
eventu ally adaptable to greater emphasis on nonviolent stran ds.

No doubt , if one could find them and produce them , detailed case
studies of past circumstances (not future scenarios) in which CBD has
been unequivocally effective might be impressive in the promotion of
CBD. Nevertheless, a national planner must choose betwee n these two
ultimate objectives of analysis: Is this case study being pursued in order
to advance acceptance of CBD? or to maintain effective , economical (of
life and liberty, as well as of money) defense of the United States?

There appears to be , so far , some degree of mutual  exclusiveness
involved between these two alternatives , especially when the
protago nists are the United States and one or more foreign countries.

This is as good a place as any to record a particular line of misgivings
toward expectations that CBD will soon prov e viable for adaptation to
US defense. If the problems of coping with an invader (e.g., training a
homogeneous population in advance) could be confined geographi cally
within American borders , CBD would doubtless appear more readily
adaptable than otherwise. On the other hand , in reality. America ’s
defense responsibilities extend way beyond its own borders , to distant
climes and varied cultures; the orchestration of indigenous populations
along common CBD lines seems likel y to rem ai n infeasible for decades
ahead.

In scenarios dealin g with possible internal confrontations , in order to
warrant prediction of incidence in current America of an internal coup
or insu rrection , there probably has to he injected a large manufac t t i red
dose of exaggerated fears and dangers. They are not absolutely out of
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the question , or beyo)nd imagination: but there is little basis in the real
world for taking seriously any such possibility, or expectation.
Incidentally, if a coup were to occur in America , there is , in my
opinion , far more lik elihood that it would be mounted by civilians than
by the military. Fears of coups by military persons are widely cited: the
examnp les of military coups in developing countries are sometimes
alleged to be “warnings” for America. Most of such occurrences are
irrelevant to political probabilities in the United States. Among modern
advanced states , we sometimes seem to be unaware that the most
impressive usurpers of the 20th century were civilians , principally
through civilian channels and instruments- - notably h itler . Mussolini ,
Lenin, Stalin , Ho Chi Minh , and other internal aggressors.

If probabthtie s of coups in America really are low , the relevance of
CBD to any reasonably conceivable internal crisis in America also seems
low. Even if this prediction were to prove inaccurate , most of the
activities sometimes listed under the “CBD” rubric appear as likely to
be readily available for employment within America in the future as the
same activities have been in the past. Advance orga nization of such
activities into a CBD structure might , however , make a difference.

Implicit throughout the preceding discussion is a need to identif y
one particular factor which would be likely to determine CBD success
or failure from the outset: namely, the nature of the regime against
which CBD would be undertaken. An invader seeking total domination
but confronted with CBD or any other kind of resistance , vio lent or
nonviolent , might proceed , as many invaders in history have done , to
ruthless methods of coercion and control , such as mass torture ,
execution , and genocide. in such circumstances , CBD would not work ,
nor , one presumes , would any other form of defense be successful.

If one envisions the United States as the occupying power . careful
and incisive analysis of every major society and regime in the world that
migh t emerge to threaten the United States mi ght be undertaken by
national planners, in order to categorize nations as likely or unlikel y to
be vulnerable to CBD if and when CBD measuies were to be exercised
aga inst them by American society. If one envisions the shoe being on
the other foot , viz., the peop le of the United States as the nation
confronted by an alien occupying power or by a domestic usurper , the
nature and sty le of the power-wielde r would presumably diffe r
considerably from American methods.

As one surveys his own and other nations in the world , which and
how ni any nations appear likely to tolerate (‘RD in opposition? I t  has

lb
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t t c:: been said ( a n d  e s c m i  coTn.~’dL -d i~ ( .atud fmi j u i r sc lU t ( ua ’. tim e ‘u ~ :cs-
of G~ mudh i ’s mm omu vi ol e n t tnt  ov eu fl emi t tn I mid ia. th u ou gh ass ~r c d h~
n u m r u b e r  i po~~cr tac1 ~ns  ot h t!i  v o L  i~c am i d mu s um iv t o l cn ~ e . lumnigcc

m i ~l uc n a t u r e  of Gr e a t  13: n J : r ~ a n a i l - i n  w i th  a

~ouu ~c i emu ~e H ad G and h i ’s target been a!.~ ii u s ~r t i e r  m l . u t u o r u s  i t
v~ ould probably have remained u m p o t c u : ~ l.v~ i s ( HI) l i u c r a t u r e  con Lci ~c’
that  (‘BE) would he in effec t iv e  a g a u m t st  a n a t u i s r u  bent on g er i  ~ J e .  ( i i

than ineffectiv e , it would be sun da i Ii~ w mml amu v  u l i t i u l s  I cspe~ m al l ’
p redat ors )  :an be c o r u t l d e m u t l r  cj tcs t or u , ed  today -as nations w u t h  tha :
kind of conscience ? In a sense , al l na t ions  possess 5~mc ‘‘ . Uri s . u cne -~
but I suggest that tew wou ld qua l ify i n ( ‘R D tem ms .

