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B ecaus e t he war econom y is  em bedded in st ate

capi t al is m ,  whi ch i n turn grows  out  of pri vat e capi t al i s m , I w i l l  define t he core probl em s of

t hi s count ry in term s  of its economic structure.

What  are the core feat ures  of capi t al is m ?  F i rs t,  there is an occupat i onal  separat ion of

t he work of produci ng from  the work of decidi ng.  Hence,  the tas ks  of produci ng and the

t asks  of decidi ng are increas i ngly speci al ized and concentrat ed in occupat i ons that are

devot ed part icul arl y to those cl asses  of t asks. 

The second mai n feat ure of capi t al i s m  i s  that  there is  a hi erarchi cal  form  of

organi zat i on i n the deci s i on-m aking occupations:  a  pyramid.

The thi rd feat ure of capi t ali s m  is  that  the decis i on-m aki ng occupat ions  incl ude in t hei r

vi tal  characteri s ti cs  an im perat ive for enlargi ng the decis i on power.   That  means  that  it  is  a

prim ary dut y of pers ons in the deci s i on—m aki ng occupat i ons to becom e more im port ant

deci s i on-m akers ? t o ri s e i n the part i cular hierarchy,  if they are si t uat ed i n one,  and to pres s for

s uperi or decis i on power by thei r hierarchy agains t al t ernat ive or com peti ng hi erarchies. 

F i nal l y, capit al i sm  is  charact erized by the us e of money as  in i ns t rum ental  devi ce for

m ars hal li ng deci s ion-power.   Money is  us ed as  a m edi um  of exchange in any societ y where

t here is di vis i on of labor and where we therefore have t o exchange the products  of our

s peci al ized work.   But  t he use of m oney for m ars hall i ng deci si on-power i s  a s pecial  feature of

capitalism.

The money that  is  us ed i n that  way is  charact eris t i cal l y cal l ed fi nance capi t al .   That 's a

t erm  in com m on us age,  there's  nothi ng m ys t eri ous about  it .  F i nance capi tal  is a quant i ty of

m oney of suffi ci ent  si ze and locat ed in the appropriate hands—both are required—to be used

as an i ns trument  of organi zing work,  organizing producti on,  exercis ing decisi on power over

product ion of a l l i e d  work.

Thes e feat ures  are present  in privat e capi tal i s m.   B ut  privat e capi tal i s m has  a furt her

di st i ngui s hi ng charact eri s t ic,  and that  is  t hat  t he pos i t ion in the deci sion-making occupations



is controlled by private persons— that  is  by non—governm ental  pers ons.  Government has 

l i m i t e d  deci s i on aut hori t y in pri vate capi t al is m .   The mai n fi nance capit al funds  are in the

hands  of privat e i ndi vi duals , private firm s,  and pri vate banks .

B ut st ate capi t al is m  is di fferent from that.   In st ate capi t al is m ,  posi t i on in the deci s i on-

m aki ng occupat i ons is  cont rol l ed by government  in a cruci al  way.   F or exampl e,  i f you

exam i ne t he rul es  and procedures  of the arms  servi ces procurem ent  regul ati ons  and the

as soci ated manual s lai d down by the Depart ment  of Defens e i n its  cent ral  adm i ni s t rat i ve

offi ce,  you'll  see that the t op managem ent  i n the Depart m ent  of Defense is able to exercise

authority—is instructed to exerci s e decis i on power wi t h res pect  to the managers  of the

subordinate contracting firms.  The subordinate contracting firms in the D epartment of

Defense r elate to the centr al of fice of  the Pentagon in the same way that the Chevrolet

division of Gener al Motors relates  to the centr al of fice whose chiefs  ar e on the f ourteenth

floor in dow ntown Detroit.

But there is  this  crucial dif fer ence:  in s tate capitalism the top managers  of  the

central office ar e government of ficials, they are endowed with political power. Not simply

economic decis ion power, as  is the case of  the manager s of private enter pr ises.  Thus the

central office that governs  the operations  of 35,OOO  prime contr acting establis hments now 

has a s taff of  IS O,O OO .  The chief of  that organization—its day-to-day working chief, the

President so to speak of that firm—is the Secretary of Defense.  And functionally, the

Chief Executive Officer or the Chair man of the Boar d is the P res ident of the United States.

That puts  the chief  of ficer s of this enter pr ise in a very peculiar relation both to the

employees  of  the as sor ted contracting f irms and to the m i l i t a r y  establis hment.  It is a

relations hip that is ver y dif fer ent f rom the manager  of a private f ir m to the employees  of

that firm.  The employees of the government- managed enter pr ise r elate to the chief s not

only as  employees , but also as citizens , f or  the chief s of the s tate- managed enter pr ises are

also the executive off icers  of the political or ganization of the government.

