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The Problem – Two Worlds

The strategy called “nuclear deterrence” is open to two diametrically opposed understandings. 

One view holds that nuclear deterrence is necessary to provide us with security because there are countries with nuclear weapons who would not hesitate to use them against us if they knew they could get away with it.  By threatening to use nuclear weapons in retaliation, these ambitions will be thwarted and we will be secure.  We know that nuclear weapons are horrible, expensive and illegal and immoral but we understand them to be necessary for our very survival.  Furthermore, those who oppose nuclear weapons are hopelessly naïve and this naiveté is also a threat to our security.

The other view states that the logic of nuclear deterrence is hopelessly flawed.  The result of this gravely illegal and immoral practice is the proliferation of nuclear weapons which threaten the existence of life itself.  Those sympathetic with the logic of nuclear deterrence have either failed to examine it critically or refuse to face the hideous realities of nuclear weapons and the horrors of nuclear war and refuse to live up to the universal obligation for good-faith negotiations for complete nuclear disarmament.

How is it possible that such widely diverging views can be held in the same society where everyone has access to the same news and information and points of view?  Which of these views is correct and how is it that so many others can honestly maintain the other view?

To answer these questions, I argue that the strategy, known as “nuclear deterrence,” is a red herring that masks more sinister purposes for keeping thousands of nuclear weapons on high alert.  This strategy is not a unique phenomenon but a member of a school of red herrings, all of which have common identifying features.  To recognize red herrings, I offer a set of diagnostic questions that we can use to help others to recognize that nuclear deterrence has all the markings of a red herring.  Once people have identified a red herring as such they will be open to a more critical review of the responses they propose and in the case of nuclear deterrence they will be able to see its illegal, immoral and unworkable dimensions as well. 

About Red Herrings

The red herring complex consists of a stated problem, a solution, a rationale justifying that solution response and a hidden agenda consisting of purposes and associated activities that privileges one or more interest groups at the expense of the society as a whole.  Privileging involves increasing the power, influence and wealth of those groups.

The red herring is designed to conceal the motive behind an undesirable response by offering a more acceptable justification for it.  Red herrings are common in western democracies where voters, and not dictators, determine the policies of the government.  But because of its capacity to deceive voters into thinking that a response is in the common interest, the red herring leads voters to unwittingly support responses which actually work against them and in favor of special-interest groups and against the general good.  Clearly, then, red herrings pose a threat to democratic societies and that in order to maintain and improve democracies citizens need to have the ability to recognize red herrings, and educators have the important responsibility to help them learn how to do this.

The selection of red herrings given below is given in a cursory form to bring out their common structure, though each deserves more detailed analysis.  Furthermore, because of the nature of the red herring to deceive, the reader may not agree that some of the following examples are red herrings.  At this point, the reader is asked to recognize the common structure of these examples and be open to the idea that each of these examples may be a red herring and to continue reading.

Example 1: Hiroshima and Nagasaki

	The stated problem: Winning the war with Japan.

The response: Bombing Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

The hidden agenda: In addition to the need to test, the US needs to demonstrate its strength and ruthlessness to its emerging superpower rival, the Soviet Union.  

The red herring rationale: They shortened the war and saved Allied lives.


Example 2: The Cold War

	The stated problem: The Soviet Union and communism threaten our way of life.

The response: Maintaining a high level of military preparedness.

The hidden agenda: Under the umbrella of the cold war the US can meddle with other governments to protect its economic interests while at the same time enriching arms suppliers who in turn make politicians dependent on their donations
The red herring rationale: Unless we guard against communist aggression it will destroy us.


Example 3: Chile

	The stated problem:  The Chilean government turns communist and resists US manipulation.

The response: Help the Chilean military overthrow an elected government.  Chileans who resist the overthrow are enemies of the state and need to be eliminated.

The hidden agenda: This activity would allow US companies (e.g., mining companies) to continue to do business in Chile.

The red herring rationale: As per the Monroe doctrine, we need to preserve democracy and free markets.  We don’t like to do these things but they are necessary given the alternative of letting Allende stay in power.


Example 4:  Tax Cuts

	The stated problem: Taxes are resented by the wealthy.

The response:  Cut federal taxes. 

The hidden agenda: Reduce the service (socialist) side of government, and cut further the taxes on corporations and the wealthy.

