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is nothing so morally wrong about preventing a replay of World War 
II or avoiding expensive conventional arms races.) Because of the 
very way that such deterrence mechanisms always have to function, 
however, the most painstaking examination of the relevant cases may 
be frustrating to anyone seeking clarity. Was Eisenhower merely bluff- 
ing about nuclear escalation, or actually risking such escalation, to 
make the extended nuclear threats credible? Betts seems to resent 
those who have praised Ike after the fact for winning the West some 
kind of free ride here. But if Eisenhower did a good job as president, 
it would not be possible to tell at the time whether he was bluffing, 
and it might not even be possible for us to tell some three decades 
later. 

There is much to praise and little to criticize about this book. Betts 
quite persuasively stresses how irrational any use of United States 
nuclear weapons had to be, once the Soviet Union had acquired even 
a rudimentary ability to destroy a few United States cities. Yet, sur- 
prisingly, he lumps the 1948 Berlin crisis in with all the other crises; 
isn't the pre-1949 situation of United States nuclear monopoly grist 
for a very different analytical mill? The tone of Betts's analysis, stress- 
ing a very careful sorting of the facts, has to appeal to any serious 
academic. Yet extending nuclear deterrence has again and again re- 
quired that national leaders seem to ignore facts. This very tone of 
Betts's analysis thus seems to condemn what may have produced a 
continuous success in the extension of nuclear deterrence to shield 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; if it is possible that we have 
shielded Europe by such a Nationality of irrationality' in the past, is 
this not also possible for the future? 

George H. Quester/University of Maryland 

BLUNDERING INTO DISASTER 

Surviving the first century of the nuclear age 
Robert S. McNamara 
New York: Pantheon Books, 1986, 212 pp, US$14.95 

In this study Robert S. McNamara, the former United States secretary 
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of defense, suggests a number of ways to minimize the threat of 
nuclear war. Given the anarchical nature of the international system 
and the willingness of some leaders to resort to arms instead of di- 
plomacy to resolve disputes, McNamara argues that states will inev- 
itably become involved in conflict. However, while the international 
community may continue to be plagued by war, he nonetheless be- 
lieves that by restructuring its nuclear strategy, the Western alliance 
can play an important role in preventing a global crisis. 

To survive the nuclear age McNamara maintains that the United 
States and its allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (nato) 
will have to place greater emphasis on their conventional forces to 
deter a Soviet attack. Rather than depending on tactical nuclear weap- 
ons as an early response to Soviet aggression, McNamara argues that 
nato should formally commit itself to a military strategy which relies 
primarily on conventional forces during the initial stages of a conflict. 
By pursuing such a policy he insists not only that the possibility of 
nuclear war will be diminished but also that nato would be able to 
maintain a more effective and stable deterrent against the Soviet Union. 

In addition to lessening its dependence on nuclear weapons and 
improving its conventional forces, McNamara recommends that the 
West continue to pursue arms reduction negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. He suggests that a more stable world order could be achieved 
if the two superpowers limited their nuclear arsenals to 1000 war- 
heads. Finally, McNamara argues that the Reagan administration's 
commitment to the Strategic Defense Initiative (sdi) will only exacer- 
bate East-West tensions by accelerating the arms race. Although 
McNamara condemns Reagan's vision of an impermeable defensive 
shield protecting the United States and its allies from Soviet ballistic 
missiles, he nonetheless supports sdi ii, that is, a partial defence 
system which would protect missile silos and hence ensure a second- 
strike capability. 

While McNamara's desire to reduce the risk of nuclear war is 
laudable, it does not appear that his recommendations would fun- 
damentally alter the status quo. In the first place, even if nato relied 
on its conventional forces at the outset of a war, it is unlikely that it 
would hesitate to use nuclear weapons if confronted by an over- 
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whelming Soviet threat. Consequently, instead of creating a more 
effective and stable deterrent, McNamara's suggestion would at best 
delay the use of nuclear weapons. Similarly, it is doubtful that limiting 
Soviet and American nuclear arsenals to 1000 warheads apiece would 
promote greater stability in the international system. Although the 
superpowers should be encouraged to pursue arms control negotia- 
tions, it does not appear that either state would agree to complete 
disarmament in the foreseeable future. As long as the United States 
and the Soviet Union possess a sufficient number of nuclear weapons, 
they will have the capacity to inflict unacceptable damage on each 
other. To dismantle all but 1000 warheads without a concomitant 
commitment to rid the world of nuclear weapons would be futile. 
Lastly, it is unlikely that McNamara's suggestion to construct a partial 
defence system would enable the United States significantly to reduce 
the threat of nuclear war. On the contrary, as is clear from the Soviet 
reaction to President Reagan's sdi programme, an American com- 
mitment to supplement its offensive capabilities with a partial or com- 
plete defence will simply encourage the Soviet Union to follow suit. 

McNamara's study is deficient in other respects as well. His analysis 
of the evolution of nato's nuclear strategy is far too simplistic. While 
he examines the stabilizing and de-stabilizing influences inherent in 
its current strategic doctrine, he does not adequately address the var- 
ious factors which gave rise to nato's decision to rely on tactical 
nuclear weapons as an early response to a Soviet attack. More im- 
portantly, McNamara's thesis lacks a strong theoretical foundation. 
Rather than examining the many political, economic, and strategic 
factors underlying nato's nuclear strategy, McNamara simply pro- 
vides what appears to be an informal commentary on the present state 
of the arms race. As a former secretary of defense, it is surprising 
that his analysis is not a more penetrating one. However, his discussion 
of the Strategic Defense Initiative should be read by those concerned 
with the technical feasibility of a space-based weapons system. His 
critique is clear and concise and identifies the major problems asso- 
ciated with designing such a sophisticated defence system. It is un- 
fortunate that he did not approach his entire study with the same 
diligence. 
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For the most part, McNamara's most recent contribution to the 
growing body of literature on nuclear strategy and arms control has 
limited utility. While his study offers some valid criticisms of the poli- 
cies pursued by the United States and its nato allies, he fails to 
provide insight into the various ways to minimize the risks of a nuclear 
exchange. In short, McNamara has not fulfilled the objective of his 
analysis. Although he sets out to show how the United States can 
prevent itself from 'blundering into disaster,' it does not appear that 
his recommendations would significantly reduce the possibility of a 
third world war. In all fairness, however, discovering how to prevent 
a nuclear holocaust is the most formidable task confronting our 
civilization. 

Don Abelson/Queen's University 

THE LAST FRONTIER 
An analysis of the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Gary L. Guertner and Donald M. Snow 
Toronto: D.C. Heath, 1986, xvi, i58pp, $27.95 
On 23 March 1983 President Reagan delivered his now-famous Star 
Wars speech, in which he introduced to the general public the notion 
of a space-based defence system. This system, he argued, could 'achieve 
our ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by strategic nuclear 
missiles/ In many respects, this speech ushered in a new era in stra- 
tegic defence. It also precipitated a major public policy debate. 

This debate has focussed on the technical feasibility of such a 
programme and on its affordability, its effectiveness, and its com- 
patibility with strategic stability. For the most part the debate has 
proceeded along very predictable ideological lines. The Reagan 
administration and its supporters have been unequivocal in their com- 
mitment to the programme while arms controllers and peace groups 
have been vehemently opposed. What has been lacking in the debate 
is some sense of balance. 

Enter Gary Guertner and Donald Snow who, given their creden- 
tials, might have offered yet another pro-defence modernization ar- 
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