What  is  t he relat ion of thi s to m i l i t a r y  economy?  Unt i l  t he t i me when P res ident 

Eis enhower gave the fam ous  farewel l address in which he ident ifi ed a m i l i t a r y  industrial



complex, the prim ary m ode of organizati on in the m i l i t ary econom y was  vi a pri vat e fi rms . 

P rivat e fi rm s dealt  wi th the separate depart ments —the Navy,  the Arm y,  the Air Force.  And

there was a s et of loos e but  pervasive connections between the chief officers of these

services— the chiefs of these firms—and political officers of the governm ent.  That 

cons tit ut ed the m i l i t a r y  industrial compl ex, and i t  operat ed through and was  defi ned by a

network of market  rel ati ons .  The servi ces  ent ered int o cont ract s  wit h thes e fi rm s , t hey bought 

and sol d.   The contract  relati ons hi p was  very im portant  for these fi rm s , and it  endowed the

s ervi ce chi efs  and the pol i ti cal  chi efs  wi th an unus ual  degree of infl uence wit h res pect to the

private firms.

B ut  a l l  t hat underwent a qual it at i ve t ransform at i on as  Robert McNam ara was  put in

charge of the Department  of Defense,  becaus e he proceeded to organize a cent ral

admi ni s trat i ve offi ce very much li ke the cent ral adm ini st rat ive office t hat  now appears ,

characteri s ti cal ly, as  t he chi ef governi ng body of large mul t i -di vi si onal organi zati ons .  S o t he

cent ral  offi ce of t he Pent agon mus t  have been modeled after the cent ral office t hat  M cNamara

knew best ,  the one he had des i gned and ins tal l ed in the Ford Motor Company.  But

McNamara's second central office enterpris e was  in a di fferent  si tuat i on from  the one of the

Ford Motor C om pany.   F irst of al l it was l arger.  At  t he ti me of McNamara's regime t here were

about 5O,  COO employees i n t he Pent agon cent ral office.   (That num ber has  grown,  as  befi t s 

a group t hat  cons tant l y st rives  to enlarge i t s  deci s ion power.   Now t here are 12O, OOO

em pl oyees  in t he central office.)

The central office set up by McNamara d i d  exactly what a cent ral  offi ce is  suppos ed to

do.  That  is  i t  proceeded to wri te general  pol i cy rules  for the funct i oning of the s ubordi nate

m anagem ent s ,  t he cont ract ors and ot hers .   Then it  set up pol i cing organi zat i ons  to force

compl i ance wit h thos e rul es.   And i t s et  up report ing s yst em s, whereby the contract ing firm s

and ot hers  report to the central office,  And m uch was said at  the tim e about  McNamara

introduci ng m odern managem ent  m et hods ;  com puters  were added t o the Depart m ent  of

Defens e, et  cet era.   The great  int erest  in com put ers  was  very much as s ociat ed wi t h s et t ing up

of t he type of apparat us  that  the central  offi ce of the Depart ment  of Defens e was  becoming,



because computers are control devices.   And M cNam ara needed the us e of com puters  because

of t he enorm ous  number of enti ti es now bei ng control l ed.

However t hat  was  a movem ent  away from  a privat e capi tal i s m in whi ch t here was  at 

t he sam e ti m e a net work of connecti ons w i t h  government officials and m i l i t a r y  offi ci als , 

properl y des ignat ed the mi l it ary i ndust ri al complex.  That complex underwent a rapid

transformation, and it became a central office-managed enterprise.

That was the transition to state capitalism.  Not only d i d  it meet the characteristics of

the position in the decision-making operations, controlled by the government and formalized,

but also the government set up elaborate instrumentalities of exercising that control:  manuals of

preferred practice, elaborate interpretations systems, schemes whereby all the main managerial

occupations in the s ubor dinate—that is the contracting enter pr is es—wer e given guidelines

on how to carry out their occupations.  And they were all assigned prescribed ways of reporting

back to the central office.  But finally, and in a certain qualitative sense most critically, what

carne to pass then was that there was a concentration of finance capital to an unprecedented

degree in the new state management.  State capitalism was established not only by the

enlargement of finance capital and the proportion of it controlled by the management, but it also

grew q ua li t at iv e ly  because of the increase in the number of engineers and scientists—the

prime technical resources of the economy of society that would mobilize under the new state

management.

Undoubtedly, the new state management became the manager of the largest group of

engineers and scientists controlled by any single controlling entity.  It became the controller of

the largest research and development funds under one management.  At the present time 75

percent of the federal  governm ent's  res earch and devel opm ent  expendit ures are under the

j uris dicti on of the Depart ment  of Defens e. That  gi ves i t a kind of q u a l i t a t i v e  im pact that's

very far-reachi ng.   Whol e i ndust ri es are s haped by t he cri t eri a preferred by the Department of

Defense, as the design of m a chi nes  and ot her i ns t ruments  are conduct ed w i t h  pri mary at tent i on

t o a princi pal  cust om er,  namel y the Depart ment  of Defense.  And there is  no other customer

that  at  t he same t i me sends  down rul es  and regul ati ons  about how t he int ernal  character of a



fi rm  shoul d be governed.   S o the Depart m ent of Defense is  m ore t han j us t  a buyer,  the

Depart m ent  of Defense is also a manager of the contracting firms.