The red herring rationale: Americans pay too much tax.  Increase disposable income.  Also tax cuts stimulate the economy.


Example 5: The War on Drugs

	The stated problem:  Bad people are selling drugs to our people who are ruining their lives and resorting to crime.

The response: Stop the importation of drugs using military resources.

The hidden agenda: The war on drugs reduces resources available for the common good, including drug treatment programs.  The solution also promotes the military and the use of violence as a normal way of solving problems, and gives the CIA another means of leverage with corrupt governments.

The red herring rationale: Military intervention is the only way to stop drug trafficking.


Example 6: The 2nd Gulf War

	The stated problem: Iraq’s despotic leader is threatening the stability of the Middle East and supporting terrorism.The response: Invade and occupy Iraq and remove its leader.

The hidden agenda: Support the Zionist agenda in a strategically key region, by establishing permanent bases in Iraq and controlling pricing andavailability of oil there. Also, Balkanise Iraq to ensure it remains weak and in perpetual civil war, and encircle Iran.

The red herring rationale: 

#1 Iraq had direct connections with Al Qaeda.

#2 We need to destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction to be safe.

#3 The Iraqi people deserve a democratic government.  


Example 7: Illegal Immigration

	The stated problem: People are coming from other countries illegally to work for low wages.

The response:  Make illegal entry a felony; build a wall to prevent them from coming.

The hidden agenda: US employers prefer undocumented aliens because they work for lower wages than US workers resulting in lower prices for the consumer but more unemployed US workers.

The red herring rationale: The worker not the employer is breaking the law.


Example 8: Terrorists

	The stated problem: Terrorists are planning attacks on the USA.

The response: 

#1 Use torture on suspected terrorists and deny them basic human rights to get  information about future attacks.

#2 Remove limits on tapping of telephone and email conversations.

The hidden agenda: We need to worry Americans about “terrorists” so that they will support the national security state and its agenda.  People have too much freedom anyway.

The red herring rationale: These are ruthless, unprincipled mass-murderers, so we need harsh methods.  We don’t like to torture or infringe human rights, but it is necessary to prevent another catastrophe like 9/11.


Red herrings and the national security state

	1. Does the response benefit the national security state by legitimizing the use of violence, the need for a huge military and the erosion of democratic, human rights?  

Does it privilege military contractors?


Many, though not all, of these red herrings have a common theme of legitimizing state-level violence in the name of “security.”  This is because the examples used here are drawn from an imperial democracy or what Raskin and LeVan (2005) and others term the national security state.  

	2. Does the advocate see “security” as its primary function?


The major characteristics of the national security state are a preoccupation with security and a permanent war footing, both of which are also red herrings.  At first, the national security state was based on the manufactured threat from the Soviets and communism, but with the collapse of the Soviet Union it was necessary to manufacture a new threat, namely international terrorism.  The concern for security justifies the need for a huge military and the use of state-level violence in promoting the national security state’s interests around the world.  This in turn benefits the military-industrial complex upon which the national security state depends for an ever-increasing supply of weapons and services.

Properties of the red herring
Each of these red herrings reveals a set of common components: the hidden agenda; the stated problem; the response; and the red herring rationale.

The hidden agenda

Because special interest groups do not wish to reveal to the general public its underlying purposes, it is left to those who operate outside these special interest groups to identify them, to show that the emperor wears no clothes (Green 2000).  Identifying the hidden agenda is no easy task, for several reasons.  First, some people will be content with characterizing the red herring as flawed and see no need to go further.  Second, since these underlying purposes are not part of public discourse, they often lack the vocabulary that would facilitate their discussion so that when people search for the hidden agenda, they have difficulty in characterizing it clearly.  Third, since the underlying purposes may represent the concerted efforts of a number of minority elite groups, they are often a constellation of interwoven purposes that benefits each of these interest groups.  For this reason, the simple slogans of “it’s all about money” or “it’s all about oil” are insufficient characterizations of the underlying purposes.  To understand the hidden agenda of the war on Iraq, it helps to see how the different interests of oil, Israel, weapons manufacturers, military contractors, the military and others all benefit from the solution.  When critics expect a simple hidden agenda, such as oil or arms sales, they are likely to argue among themselves about the true nature of the hidden agenda without realizing that each has only a partial, albeit complimentary view of the truth. 