l’o t he extent  t l ua t  democra t ic pri n ciples suggest sen s m t i vu l)  to (‘RD.
Sec retary of State Kissi umge r recently arg ued. in respuusc to  T tn mmd World
rhetori c in the United Nat i ons ,  t l uat  only some tss u d o / ens  na tu on s  un t h e
world can legi t imate i~ va l idate demn ocra tk ,r e t ens u o uu s: ~0 the ot h uem 120
or so na t ion ’ are control led by au tho r i t a r i an  or to ta l i t a ruam u  r e gum mi c s .
which exhibi t ing l inuited tolc ram ice towani resistance hs l u c u r  own
people . can hardly he expec ted to exhibit t o l e rance  toward  e s u s r a u l e L ’
by foreigners. . If there are f ew, if any ,  nat i ons that  can be discerned
now as probably aggressiv e invaders of [IS t c r r i t  or~ - and if among those
few even fewer can be expecte d to he sensitive et ioug h to allow (‘BE) to
be effective against them , one mnay be indulged in making an c. stim n a ;t ’
that , whatever may be (‘BD’s potential value to other nutio n s.  for the
United States to expend more than mi~odest effo rt on study of CBD at
this time would be pr emature .

Another important rtti sg ivi ng about ( ‘RE) to be exa n m uiutc d brie f ly here
co ncerns t h e  questiona ble t’eas ihi l i ty o~ r e ali z ing a major element ot
(‘RD programs: t ite r a in i ng  of the wt i  ic popu lace t o  ea~r~ out  ~ H l~
act ivities in con cert . h x p c c t a t u i i - . are Jc.i in (‘RD l i t e r a t u r e  t O t  the
emitir e p opulati om i or gre at  p ropOr t i u> m is  om it will m i e ccssar i lv  h~ l v
Hu t  even a mere nuai u r i r v  of Am ericans s~~u ld amo u n t  to I I t )  r nil l i o u r
peop le , or lion . W luem i com isider ed in c l a m o r  t i -  t h e  ~r o  m i  : 1 1 1

r i t i m u m u i u l g  emphasis j r Am ne r i can  so~ l C t \  up on  p lu r a l m sn t .  u r  hL’~ mrn.’~
- esec cd m n g ly diffIcult  mu em ivisi on c o m ucer ~cd a c t i o n  h~ va st  n u u t u h e r s  )t
Americans in il oim tg wut’t lui n ug fo r more than a I esv boo r s . ( I s  t he a ru1 i -.r
American concerted action tha t  i if the 70 million who wa t e  ii m i t e
Wor ld ’ s Seri e s or the Super Bowl on T~’ fur 3 m oors? 1

(‘o u i s c n sum s ui is not come easily in plo ur : u lk t i c  - \mrie 1. . d c - g t e  I L

u t i l i ty  of consl’ u i .su - fo r  i m p o r t a n t  m i u t i om ia l  c m i t e i p r u s e ’ ~~~I Oc

i’r t h i g h t t e r mu u i en f  on the  challenge posed hs ri te t r i t e j  n ull O c ,’( i ~? t i
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leadership in forging an American consensus is showmi by l este r
Sehigman. who distinguishes two among numerous extant types of a

national political leaders , who tend to emerge from different
systems: 3 1

• the irresistible national hero , personifying the nation ’s general will
and higher interests , less constraine d in installin g national programs by
diversity in the electorate; perhaps an outstanding modern exam ple in a
free society would be (‘harles de Gaulle; rarely has this type been
endorsed by Americans;

• instead , the more typically successful American leader has been a
power broker , the skillful executive , operating to achieve forward
movement among numerous conflicting groups in the free nation : one
of the outstanding modern examples is Franklin Roosevelt.