The transform ation to s tate capit alism  also opened up, in a way no doubt unintended, a

channel for influencing the charact er of t hat  s t at e managem ent  and the res ources  put  at  its 

dis posal .  This is  not present in p r i v a t e  capitali sm. Thus ,  form erly the st ockhol ders  had a voi ce

i n t he allocation of resources by a private incorporated firm. However as  we al l  know, and as 

M ess rs .  B url ey and Means  defined a long t i m e  ago i n t hei r cl ass ic work on t he modern

corporati on and pri vat e property, in fact only a minority proportion of stockholder ownership is

quite sufficient to carry the day in decision -making in incorporated firms. This means that the

ordinary citizen has very little recourse in addressing the top managements of the p r i v a t e  firms.

F or exampl e,  I've been pres ent  at more than one discussion undertaker, let's say by

peace groups, w i t h  management representatives from senior Pentagon serving firms.  And the

effort was made to try to persuade these people t o wit hdraw from  thei r work for the Department 

of Defense.  There would be a sessi on w i t h  managem ent repres ent at i ves  of General  El ect ri c, 

s ays  who sat around an elegant table i n a conference room in t h e i r  headquarters in Manhattan.

And the peace group would make t h e i r  case, in t he nam e of val ues of peace, of hum an l i fe,

dangers  of nuclear war, etc.  And the response from the management representatives, as you

m i g h t  expect, would be, "we are only doing what  the hi gher aut hori t y in the governm ent 

which is d u l y  elected asks us to do.  And as they represent the w i l l  of t he maj orit y of the people

of t hi s  country,  we are onl y carrying thi s w i l l  out.   We appreciate your point of view,  we

respect  your right to st ate i t, but we have no reason not  t o cont inue doi ng t he work that  we are

doing.   If there is  any m oral opprobri um  to at tach to t he work that we do, that's  a m att er to be

res ol ved w i t h  t he deci si on—making authori ti es  who let  the contract s to our firm  and on

whos e behalf we are worki ng. "  W i t h  the res ul t t hat t here is  of course no recourse.  There is no

p o l i t i c a l  way to reach the board of di rect ors of General  El ect ri c,  meani ng i n term s  of

w i e l d i n g  decis i on power.   No way t o i nfl uence t hem .  They are an aut onom ous  body,

s eparat e from governm ent s ,  separat e from  surroundi ng com m uni t y.  They are nam ed by t he



holders  of s hares  in t he corporat e securit i es , and t hey are pro forma untouchable by other

citizens.

B ut look at  the cas e of the s t at e managem ent  in t he Pent agon.   The chai rman of the

board has  that  deci s i on through t he el ect oral process .  He names the  Secretary of Defens e as 

t he operat i ng presi dent of the firm .   Every dol lar that 's  put  in the hands  of t hi s  s t at e

m anagem ent  is vot ed by t he Mem bers  of C ongres s,  a l l  of whom are elected by t he vot ing

popul ous,  and wi t hout  whos e vot e and whos e approval  the funds  cannot be made avai l abl e. 

Hence,  a maj or consequence of the transition to state c a p i t a l i s m  is that poli t i cal  channel s have

been opened for affect ing the pol ici es  and for affect ing t hos e who cont rol.   I fi nd i t  fas cinat i ng

t hat thi s view of the m at t er has not  prevai led;  t hat  the organi zati on of the Depart m ent  of

Defens e i s  somewhat autonomous.  There is s t i l l  a considerable amount of l i terat ure whi ch hol ds 

t hat  the Depart m ent  of Defens e is som ehow an extens i on of t he top m anagem ent s  of the

privat e firms  who are real ly the source of decis i on power. 

That 's  a very im port ant thesi s ,  because it  has  the effect of dis em poweri ng t he popul ous 

t hat accept s that thesi s.  If i n fact  the di rect orat e of the Depart m ent  of Defens e is jus t an

extens i on of an execut ive com m i t tee of  privat e fi rm  managers, then there' s no way to reach

them.  They are beyond touch.   There's  no way t o effect  t hem .  If on the ot her hand they are

regarded as  put  in pl ace in a poli t i cal  syst em  whos e m ai n com ponent  ent i ti es  in the Execut i ve

and the C ongres s are i n fact  subj ect to the approval  of t he populous— then the matter takes

on a different character.