	3. What groups benefit from this particular response?  Can a hidden agenda be identified?


Thus, one way to identify hidden agendas is to ask who is benefiting (e.g., gaining power or making money) from these solutions?  For example in the Iraq war we see that numerous contractors (cf. http://www.publicintegrity.org/wow/) have received no-bid contracts for activities in Iraq and who have also given 95% of their political contributions to republicans. 

It also helps to examine the proposed solution and ask what other purposes this solution could serve.  For example, the invasion of Iraq and the war on drugs both serve the national security state by promoting military force and violence as the normal means of solving problems.

The stated problem

	4. Is the problem real, or has it been invented so that the response can be applied?


While the stated problem posed by the red herring may be real, as is the fact that some drugs are destroying human lives and creating crime, they are posed in such a way that the response is the most obvious way to solve the problem. 

	5. Can the problem be posed in a different way with the result that it calls for a different response?


The drug problem, for example, is presented as one of supply and not demand.  Were it presented as a demand problem, solutions would focus on the rehabilitation of users.  As a supply problem illegal drugs can only be addressed by using the police and military to interdict supplies.  As a use problem, drugs are seen as a medical problem with medical solutions.  Were the immigration problem to be posed as an issue of illegal employers undercutting US jobs, then the solution would focus on the employers and not the immigrants.

A critical review of the red herring complex involves examining the stated problem and asking not so much whether it is real or not, but by asking whether it can be posed in a different way.  Take for example the question of mind-altering drugs.  Why is the alcohol problem treated through therapy and support groups as opposed to the interdiction of the drug itself?  The answer to this is that the problem of drugs is in part a red herring.

	6. Does the response reveal the real problem?


In some cases the problem is actually revealed by the response, as in the case of “tax relief.”  As Lakoff (2006) points out the term “relief” conjures up the idea that taxes are a problem.  But are they?  While we may grudgingly give some of our income for the general good (roads, highways, police protection, social security and the like), we can also see the value in doing so. 

	7. Have multiple problems been offered for the same response?


Often when the problem is shown to be false, such as there are no weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, a new problem will appear which can be solved by the same response.  For example, like the problem of weapons of mass destruction, the removal of Saddam Hussein can also be accomplished by invading Iraq. However, he could also have been removed by a more determined operation to assassinate him – but that would not have enabled the US to seize control of Iraq’s oil reserves, or weaken Iraq by Balkanisation and perpetual civil war. 

Because the stated problem masks the hidden agenda, it commands no loyalty from promoters of the underlying purposes beyond its ability to mask and to legitimate their underlying purpose. Thus, when a red herring is shown to be faulty, it will be easily abandoned in favor of a newly invented one. For example when weapons of mass destruction were not found in Iraq, a new justification, the need to liberate Iraqis from Saddam Hussein’s cruel totalitarian regime, quickly replaced it.    

The response

	8. What other purposes could the proposed response serve?


A response needs to address the problem posed.  In order to mask the underlying purpose, the response needs to encompass the same activities as the hidden agenda.  For example, the invasion and occupation of Iraq for the purposes of removing their weapons of mass destruction will also fulfill the purposes of the hidden agenda of establishing permanent bases, controlling the flow of oil, and Balkanising Iraq to keep it weak.  

	9. Are there some activities that are carried out that are inconsistent with the response?


All the same, one may find additional activities that are being carried out which have little to do with the stated problem but are key to the underlying purpose.  For example, little fanfare has been given to the building of permanent bases in Iraq or the redrafting of parts of the constitution to allow privatized ownership of oil resources in Iraq.  These are unrelated to either weapons of mass destruction or regime change.  

A successful red herring response will be so attractive that many will support it as an end in itself and be completely uninterested in the underlying purpose.  “Cutting taxes is enough for me; that’s all there is to it.”   Thus, it possible for intelligent, honest individuals to embrace the declared objective of the red herring and as a result, they unwittingly carry out the goals of the corresponding hidden rationale.

	10. Does the response apply in all instances of the stated problem?

	11. Have multiple problems been offered for the same response?


Red herring responses often turn out to be inconsistent in that the proposed response does not apply equally to all instances of the problem.  We may say that this dictator needs to be replaced (Noriega, Chávez, Hussein) but that dictator does not (Pinochet, Suharto); marijuana, but not alcohol, needs to be criminalized.  Iraq, Iran and North Korea should not develop nuclear weapons, but it is acceptable for India and Israel to do so.