Another approach to understanding the difficulty of fashioning and
maintain ing even a limited consensus representative of a majority in
America is made reasonably clear by Earl Ravenal in the following
passage :

Vietnam demonstrated how frag ile , tentative , and partial is the American
social contract. B~ t the confu sed condition of publi c support was not a
momentary ‘dissensus’ brought about by the trauma of Vietnam. It is a
basic condit ion that was accentuated by the Vietnam war. Perhaps this
country was not destined to be a coherent society , but rather an iil ’fitted
comnositio n of heterogeneous groups , most of which came here to assert
their separateness . affirm their identity, keep their dista nce , and maintain
their  autonomy—at most willing to join in selected common projects of
limited du ration and purpose. Ours is still a precarious society that  cannot
long bear the strains, such as mobilization for foreign adventures , that
expose the different stakes of these groups. Such a fragmented society is
not a suffici ent base for a policy of upholding world order and conm esting a
seri es of border challenges .

The troubl e begins with limited wars. Most of the l i terature  supporting
linm i med wars has stressed their feasibility as opposed tom mot al war.  But that

u u m m sses about half the point - the half that is relevant h ire.

Public constraints on p rosecuting a war wil l be tighter as the purposes of
war are seen to be more limited, Indeed , it is quite likely that  support for
war will dim inish even faster than tine scale of the war is reduced , It  a
government can either coerce support or anesthetize opinion, it m o
consider itself lucky ;  but th a m sort of thing becomes a content ious point in

t wi t  in .j constitu ti onal democracy such as our s.

It mni gh t  h e— w het im er f o r t u n a t e l y  or unfor tunately  - tha t  a co u nt r ~ such a’
ours can fi~h t .  and therefore ough m  to ti g h t ,  only very i m p o r t a n t  war s , or
no ne at alL~ 2
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(‘oalitions of heterogeneous Americans for common purposes are
almost invariably fleeting. limited in scope. and highly tem iuous. It is
important to realize that such dynamism can represent strength. not
weakness. In any event. to attempt to envision over a hundred million
(or even ten million) Americans submitting vo lun t ari ly to , or enga gimig
in , peacetime training, f or  ( ‘RD or for anything else, boggles the mind
and strains the limits of one ’s credulity . To be sure , local and regional
variations would doubtless develop, but some central standards of (‘BE)
train ing would surely be imposed. Thus , to the extent that (‘BD’s
effectiveness would depend upon such preparat ory national training in
America, it would appear to rely on a relativel y weak reed.

Such effectiveness as any civil resistance pr ogram~ might manage to
achieve in organ izing Americans during the next three decades or so will
probably have to depend on spontaneity , informed as well as possible
by CBD specialists- a limited number of prepared individuals and small
groups who have readie d themselves against the possibility of being
needed.

Moreover , as noted above, while cohesion and concerted action can
provide an essential pro tective element for success against an invader
from outside , divers ity itself provide s considerable , if less appreciated.
protec tion for a society against usurpation from inside. The more I
reflect upon this latter caveat , the more important it seems to me. A
trained- in-advance element of the entire American populace , especially
one approaching anywhere near a majority , would raise a spectre of
greater fear because of its existence and potential misuse than any fear
likely to arise in advance from the prospect of invasion. American
society ’s reluctant support of trained armed forces . maintained under
careful controls , is one thing; training of the preponderance of the
population, for CBD or paramilitary activities or anything else , would
be quite another. The likelihood of acceptance by Americans of any
such program of universa l national training , even on a scale much
smaller than “ universally,” is so low as to he. in r m ly opinion .
disrnissible.

There is little evidence on which to build expectations of massive
confIdence. Even the spectres of Arm a geddon that  made us all uneasy
when the Bomb came into existence , and as (‘old War apprehensio sns
were expressed over and over , failed to generate widespread support in
Amer ica 33 for construction of numerous protective shelters in which
the people would have to do) little more than si t .  I -low much more
unlikely ,  it seems to me , are many Americans to accept pro gr ams that

1°)
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would require their active participatio n rn forn iahi, ed CBD training
struct ures. Maybe a generation from now , if indo c t r im i a t iom i  as to the
necessity were to be completel y successful. Even if wide acceptance of
(‘BE) programs could be foreseen , i ts real izat ion is proba b l y f ’ar in the
fu ture ,  beyond any rea son able dcfinition of for eseeable t’u ture .

How long the period of “foreseeable fu tu re ” will extend is, of
course , impossible to pred ict. Because ui our  sa tu ra t ion  with the
nature , pa ce , and structure of affairs in our own time, we usually
greatly underestimate the period required until a mnomen t ous change
can occur. If an exceptional proposal catches fire among men, a great
change may arrive with total ly unexpected swiftness; is CBD of tha t
kind of exception? Si gnificant su bs t i tu t iomu of nonv iolence tor force imu
extreme instance s of internat ional  conflict will not occur unt i l  almost
all great powers , and m any small ones , tu rn away from viol ence in
irre t rievable ways. Tm) arrive at suc m a stage will probabl y take at least
t w o  ge n e r a t i o n s i n w h i~ h nonviol ence gr adually achieves
preponderance . If one generas iomu were to give majo r acceptance to this
(‘BD concept , especially in these times t , f rapid. perva sive
communications , a program of nonviolence mni ght arrive swiftly among
the succeeding generation.