I cal l  your at t enti on to the recent  elect i ons  in the S ovi et  Union,  where pers ons  who

held prim e deci s i on power pos it i ons,  even Members  of t he Poli t buro,  were s i m p l y  vot ed out

from  being abl e to si t  i n the new Parli am ent  that  is  t o be hel d.   It's  not  that  thes e peopl e were

t otal l y s t ri pped of deci s i on power,  and in t rut h the precis e meani ng of thos e elect i ons and of

t he new body bei ng named is not  q u i t e  cl ear.   B ut  there i s  no quest i on t hat  a popul at ion that 

s aid "no"  real ly put asi de the candidat es of what  has been u n t i l  now a r u l i n g  eli te,  nam ely t he

m em bers of the Com munis t P art y and of t hei r Pol it buro who are a mi nori t y part  of the

popul at ion.   S o 89 percent  of the Mos cow popul ati on have sai d "no"  to the candi dat es  of t he



C omm uni st  part y and they el ect ed s om eone els e.   In som e places  you may have not i ced that

t here was  only one candi dat e,  the candi dat e of the Comm uni st  Part y.  And the people fini shed

that  candidate off by cross ing out  the his  name.  As  m ore t han 5O percent of t he vot ing

popul at ions  act ed t o cros s  out  a nam e, that n u l l i f i e d  t he el ecti on so that  a further el ect ion

m us t be held.   Obvi ous l y there i s  cons i derabl e press ure t hat  t here be som e choi ce of pers ons 

t his  ti me,  to make sure thi s election goes  furt her.

I'm merel y unders cori ng the poi nt that where there is st ate capi t al is m  and al so the

pres ence of a repres entat i ve pol itical process,  there is a way of affect ing the operators, in this 

cas e of the m i l i t a r y  economy,  who stand at the peak of the st at e capit ali st  managem ent 

operat ion. 

That 's  why I now turn to a st at ement  of the consequences of m i l i t a r y  economy,  and

I w i l l  move from that to a di scuss ion of how to organi ze for winni ng a p o l i t i c a l  s truggle

agains t the war—maki ng ins ti tut ions . 

The consequences of the m i l i t a r y  economy, very fundam ental ly, include the b i g 

s truct ural  chai n and the preem pt i on of finance capit al  res ources .   Another cons equence is  the

t rans form at i on of t he int ernal  econom y of fi rm s , from one of m i n i m i z i n g  costs to one of

m a x i m i z i n g  costs:  w i t h  t he res ul t  that  producti vi t y growt h in U. S . indus t ry has  coll aps ed.

And final ly,  we have s et  up a seri es of war-m aki ng ins t i tut i ons :   t he Departm ent  of Defens e, 

t he Department of Energy, NASA, the National Security Agency, t he Nat ional  S ecuri t y Council , 

and al s o an array of part s  of ot her execut ive agenci es .   Part s  of Congress  are speci al l y

devot ed t o the needs  of the Depart m ent of Defense.   The Departm ent of Defense has

represent ati ves w a l k i n g  the corri dors of Capit ol  Hi ll ,  m os t  of them I bel i eve w i t h  offi ces  i n

t he bui ldi ngs of the Hous e of Repres ent at i ves  and the Senat e,  who ei t her equal  or exceed the

R epres ent at i ves  or the S enators  in number.   (Thes e repres ent at ives  of the Pent agon are

suit abl y att ired in c i v i l i a n  cl ot hing,  so t here is no fl amboyant s howing of m i l i t a r y  sym bolis m

in such quant i ty on a cont inuing bas is . )  The consequence of thi s has  i ncl uded the depl et ion of

both the manufact uri ng i ndust ri es of the Uni t ed S t at es  and of t he infrast ructure of this  soci ety,

Al l that is now qui te w e l l — known by cons ens us , it is  ut terly cl ear.   The count ri es  that  have



gi ven dram at ical l y les s of thei r production resources to m i l i t a r y  economy — Germany and

Italy —have obviously won the Cold War, and the countries that have gi ven m as sive and

cont inuing abundance of c a p i t a l — type resources to permanent war economies—m ai nl y  the U.

S. S. R. and the United States—have obviously lost the Cold War. Those are the econom i es 

t hat are now in deep trouble.

At  t he same ti me that this manifes ted deteri orati on has t aken place,  t here has  been a

paral l el unwil l i ngnes s  on the part  of t he st at e m anagem ent and on the part  of t he subordi nat e

m anagem ent s  in the contract ing firm s  to reduce the war fi ght i ng capabi l i ti es  of the Uni ted

S t at es .   There has al s o been an unwi l li ngnes s  to open up di s cuss i on i nt ernat ional ly of how to

revers e an arms  race.   Several  t i mes  a week now we hear propos als  of uni l at eral act ion by the

Soviets.  In an article of April 10th, 1989 Mr. Gorbachev is  report ed to have announced the

i m pendi ng cl os i ng of several facil i t i es  that  manufacture at om i c warhead m ateri al.   An

accompanying arti cl e, datel ine from Washington, tells us that in Administration

circles—persons not ident i fi ed—t his  is  bei ng b e l i t t l e d  as  not  a si gni fi cant  move.