Sometimes when the current response has run its course (one can only cut taxes so much) it is replaced by a substitute that will have the same effect.  Thus when support for tax cuts began to lag, a new red herring response arose, namely the demand to balance the budget, which also justifies the downsizing of government.

The masking of alternatives

	12. Are there nonviolent responses to the problem or does the response preclude nonviolent alternatives?


The purpose of the red herring is to increase privileges of special interest groups while concealing the hidden agenda.  This can be done by posing the problem in such a way that the intended response seems to be the only one possible.  For example, the war on drugs suggests that the only way to control drug usage is to destroy crops overseas and to interdict the shipment of drugs to the United States.  This approach masks a more reasonable approach of providing treatment and rehabilitation to those who request it.  Perhaps intentionally, it is argued that there is no money for this approach because roughly 95% is allocated to crop destruction and interdiction.

	13. Does the response involve the use of military force and violence?  


As mentioned above, many of the responses offered in the context of the national security state involve the use of military force and violence and mask the possibility of a nonviolent response.

The red herring rationale

A red herring rationale holds the key to unraveling the entire red herring complex.  The success of the red herring rationale depends on its ability to appear so reasonable, so noble, so necessary or so commonsensical that it requires no further critical examination.  It may appear so reasonable that people will support it as an end in itself and be completely uninterested in the underlying purpose.  “Cutting taxes is enough for me; that’s all there is to it.”  Indeed, in some instances red herrings are not offered at all: instead a simple denial of the practice is given.  George Bush, “We do not torture” (November 2005).

A red herring rationale may also appear so noble that it is hard to argue against.  Who would argue against providing people living under a dictatorial tyrant their freedom and a democratic government?  Of course we need to stop the importation of drugs that are destroying our youth; we need to provide tax relief to workers who need all the money they can get; or we need to rid the world of weapons of mass destruction.

In some cases, however, it is impossible to find a red herring rationale with a noble purpose.  In such cases, a necessity of purpose is used.  These rationales take the form: I know the response of doing X is wrong; but if we don’t do X, then Y will happen and we won’t have Z.  Some examples follow:

	I it is wrong to:  
	But if we don’t then:
	And we won’t have:

	Threaten the use of nuclear weapons.
	They will nuke us.
	Life

	Invade someone else’s country.
	They will get us with their weapons of mass destruction.
	Life

	Overthrow a democracy and murder those resisting.
	The (Islamic) terrorists will destroy our way of life and economy
	Affluence, freedom

	Torture people and take away their human rights.
	The suspected Islamic terrorists will come and get us
	Security

	14. Does the proposed response take the form: I know it is wrong, but we must do it if we are to survive?


The logic of the necessity rationale is stronger than the legitimacy rationale because it says that even though the solution advocated by the red herring is wrong, bad, illegal, immoral, or whatever, it is necessary for our security, freedom or even survival.  The necessity rationale can only be used in the case of the possibility of extreme loss.

	15. Is the rationale consistently applied?


Any necessity rationale thus should be suspected of being a red herring.  Idealistic rationales are less suspect and for this reason need to be more carefully examined.  One needs to ask if this is the real rationale for the proposed response, and whether it is consistent with other responses.  For example the rationale of restoring democracy and human rights is often offered as a justification for intervention in another country, but at the same time there are many other countries with similar problems which do not receive the same attention.

Common-Sense Support

Common-sense axioms provide a major source of support for red herring rationales.  Axioms are by definition self-evident statements that do not need to be proven.  They are considered “common-sense” because they represent sense that is held in common.  These common-sense axioms do not have to be true and many are not. Furthermore, common-sense axioms are not taken as true by everybody, but they are widely enough accepted to marginalize alternative views.  Furthermore, many common-sense axioms are so basic to our thinking that we are not even aware of them. However, because they are accepted as common-sense, they are usually not subject to challenge and neither are the red-herring rationales which are based on them. 

Typical common-sense axioms are:

1) If it is raining put up your umbrella. 

2) Steaming water is hot.

3) Material want is part of human nature.  That is why capitalism works.

4) Some people are just bad and 9/11 proves it.

