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Migrant Republicans should have an even greater impact than their 
numbers indicate, says Freymeyer: They tend to be more active citizens 
than do native Southerners, who have the lowest voter turnout rate in 
the country. "Like the carpetbaggers after the Civil War," he observes, 
Northerners today are "heading South [and] bringing the Republican 
party with them." 

"Misconceptions in American Strategic 
Assessment: CIA and DOD" by Richard 
Ned Lebow, in Political Science Quarterly 
(Summer 1982), 2852 Broadway, New 
York, N.Y. 10025-0148. 

Calculating how many weapons were needed to maintain nuclear de- 
terrence was a simple matter when the United States enjoyed a clear 
military edge over the Soviet Union. But today, writes Lebow, professor 
of international relations at Johns Hopkins, the issue is far more murky. 
And U.S. military planners may be overstating our needs. 

A key consideration is the U.S. "residual" force-how many missiles 
and bombers would survive a Soviet first strike. The two chief sources 
of estimates on this question, the Central Intelligence Agency and the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, disagree. The CIA'S estimates are optimis- 
tic, the DIA's are pessimistic. More important, Lebow contends, both 
agencies err by equating deterrence only with raw numbers of missiles 
and bombers. Ignored are crucial but hard to measure factors such as 
psychology, political will, and economic structure. 

Both CIA and DIA fear that the prospect of facing a weak U.S. re- 
sidual force might tempt Moscow to launch a preemptive first strike. As 
these agencies see it, the Kremlin assumes that Washington would not 
try to retaliate with a surviving U.S. force that could not eliminate the 
Soviets' capability to launch a second strike. But Lebow notes a lesson 
from the past: In wartime, "honor, anger, or national self-respect" may 
overcome pragmatic considerations. Given their own World War I1 his- 
tory, Russians, more than most people, realize that even a devastated, 
"weak" America would fight back. 

Moreover, U.S. military analysts forget that war is waged for politi- 
cal reasons, not merely because one side enjoys a military advantage. 
And for Moscow, the political "bottom line" is survival. A war-ravaged 
Soviet Union would probably confront domestic unrest among its 
ethnic minorities-Caucasians, Muslims-and rebellion in its Eastern 
European satellites. Moreover, the Soviet economy, deprived of central 
direction, would be seriously disrupted. Soviet industry is especially 
vulnerable because it is concentrated close to key railroads. Destroying 
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the Trans-Siberian Railway, for instance, would cut off the only land 
link between European Russia and the east. The vaunted Soviet civil 
defense measures do not compensate for such risks. 

Both sides understate the human costs of nuclear war, Lebow says; 
"Awareness of these costs may-and should-constitute a more potent 
deterrent than any degree of relative nuclear advantage." 

Protecting the "Human Rights, Command Responsibil- 
ity, and Walzer's Just War Theory" by 

Soldier James M. Dubik, in Philosophy & Public 
Affairs (Fall 1982), Princeton University 
Press, 3175 Princeton Pike, Lawrence- 
ville, N.J. 08648. 

A U.S. battalion was advancing cautiously down an open road into a 
valley when suddenly North Korean machine gunners opened fire. The 
U.S. troops dove for cover; tanks were brought up to pound the nearby 
hillside, then air strikes were launched. No attempt was made to pro- 
tect civilians in the area. Finally, a platoon of soldiers moved out 
through the scrub to try to outflank the enemy. Was the commander 
right to use such heavy firepower to protect the lives of his soldiers? 

In both Korea and Vietnam, U.S. commanders, trying to get at a 
hidden foe while keeping U.S. casualties to a minimum, often ordered 
massive bombardments-despite the increased risk to civilians. Dubik, 
an Army captain, weighs the morality of the tactic. 

Citizens who become soldiers lose their rights to life and liberty, 
argued Michael Walzer, a political scientist at Princeton's Institute for 
Advanced Study, in his widely cited 1977 book, Just and Unjust Wars. 
Soldiers' lives should not be wasted, but commanders should take "due 
care" to minimize the hazard to civilians. "And if saving civilian lives 
means risking soldiers' lives," he wrote, "the risk must be accepted." 
Thus, in the Korean war incident, the patrol should have been sent out 
first-before any bombardments. 

Dubik agrees that soldiers must accept increased risk. But they do 
not lose their natural right to life, which the state should still protect. 
Hence, a military commander, as the state's agent, must not only take 
"due care" regarding civilians, he must also see that his soldiers are 
exposed to no more than "due risk." 

The right course for the Korean war commander, in Dubik's view, lay 
between the extremes of massive bombardment to protect passive 
troops, on the one hand, and no fire support at all for maneuvering 
soldiers. When troops move out to try to outflank the enemy, a com- 
mander becomes "quite justified" in backing them up with enough fire 
to suppress enemy machine guns. "Soldiers would enhance their own 
security at the expense of some civilians in this situation," Dubik 
writes; "however, civilians would be afforded due care and soldiers 
exposed only to due risk." And that is the balance that a military com- 
mander must strike. 