Furt hermore,  i t i s sai d that the Unit ed St at es w i l l  not  engage in such a program as it  needs

a d d i t i o n a l  product ion for prepari ng the pl an for t act ical  nucl ear warheads.   In honor of t hat 

program  a b i l l i o n  doll ars  i s t o be i nvest ed by the Energy Depart ment  in the st ate of Idaho

alone for the m ateri al and m anufact ure of nucl ear warheads . So the s tat e managem ent  i s 

t e l l i n g  us,  t hough never i n these words ,  that  havi ng 4O ti m es  overki l l  over every S ovi et  ci ty

of si ze is  not enough.  M ore i s  needed.

What precisel y is it needed for?  On m i l i t a r y  grounds i t  cannot  be needed,  becaus e

t here is no way to des troy som et hi ng more than once.   There must  therefore be anot her need.

And that  other need is found in t he core charact eri s t ics  of bot h pri vat e— and st at e capi tal i s m. 

That  core charact eri s t ic is  t he im perat i ve t o mai nt ain and to enl arge decis ion power,  t herefore

t o m a i n t a i n  and t o enl arge t he budget s  of the Depart m ent  of Defens e and of t he Departm ent 

of Energy:   t o mai nt ain and enl arge the manufact uri ng faci li t ies for t urning out  the atomi c

warhead mat erial . That  means  more act i vi ty,  more organi zat i on,  more purchas ing,  more

s ubordi nat e funds , fi rms  cont rol led,  more em pl oyees  cont rol l ed, opport unit i es  for ri s i ng in



hi erarchi es  by the managers  of thes e newl y founded ent erpri s es .  Opport unit y for w i e l d i n g 

decision power not  only on other firms , but by movi ng int o the s t at e of Idaho i n thi s  way,  the

m anagers of thi s  ent erpri s e woul d be by far the m anagers  of the si ngl e mos t  import ant  capi t al

i nves t m ent  in the s t at e.   They w i l l  therefore exercis e decis ion power over a l l  manner and

facet s  of life not  even cont em plated at thi s dat e. 

S o t here is  a readi nes s to di s regard the pres ence of overki l l .   There is  a readi ness  to

cont i nue preparat ion for war f i g h t i n g  in C ent ral America.   There is  a readi ness to keep

produci ng nucl ear m at eri al s  even t hough there are no m i l i t a r y  grounds whats oever.  There is 

a readines s  t o produce thes e nucl ear mat eri al s even though the al li es  of the Uni ted Stat es  i n

whos e terri t ory thes e tact i cal  weapons are t o be pl aced don't  want  to have them  around,  as 

t hey have done the ari thm et ic and di s covered that  the range of t hes e new weapons would

caus e t hem t o be detonat ed in thei r territory.  Hence they see no merit in a m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of

s uch weaponry,  and prefer to go the rout e of tryi ng to negot i ate an i nt ernat i onal l y agreed and

m oni t ored revers al of the arms race.

We on the ot her hand have an arm s control  and dis arm am ent  agency in Washi ngton

t hat  does  not include one singl e pers on di rected t o t h i n k  about problems  of how to form ulate,

negot i ate,  or im plem ent a revers al  of an arm s  race.   Indeed the idea of reversi ng the arm s  race

as  a way of im provi ng security is v i r t u a l l y  wiped out from p u b l i c  dis cussi on.  The pres s 

does n't  t al k about it .   The j ournal s  of opini on don't tal k about it .  The uni versi ties don't  t a l k 

about it .  And worst of all in my view, the peace organizations  don't t a l k  about i t.   As long as

peace organi zations  don't t ake up the revers al of the arm s  race and the paral l el  problem s  of

what  to do wit h the st at e capi t ali s t  cont rol l ed econom y of the arm s  race, then the peace

organi zat i ons are part ici pati ng in a type of charade.  A lot  of tal k about  peace but  what  is 

peace.   In our ti me peace is not  s i m ply the mom ent ary abs ence of war.   B ecaus e of the

s ust ai ned operat i on of war planning, war preparati on, peace has t o mean d i m i n i s h i n g  the

deci s i on power of t he war-m aki ng i ns t it ut i ons .   If that  is s et  i n m ot i on t hen we are movi ng in a

peaceful  way. 