5) Some people are lazy and as a result poor.  Therefore, poverty will always be with us.

6) Hard work results in good things; there is no such thing as a free lunch.

7) People have to be responsible for their actions and punished for their transgressions.  Capital punishment is justified in some cases.

8) Children need to learn right from wrong through physical discipline if necessary.

9) People from other nations act less sensibility and less honorably than we do.

10) We are good (civilization) and can do no wrong because we are God’s people.  

11) We are worth more. I count; nothing else does.

12) Violence is normal and necessary in some cases because others are violent.  

13) War is inevitable.

14) If we bring civilization and democracy to others, our means are justified.

Some of the above statements may strike one as too sweeping such as “we are worth more,” and may strike some readers as too extreme.  This is because these axioms are rarely expresses, but rather appear as derivatives such as “my country is the finest in the world.”  Many axioms have to do with how the world works (1-3).  Others have to do with the characterization of human nature 4-6).   Still others have to do with the proper way to conduct society (7-9) and finally there are those which have to do with the relationship between ourselves and others (10-14).  The above list involves mingling more empirically testable assertions and less testable assertions about human nature and further legitimizes the less empirical more political axioms.  Several of these axioms (5, 8, 9, 11, 13 and 14) have to do with the acceptance of violence as part of our daily life.

With the exception of (1-3) these assertions are relevant to our acceptance of red herrings presented in this paper.  These can be distilled into four short statements.

1) Other people are bad; or more specifically Muslims don’t like our freedom.
2) I/we are good; more commonly expressed as my country is the best in the world are good.

3) Violence is part of human nature.

4) We are justified in using violence to control other bad people who use violence.

5) Wickedness must be punished. 
	16. Is the solution based on unchallenged common-sense axioms and if so, what are they?


Axioms are taken to be true and not in need of additional scrutiny.  When red herring rationales are based on common-sense knowledge, they too are brought into the realm of common-sense with the result that they too need no further critical examination.  

Common-sense axioms are often unarticulated, making them difficult to identify and this in turn makes them difficult to challenge.  One way that these common-sense axioms emerge is when a problem develops.  We may discover them in a discussion or debate with someone else about the truth of a red herring issue like the invasion of Iraq.  For example, the other may assert “you have to understand that these are bad people” or “nonviolence is ineffective.”  When these assertions become overt, they provide an opportunity to explore them more critically.  For example, have we met anyone who is truly evil?  If so, how did that person become evil?  Why would God make evil people?  Or with respect to nonviolence we can cite examples of successful nonviolence (Gandhi, South Africa) or for that matter, the numerous cases where violence has failed to achieve ends and at great cost.

The second way of bringing common-sense axioms to the surface it to challenge the red-herring rationale by asking on what assumptions is it based.  Why are people poor?  Does torturing captives provide good information?  Why is the war on drugs seen as a problem of demand and not supply?  I do not mean to imply that any of this is easy, but it is possible.

Authorship

	17. Can the authors of the response be identified?  How are they related to those who benefit from the practices recommended by the response?


This discussion raises the question, what sort of people author red herring rationales?  Part of the answer to this question is to consider who has the authority to pose such responses and their associated problems.  This involves asking what organizations and institutions they represent and in what way a particular group or institution may benefit from the response.  A military contractor may advocate more “security” because it means more government contracts.  An oil company may seek the privatization of oil-rich lands because it could lead to greater revenue.

The task of identifying authors is not easy because many authors prefer anonymity precisely to avoid being associated with the response.  Thus responses may be offered by proxies, such as politicians who have been lobbied by special interest groups.  In addition, the common-sense axioms that support the red-herring rationale are by definition anonymous. 

Not all responses are cynically proffered.  Many of the common-sense understandings, like those given above, may guide people toward responses favored by the national security state.  

Nuclear deterrence as a red herring

Having discussed the application of the red herring complex to various contentious politico-strategic problems, I invite the reader to return to the opening section of this paper, and to accept my thesis that nuclear deterrence is a red herring.  My deduction is that, as long as nuclear deterrence is perceived as a “common-sense” rationale for the possession and threat to use of nuclear weapons, then arguments about its illegality, immorality and illogic will be ignored.  Thus the key to nuclear disarmament is to expose the rationale of nuclear deterrence as a red herring that masks more sinister underlying intentions. 