On these and other relev ant premises , I arr ive , quite tentatively, at
the following conclusion s about CBD:

• Enough of a basis of plausibility and possible uti l i ty exists to
justif y that a number of nation al inst i tut ions be aware of (‘RD. analyze
its potential significance , and participate in institu tional and other
collective study and discussio ns on the subject.

• On the other hand, there does not appear to C x I s t  tuoss or in any
irnm n edia t e fom tu re a probabil i ty tha t  (‘BD will j ch i c ’,c . within time [S
con text, and within, say. the n ext decade , a h re a k t h r ou u g fm into )  a s ta tus
of relative prominence. Awareness of (‘RD will probabl y i ncrease to
some modest degree. but I woul d anticipat e widespread indifferen ce to
the concept of (‘BE) among mlro ) S t nat iom m a l  se et ur tv specialists for a
number of years ahead.

I would hope that  discu ission of both sides of this issu m e wouhd
proceed on its merits, and not on the eminem ice or nu m ber of th e ut
advocates or critics. ( ‘ertai n ly. quests for t onvio lent rel ations among
states have enjoyed certain degrees of respectability over tile .ugi ’s . hu t
most such quests have sough t much more . vi z, peace. or the r ubs c o c e ml
conflict .  Perhaps successfu l a t t a inment  of n i u t i v u i u l i n e e  us an
undmspensa hl e inter i m step toward tile a t ta inm ne nt  of p eace t tm l dat a r m s
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\h’ , mr is .  m i l e .  ( ‘BD has specifical ly received endors ements f’ronr such
eminen t h u uu t u ; un i t a t i an s  a’. Margaret Mead and Kenneth Bou ldin g .

Gv’suu ~e K.en n a ’t app eared to mc s - agu cl v ~cugg e st im 1g some form of
ilL) i t t  his I ~) S7 BB(~ Reith  Lectures . recommendin g that in the event

of Sovi et- Amu t erican disengagement . Et mrope develop a “p a ra nuu l m t a r ~
defen se base d omu the Swiss mm mdcl :

The t ra ining ut  such forces ought  to be such as to prepare them not
only to offer whatever overt re s i s ian c c mig h t  be possible ro a t or cmgn
invader b u t  also to cons t i tu te  the core of a cis it resistance mov s’tt um nt on
an y terr i to r y . . . overrun by the enemy . .

[.ater . Kennan recalled:

There ‘,‘,as something in ny Re irh t ,eett ure s t~ ir  wlmi ctm I was more r iut u c u le d .
amid to r  which I fou nd less understanding, than anything I ever ‘,, iu d mru my
life . This related to the concept of muat ion a l  de fence  throug h passive
resistance-- the concept of making it impossibl e u o r  a fo re i gn  occupier t om
run a conquered countr y. 1- s-ervon e laug hed at me. The re s.as a debate ir
the  German Bunilerrag. Wit ty Hr andt moos there— ‘ne tt . ’ he sai d. ~ ~qj m m u su
allow every man somnc foolish i d e a s . . . ’ I did not, of course. mean tha t  one
could erode the power of an occupier in Western I u r op e  by r el~ In c
a ’scl udvel y on civil disobedien ce. But  I did think that  if a reasonable degree
of co nventional armaments could he supported by a trained and dis emp li ned
civilia n popu lati on. one need never resort to rhc miSs ’ of ,niclm’ar sscapons
(italics added ). 35

Ra ther than stand alone out on a cold l in tb .  I should like to cite lucre
also some eminent  crit ics (or. at  least.  qtmesti oln ers ) of ( ‘BD. Thu s, while
the foregoing passage appears to enlist George Ke nnan among the
pro ponents of (‘BE). it a lso appears to t :u l ~’ t t o t 1’ of consid erable
skepticism among other emnin en t ; u t m a l v c t  s .