That has  i m port ant  bearing on strat egi es  and pol it i cal i deas  that  have been around for

s omet i m e.   I cal l  part icul ar att ent ion to the not i on of arm s  cont rol.   U n t i l  1960 or s o arm s

control in ordi nary usage meant  t he st eps  t hat  m i g h t  be t aken in revers i ng the arm s  race.  It 

al so referred to part i al  s t eps ,  that  are not  part  of t he larger arm s control  program that clearly

dam ped down t he arms race.  Around i 960,  largel y as  the product of a group of i nt ell ect ual s 

around the Harvard-M IT axi s , the i dea of arm s  cont rol was  t ransform ed and was  gi ven the

form al  meani ng of s t abil i zed det errence.   The es s ent i al st rat egi c idea was  t o let  each

s uperpower have several  hundred i nt ercont inent al  m i ss il es,  i n deeply pl aced,  very s ecure

l ocat i ons  such that  if ei t her si de were to at t empt  a fi rs t st rike agai ns t the ot her,  thos e deepl y

i m pl aced mis s i l es  coul d not  be des t royed and the i n i t i a l  at tacker would be s ubj ect t o a nuclear

respons e,  what they cal led a second st rike.   And foreseeing that cons equence there woul d be a

s t a b i l i t y  in i nternati onal m i l i t a r y  relations , and both si des would be deterred. 

A few t hi ngs  were l eft  out by thes e s trategi sts  of l ogical m i l i t a r y  deterrence.  The first

t h i n g  that was left out

was the unders t andi ng of the rol e of the top managers of m i l i t a r y  economy, both here and in

the Soviet Union.  And t hos e top managers,  endowed wi t h t he charact eri st i c manageri al 

im perat ive t o enl arge decis ion power,  of course d i d  not s t abi l i ze anyt hi ng.   They proceeded to

act towards  the enl argem ent  of thei r deci s ion power.   Second,  the shrewd arm s  cont rol l ers 

decei ved thems el ves  and everyone l i s t eni ng t o them  when they pers uaded people that the

m i l i t a r y  offi cers were going to do som et hi ng di fferent  than the tradi t ional  task of finding out 

how to wi n i n m i l i t a r y  combat.   Thi s is evident  i n a reading of the ordi nary fi el d m anual s  of

t he U. S.  army.  (The main ones are p u b l i c l y  avai lable. They don't  get  read by edi t ors  and

researchers  and peace organi zat ions,  I don't know why.  It  woul d s eem t hat t o know s omet hi ng

about  how to m ake peace you'd bett er fi nd out  about the behavior of t hose who are training to

make war. ) A readi ng of F i el d Manual  1OO-5,  cal l ed Operat i ons ,  the bas ic doct rinal  manual

of the U.S .  arm y, opens  w i t h  a s et  of paragraphs ,  indeed wi t h a firs t  sent ence,  that  says ,  " The

goal  of t he U. S .  arm y is  to wi n the firs t  bat t l e. "   That 's in i t al i cs .  Then by t he end of the t hi rd



paragraph you are advis ed that the goal  i s not  j ust  t o win the first  batt l e,  but the t hi rd and t he

fourt h,  and fi nal ly to wi n not  jus t  bat tles but t he whole war.

Now in order t o win a war you want  as sured m at eri al  s uperi orit y.  How much more is 

needed for as sured m ateri al s uperi ori t y?  The ans wer is  m ore.  How much fi repower i s 

needed?  M ore.   What  shock effect  is  needed?  M ore.   How much surpri se is  needed?  M ore. 

M ore is  bet t er.   The com bi nat i on of the st at e managers  wi th thei r imperati ve for enl arging

deci s i on power,  plus  the ordi nary dynam i c of the mi l it ary offi ces  fol l owing thei r doct rine,  led

t o s ucces s i ve administrations in the United States that proceeded to frighten the populous w h i l e 

t e l l i n g  them that they w i l l  see to their defense.  And that the p i l i n g  up of nuclear overki l l was 

m ore defens e, and t he perform ance of act s  of aggres s ion agai ns t thi rd-worl d count ries  were

al so an act s  of defens e.  And that led us to where we are now today: a deteri orat ed i ndust ri al

econom y, a det eri orat ed infras t ruct ure,  and a dom es t ic cult ure t hat  i s  in chaos  si nce its  values

are in gross  cont radicti on. 

How can you have a ki nder,  gent ler anythi ng w h i l e  voting $3OO b i l l i o n  m i l i t a r y 

budgets?  How can you have an i m proved condi t i on of li fe if princi pal  comm i t t ees  of the

C ongres s spend thei r tim e dis cus si ng sm al l  m i s s il es  vers us large mi ss i l e?  One-warhead

m i ss i l es versus  fift een-warhead mi s s i les ?  How many subm ari nes  are enough?  The answer is 

obvi ous :   m ore i s  bet t er.  How many bom bers  are needed? More.  The B-l bom ber costs $25O

m i l l i o n  a copy.  That 's al ri ght , it's for defens e.  The St eal th bomber w i l l  cost  $5OO m i l l i o n  a

copy.  That's  alright,  it's  for defense. P eopl e are homel es s on the s treet s of ci t ies and s uburbi a, 

but  t hat 's  okay,  t hat 's  not im portant.   It's not  s aid t hat  way,  but the i mpl icat i on i s  obvi ous. 