    The proof that nuclear deterrence is a red herring does not involve showing its lack of logic, immorality and illegality.   For one open to these arguments, I strongly recommend Green’s (2000) The Naked Nuclear Emperor.   Rather, the proof involves showing that nuclear deterrence possesses the same general properties found in other red herrings.  Accordingly, let us examine the nuclear deterrence rationale in the light of the general questions that we have posed to help us detect red herrings.  I have offered suggested answers in the footnotes, though the reader may have far better responses.

1) Does the nuclear deterrence rationale benefit the national security state by legitimizing the use of violence, the need for a huge military and the erosion of democratic, human rights? Yes.
2) Does this rationale see “security” as the government’s primary function?  Yes.
3) What groups benefit from the nuclear deterrence rationale?  Both the nuclear defense industry and the national security state benefit from the stated perpetual need to deploy a huge arsenal of nuclear weapons.
4) Is the problem real, or has it been invented so that the response can be applied?  The problem has been invented by the US military-industrial complex, and then presented as a response to the predictable response by the USSR/Russia, China and now North Korea, to be followed by Iran and possible terrorist clients.
5) Can the problem that the response for which nuclear deterrence is  proposed as a rationale be posed in a different way with the result that a different response is called for?  The World Court Advisory Opinion of 8 July 1996 made it clear that the only practicable and lawful response to nuclear terror is complete nuclear disarmament.  This response, however, is masked by the posing of the problem which states that other people cannot be trusted.
6) Does the response reveal the problem?  Many have argued (cf. Green 2000) that the Soviet Union, having lost 13% of its population during World War II, was in no position after to initiate an aggressive war; therefore there was no need for the US to threaten use of nuclear weapons against it, triggering a nuclear arms race.
7) Have multiple problems been offered for the nuclear deterrence rationale?   Since the rationale for nuclear deterrence has not yet been discredited, it has not been replaced.  However, the dissolution of the Soviet Union meant the loss of an enemy with a credible nuclear threat and hence a need for nuclear deterrence.  The possibility that the axis of evil and/or ruthless terrorists would attempt to smuggle nuclear bombs or chemical or biological weapons into the United States quickly replaced the problems of the cold war. Predictably, these new threats justified the continued practice of nuclear deterrence.    

The new war on terror in fact has advantages over the cold war as a red herring rationale for perpetual deployment of nuclear weapons because of the uncertainty of what might happen.  What is North Korea really up to?  Who are the unknown terrorists who plan to attack us?  How do you really prove that Iraq has no Al Qaeda connections?  With respect to the supporting of the hidden agenda, the existence of unknown, ruthless terrorists and the axis of evil are essential as opposed to undesirable.  
8) What other purposes are accomplished by the nuclear deterrence proposed agenda? Nuclear deterrence justifies the need to accept the use of violence to achieve security and, as a corollary, to rule out nonviolence as an alternative means to achieve security.  Nuclear nations like the United States can use nuclear deterrence as a trump card when they wish to interfere in the affairs of other nations.  This allows them to carry out low intensity operations by nuclear states against governments deemed antithetical to their interests (e.g., Russia versus Afghanistan; US versus Afghanistan and Iraq; US versus Chile; US versus Nicaragua; US versus Venezuela).The US alone has spent more than 6 trillion dollars developing 70,000 nuclear weapons and deploying them.  This has forced the Soviet Union to try to keep up in order to maintain its own nuclear arsenal.  Furthermore, this has diverted huge sums of money from other parts of the economy of both countries, but because of the greater productivity of the US this has had a greater effect on the Soviet Union.
9) Are there some activities that are carried out that are inconsistent with the solution?  It is not clear why 20,000 warheads are needed for nuclear deterrence to work, but it does keep the nuclear industry happy.
10) Does the response apply in all instances of the problem? Do we apply nuclear deterrence against all other nuclear weapons states?  If not, why not? We do not see any problem with the UK, France, India, or Israel having nuclear weapons.
11) Have multiple responses been offered that support the same hidden agenda? If we consider part of the hidden agenda to be the promotion of a national security state, then we can see that the war on drugs, the deposing of dictators and nuclear deterrence all support the same hidden agenda.
12) Does the response involve the use of military force and violence?  Yes.
13) Are there nonviolent responses to the problem or does the response preclude nonviolent alternatives?  Nuclear deterrence has proven effective in masking the hidden agenda for possessing and threatening the use of nuclear weapons.  It has also masked the practicality of unilateral nuclear disarmament.  
14) Does the nuclear deterrence rationale take the form: I know it is wrong, but we must do it if we are to survive? Yes.
15) Is the rationale consistently applied? No: in some cases we argue for diplomatic solutions and in others some form of violence. Nuclear deterrence is the epitome of the necessity rationale because the consequence of not practicing nuclear deterrence is the loss of our very survival.  Thus the nuclear deterrence red herring absolutely trumps the arguments of some lawyers (nuclear weapons are illegal under international law), philosophers and clergy (nuclear weapons are immoral) and security analysts (nuclear deterrence doesn’t work).  
16) Is nuclear deterrence based on common-sense assertions like war is inevitable, poverty will always be with us, or some people are just plain bad? Yes: common-sense says that if I threaten to retaliate by doing something bad to you if you do something bad to me, you won’t do it. In addition, the rationale for nuclear deterrence is strongly supported by other common-sense axioms: some people are just bad; war is inevitable; we are good and civilized; and God is on our side.  So it seems reasonable that nuclear deterrence would work and as a result we don’t need to give it much more thought.  It is not surprising, therefore, that the rationale for nuclear deterrence has not been subject to serious criticism by the general public or for that matter, the establishment.  
17) Can the authors of the nuclear deterrence rationale be identified?  How are they related to those who benefit from the practices recommended by the response? Unsurprisingly, serving military leaders go along with the dogma of nuclear deterrence; but when they retire, they frequently acknowledge its irrationality and impracticality.  Such Damascene conversions have been made by former strategists and civil servants (e.g., Henry Kissinger and Robert McNamara).
Spotting red herrings