Raymond /\ron rejects the whole ide: u of civi l  r e sis t am i ce becaus e

it p resm mtne s that t he mes a m u r i t , i s s . u m  is ’s m m m d  es ts’ rmt u mm u , m tu o n ’, us d ’ O m u t u ’t~
over , and that  i nat ion so m m c l i  pu t ’, di son ut ~ mm m i s  so mIt he fl e m t her  mt ~ p a r e d

nor redu red t m m  s i t  ‘,c m y nor mu r~ i~ and sim i m pfs s’s mc h u m .  ca t  36

At the 1 1)73 I ISS conference c i t e d  at the ou t se t  a l t  t l t i ’ , p aper .
considerable disctmssio n was devoted to a\ul , m ~t t Ro l m er  t s ’ pape r by lua u of
the 210 a t t end ing  members (pol i t ica l  a t m ; t i v s t s .  st rat egic p l amttu c r s , e t al l
fnt mt i c ott n tries ar m mu mud the wu mm Id - The rappu rt cmi m . 1 he m m So m tu m i ter .
subsequently reported t ha t  lucre  was a l t m t m sr t i tu iversal 5 ot msQ r m s u m s  ; t m rmo tr g
ti me di scussants tlt at none of the three a l t e rna t ives  ~u u ~gc s t em1 by ,~da tuu
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Roberts pr esem ited really viabl e alternati ves, although eac h migh t serve
as a useful suppletnent I t )  exmstin g def ’e misc’ estah !is lu me nt s  in par t i cu lar
ci rcum li stam i ces.

With specific reference to ) civi lian defense in various forms the
cor .,cnst us was that such concepts migh t  he use fu l in countr ies  like
Yugoslavia but not in the urbanized areas of Weste tn Europe I for
examp le , it would be simp l y too easy a mnatter  for an occup y im ig power
to cut off water , gas , and electric support from absolutel y depend em it
populations). in famous analogous instances , such as in the Ruhr in
1923 , as well as in Czechoslavakia in l96i~, the conferees held .
occupying powers had forced resisting populations into submission , amid
then into cooperation. “Civil resistance ,” it was said , “ requires eith er
heroes or fanatics and you can ’t count on a great many of ei ther
type .”37

Those well-inform ed conferees felt that no suggestion yet raised
provided any real alternative to existing armed forces , and t h at i t is
more important to improve present forces along lines of structural
refo rm already apparent than to look for seemingly revolutionary , but
rather theoretical , models.

And yet , and yet . . . it may be thai  CBD will be borne on the wave
of the murk y future . Obviou sly, modern man is shifting priorities
among his most import ant  values , and the outcomes may include some
surprises. Peace movements mn ay continu e to be regarded with
widespread indifference , on the grounds that they still expect too much
too soon , that  they appear to demand all and hence achieve li t t le.  Btu t
(‘RD may g r mm w in sop h i st icati om i and acceptability as a more reasonable
inter im it  goal in which a society, accepting the inevit abil i ty of conflict
and the reasonableness of sehf ~defense , may invent pra cticabl e ways to
diminish violence in r t t t1 i ~ t wi t h ou i t  demanding or expecting th at
co nflict  will disappear.

Thc m n t r m m t s i c  f m m m u ’ ~’la t u u m t t  of ’ ( ‘BE) rests soundly upon conse ns oms
am ong the nat i on s ci t i z ens.  Since the vast prepon derance of c i t i z ens
are civ i l ian s , the concept emt t p loys li ne reasom u able t er m : civilian-based
de fense . S t mi ~e a ny defense concept ( m i t  any o t i u e r  cr i t ical  direct ional
t l i rm is t  wi t lu i t u  a whole soc i et y  seek ing e ffectiveness must event u a l ly ’
at t ract tuu a s s uv e  domestic cnd orse m enl or at least tolerance,  it mn ay he
that  (‘131) will stm rv iv e the evo ivi m mg contex t  of war and the roles of
ar med f m mrc e s , and em it erge as one g em i era h ly viable alt ernative to
p~. ’t u c i p a t i o n  in conflict  desp ite ap parem itly increa sing relu ctance t om
invoke armed violence beyond cer ta in  level s.

I woumid not at al l suu gge s t  t h a t  my subjective reservat iomus bri efly
~1’1
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stated above discredit or undermine the concept of (‘BD. I intend only
to giv e pa use , especially to unrealistic and exaggerated assessments of
CBD that might appear.

This is a frustrating evaluation to be absorbed by this generation ’s
hopeful proposers of means to achieve the peaceful ends sought
assiduously for centuries. Nevertheless , we should encourage the
proponents of CBD, and the proponents of other alternatives, to
further study. We want to be hopeful that somehow , sometime ,
somewhere , one of the generations is actually going to effect a
bre akthrough in finding an intelligent , viable alternative to war.
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- far  found wanting--or at least to be premature--at this time . Contexts may
change so that opponents of CBD migh t be able to expect greater receptivit y
to the concept in the future .
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