S chool s are i n decay:   that's alright, it's not important.  People are dismissed from hospitals

without getting care because they can't pay the b i l l s   that's not important.  The infant mortality

rate of the United State in many of its localities is precisely that of a third world country, and

that's not important.

So the whole culture of the society is pervaded with a war-preparing, death-dealing

quality.  From which it should be no surprise at all that the kids take to drink, and drugs, and



mayhem.  After all, the leading authority figures of the country talk about kinder and gentler, but

organize mayhem.

How is one to organize a winning political struggle against the war-making institutions?

I want to first argue that that's the only game in town for a peace movement.  I can't think of

anything else really worth ta lk ing  about. For example I wouldn't give any weight to a discussion

of single warhead versus m u l t i p l e  warhead missiles.  I would spend a lot of time on devising a

plan for a negotiated reversal of the arms race, with a program for reducing the number of such

missiles of all sizes.  The American peace organizations must stop taking orders from the

war—making institutions.  A principal instruction of the war-making institutions is never to

discuss disarmament.  The moment it is ever raised there is always a rejoinder:  "you mean you

want this country to unilaterally disarm and be left naked?" So the idea of a negotiated,

monitored reversal of the arms race is  i ns t ant l y convert ed t o the idea of uni l at eral

abandonment  of weaponries  and "bei ng left  naked." 

There is no ques t ion that  a revers al  of the arm s race is  an intri cate proces s .  B ut it  can't 

be m ore i nt ricat e t han s t oppi ng the drug epi dem ic.   There are ways  of addres s ing all  as pect s 

of i t ,  and we are bound to learn a lot of thi ngs along the way.  Two mai n pol icy l ines are

i n d i cated.   The fi rs t  i s  to put  t he idea of how to pl an a revers al  of the arms  race on t he

poli t i cal  tabl e.   We've got  t o make it a dis cus si bl e i dea once agai n.   There are many

l i mi t at ions ,  di fficul t ies  we may have on how to defi ne things ,  m any problem s  that  surel y ari se

on i ns pect i on and verifi cati on,  and uns et tl ed is s ues as to how to deal w i t h  confl i ct s among

count ries whi ch w i l l  go on forever.  We have t o addres s quest i ons of how t hes e confl ict s

m i g h t  be resol ved,  what  to do in unusual  ci rcums t ances ,  how to act  when t here are no arm ed

forces  count ry by country but  only poli ce forces,  for dom es t i c order.   How to organi ze an

i nternati onal peace-keepi ng body t hat  woul d be at  the servi ce of every government ,  t o ass ure

compl i ance wit h the treat y and to st and in t he way of any part y who woul d act  i n vi ol ati on of

the treat y.



There is a great  array of topi cs  t hat  are invol ved here,  and there are many diffi cul t i es. 

They are im port ant for t he obvi ous  reas on that  unl es s we fi nd a way t o addres s thes e problems 

there w i l l  be no ext ricat ing ours el ves , a) from  the conti nued dom es t i c decay in our own

count ry, in our own lives , and b) we w i l l  have no way of extricati ng ours el ves  from  what  is 

obvi ous ly a mount ing danger of nuclear war.

F or t hat  we have t o fol low a s t rategy of deal i ng w i t h  plans for the negotiated reversal

of arms race—disarmament. In 1962 t he Pres i dent  of the Uni ted Stat es  prepared such a

com pl ete pl an.  He call ed it  a bl uepri nt  for the peace race,   And Kennedy s ai d t hi s was  the U.S .

governm ent's  plan for achi evi ng general  di s arm am ent  in a peaceful world.   So one t h i n g  to be

done is  t o read P resident Kennedy's plan. Another t h i n g  i s to read the 1987 propos al  t hat  has

been drawn up by Marcus R aski n.   Marcus  R aski n is  a col l eague wi t h me in t he Nat i onal 

C omm i s s ion for Econom i c Convers i on and Di s arm am ent ,  he is  a di st i ngui s hed fel low of the

Inst i t ute for Pol icy Studi es in Was hi ngt on, and he was  a mai n wri t er of Kennedy's  1962 pl an. 

S o t here is  a 1987 propos al  for carrying out ,  in fi fteen years , a general revers al  of t he arms 

race.   I don't c l a i m  t hat there is  perfect ion i n any of t hi s.  B ut I do cl aim  t hat  t hes e are t he m ain

em bodi m ent s  of ideas  now avai l able for di s cus s i ng this  m at ter, and t herefore t hey des erve

s erious at t enti on. 