What separates the two understandings of nuclear deterrence presented at the beginning of this paper is the ability to recognize nuclear deterrence as a red herring.  The consequences of the two views are substantial.  The cost can be measured in dollars - 6 billion dollars per year for the production and maintenance of weapons required for nuclear deterrence – money which could have been spent for health care and the public good.  The cost can be measured in terms of damage to the environment, ranging from uranium mining, former nuclear testing and nuclear waste disposal through to the potential for annihilation of the Earth’s ecosystems if nuclear deterrence fails. Then there are its debilitating effects on our democracy, the social consequences of its associated political philosophy based on violence and confrontation as opposed to nonviolence and cooperation.

Thus the question of why some people, but not others, see nuclear deterrence as a red herring is crucial.  In all cases, critics of red herrings have encountered an inconsistency somewhere in the red herring complex, be it in the way the problem is defined, awareness that the response is not working, or suspicion regarding the motives and honesty of the author.

Faulty response

Others may discover that the proposed response is not working.  The war in Iraq did not find weapons of mass destruction and the Iraq people do not appreciate our efforts to develop a democracy.  The war on drugs is not helping my family member.  Why should I be asked to die for people who don’t appreciate my efforts?  Why has the war on drugs not stopped drugs from reaching our citizens?  The failure of a solution is likely to lead to the individual’s rejection of the solution and associated red-herring complex, but generally does not lead to a questioning of the definition of the problem or the axioms on which it is based.  So that one concludes that this war was wrong, but not all wars.

Faulty problem

Some may become suspicious of the red-herring problem as it is stated.  Often the understanding of a given profession may be at odds with the hegemonic view.  The physician may see the drug problem as a public health problem and not one of illegal supply.  The international lawyer may see the problem with Iran and nuclear weapons as one in which the nuclear states have failed to fulfill their side of the NPT bargain.  When the way the red-herring problem is defined becomes suspect, then the response also becomes suspect and with it the red-herring rationale as well.  In some cases, however, this suspicion may lead to the questioning of the common-sense axioms on which the red-herring complex is based and may lead to a reorganization of an individual’s common-sense axioms.

Questionable authority

Some people, especially, those with a low socio-economic status may be suspicious of official explanations and generally expect that it is covering up a hidden agenda.  “They are all a bunch of crooks.  It is all about money, oil, etc.”  Often this can lead to cynicism because this kind of activity is seen as inevitable, but it can lead to an electoral challenge in which those in power are replaced by others.

The logic of the red herring rationale is faulty  

Some people may question the logic of the red-herring rationale. How can you stop violence with violence?  How can the state claim that killing is wrong when they practice punishment?  How can nuclear deterrence deter a suicide bomber?  The faulty logic of the rationale may lead one to oppose the practice of the red-herring complex alone, but could also lead to a deeper questioning of the complex itself.  In addition, a particular solution may become suspect because it is inconsistent with other solutions. Why do we support some dictators and not others?  Why do we cooperate with a dictator at one point and then vilify him or her at another time?  While the discovery of faulty logic is likely to lead one to reject the red herring, it may also lead one to a closer examination of the supporting common-sense axioms.

Differing common-sense axioms

Rarely is a common-sense axiom absolute, meaning that most people, but not everyone accepts it as true.  Counter-hegemonic axioms may arise from religious, professional or even personal beliefs.  For example, many religious groups opposed the idea that people are evil or that violence is necessary and effective.  People with counter-hegemonic axioms will find that the red-herring rationale is simply faulty.  If people are basically nonviolent, we need to know the causes of some people becoming violent and work to remove the causes.  If poverty isn’t inevitable, then we need to find the causes of poverty.  The anthropologist may see the behavior of others as different but not wrong or evil.  When one or more of the common-sense axioms is not held, the validity of the red-herring rational becomes suspect.

Thus there are many ways by which people can become suspicious of red-herrings, though in most cases they will not understand the given red-herring as a red herring, but merely as an example of misguided judgment, the consequence of which will be an opposition of the practice, but not the underlying axioms that support.  Nevertheless, it should be possible with the assistance of those who are aware of the structure of red herrings to assess where individuals are in the understanding of a given red-herring and to pose questions like those developed here that will help them understand the problem more broadly.  For example, for someone who sees that the solution is not working, one can ask if the problem can be posed differently with another outcome.  For the individual who sees the problem is wrongly formulated, one can ask why or one can ask if we are certain that the common-sense axioms are true.   Such questioning is not easy and does not always lead to change.

Conclusion

This paper has added to the discourse on what is wrong with the dogma of nuclear deterrence by developing the argument that it is an ideological red herring, deliberately introduced to privilege the extremely powerful interest groups who benefit from their country’s perpetual possession of nuclear weapons. Only when it is seen as such will the other dimensions of nuclear deterrence be seen for what they are: illogical, ineffective, immoral and illegal.  

     Thirteen test questions for red herrings in general have been identified and applied to  nuclear deterrence.  In response to each question, I have shown that nuclear deterrence has the same properties as other red herrings and consequently that it should be examined more carefully for its logic, morality and legality.

It has been tempting in this paper to point out the logical, moral and legal fallacies of the rationale of nuclear deterrence.  I chose not to because it is important to understand that, in addition to these defects, the rationale of nuclear deterrence has all the characteristics of other, more easily detectable red herrings like the rationales for the first and second gulf wars, the overthrow of Chilean democracy in the 1970s, the use of torture and the atomic bombing of Japanese cities.  They are plausible, distracting and phony rationales intended to distract the citizens of a democratic state to support the underlying plans of a non-democratic minority.  
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Appendix A: The red herring checklist

1) Does the red herring solution benefit the national security state by legitimizing the use of violence, the need for a huge military and the erosion of democratic, human rights?

2) Does the advocate see “security” as the government’s primary function?

3) What groups benefit from the proposed solution?  

4) Is the problem real or not or has it been invented so that the solution can be applied?

5) Can the problem be posed in a different way with the result that a different solution is called for?

6) Does the solution reveal the problem?

7) Have multiple problems been offered for the same solution?

8) What other purposes could the proposed solution serve?

9) Are there some activities that are carried out that are inconsistent with the solution?

10) Does the solution apply in all instances of the problem?

11) Have multiple solutions been offered that support the same hidden agenda?

12) Does the solution involve the use of military force and violence? 

13) Are there nonviolent solutions to the problem or does the solution preclude nonviolent alternatives? 

14) Does the proposed solution take the form: I know it is wrong, but we must do it if we are to survive?

15) Is the rationale consistently applied?

16) Is this solution based on unchallenged common-sense assertions like war is inevitable, poverty will always be with us, or some people are just plain bad?

17) Can the authors of the solution be identified?  How are they related to those who benefit from the practices recommended by the solution?
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