The second strat egi c line that  is needed is prepari ng conversion from m i l i t a r y  to

c i v i l i a n  economy.  The country i s  fri ght ened by the idea of revers i ng the arm s  race becaus e

people believe that the result w i l l  be an economi c debacle.  The size of the m i l i t a r y  economy

and the problems of preparing a change to c i v i l i a n  work are important  matt ers.  They have

been addres s ed in a propos ed law.  In t hi s  C ongres s  it  is  Hous e Res ol ut i on 1O1.   (Copi es of

t hat  law and expl anat ory materi als  about  it are avai labl e from  t wo pl aces:   from  t he Nat i onal 

C omm i s s ion for Econom i c C onversi on and Dis arm am ent , P. O. Box 15025,  Washington,  DC ,

20003.   Or from Congressman Ted Weis s, House of R epres entat ives ,  Was hingt on,  DC.   He is 

t he princi pal  proponent  of t hi s  l aw. )  It  i s  of great  moment  that  law is now bei ng taken

s eri ous ly for pri ori t y s ponsors hip duri ng the pres ent Congres s , bei ng taken seri ousl y by top



l eaders hi p pers ons in the Dem ocrat i c Part y.  There is an opportuni ty not seen in the l as t 25

years.

Why is  thi s  now bei ng taken s eri ous l y?  P ut yours el f i n a pos i ti on of a leader of the

Democrati c Part y knowi ng that  you have to approve a budget—the President is apparently

unabl e t o draft  a budget,  the Mem bers of the Congress  don't know how to draft a

budget—someone has to make up a budget. And why the pri ces  on t he budget?  In one res pect

it 's  no l onger pos s i bl e to spend and spend and borrow and borrow because the lenders  aren't

ready to cooperat e as  they once di d.   Germ any and Japan's  bankers  and fi nanci ers  are uneas y

about  lendi ng m ore t o t he governm ent  of the Unit ed St at es,  Also, the Pres ident  and Congress

are unable to make budget because $3OO b i l l i o n  is  being put  i n t he hands of the Depart ment

of Defens e.  On t he one side they are i l l — at —ease about  cut t i ng,  on t he ot her s i de t hey know

t hat  there is a great array of issues:  in environment, homelessness, educat i on,  heal t hcare, 

t rans port at i on,  and cl ean air and water, that roust  be dealt wi th.   They know that about  $17

b i l l i o n  a year must be expended for many years to come to cl ean up the radi at i on m es s  l eft  by

t he operat i on of the Energy Depart m ent's  nucl ear mat eri al s pl ant s  becaus e they are poi soning

the earth and the water.   And they have no way now of fi ndi ng that  money.   They m us t  ei t her

t ake it  away from  t he Departm ent  of Defens e or borrow further,  and bot h of those are pol it ical

no-no's in the eyes of many persons . 

Therefore a new perspective is needed.   And a new pers pecti ve is  opened up fi rs t  of al l 

by l ayi ng out an agenda of what  the count ry des perat el y needs  in repai ri ng infras t ruct ure,  and

s econdl y by layi ng out  pl ans for convers ion from a m ili tary to c i v i l i a n  economy s o t hat t he

peopl e in the factori es,  bases ,  and laboratori es worki ng for the Depart m ent  of Defens e can

t ake a hand in pl anni ng a fut ure for them s el ves  beyond t hei r work for t he Pentagon, And that

w i l l  give confidence to the wider republic.

What are the prospects for m o b i l i z i n g  the largest part of the American p u b l i c  behind

s uch an ori entat ion?  In my j udgem ent  the prospect s are fi ne.  The occupat i ons  and the trade

as soci ati ons  t hat  are now bei ng depl eted becaus e of decay i n indus t ry and environm ent  ent ai l 

numbers  of peopl e that are a m u l t i p l e  by far of those engaged in the m i l i t a r y  econom y.  The



overwhelm i ng m aj ori t y of the popul ous is  victi m ized by t he consequences  of a perm anent  war

econom y.  B ut they typical l y don't  unders t and the connect ion bet ween t hei r vict i m izat i on,  the

deteri orat i on of thei r occupat i ons  and work as  a consequence of the perm anent  war economy. 

It  i s  a pri ori t y tas k in the peace movem ent to make them  understand that connect ion.

That  opens  the pros pect of a coali t i on st rat egy.  The peopl e,  the profes si ons , the t rade

as soci ati ons  concerned wit h infras truct ure,  envi ronment,  hous ing, educati on,  health,

transportation, water, waste disposal—are all candi dates  for meet i ng t ogether and for

unders t andi ng that their separat e and j oi nt prospect  for proper funct i oning res i des wi t h

t rans form i ng t he ori entat i on of the securi ty of t he Uni t ed St ates ,  out  of the perm anent  war

econom y and towards  an econom y at peace.


