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But if the moral responsibility to resist Soviet hegemony can be discharged only by means 
which violate another and more binding moral requirement, we are, in the authors' view, 
morally barred from fulfilling it. They reject arguments based upon a comparison of the 
consequences of successful deterrence with those of failure to deter. They find inadequate a 
Kantian ethic of duty always to do what we would wish everyone to do. They come back to the 
killing of innocents, forbidden by 'common morality' as destroying the possibility of fulfilment 
of basic human goods (pp. 277-94). And they postulate acceptance of the consequences as a 
virtue in both ethical and specifically Christian terms. 

Much of this condemnation of deterrence rests upon the intention attributed to those who 
espouse that policy. 'Common morality' is assumed as an absolute, yet 'the deterrent is still 
judged acceptable by most upholders of common morality' (p. 345, note). This is surely because 
they see different grounds for the condemnation of deterrence and of the use of nuclear 
weapons. Finnis has written elsewhere of a basic ethical requirement to attend to the likely 
consequences of our decisions. Use is condemned because (in the authors' description) it is 
murder. The deterrent does not involve actual killing (p. 79), but is condemned for the moral 
deformation of those who hold the conditional intention. The incommensurability of goods and 
evils is a major plank of the authors' rebuttal of 'consequentialism', though in discussing 
Hiroshima they disregard the commensurability of the Japanese non-combatants killed with 
those who would have perished in a 'conventional' bombardment and invasion. The killing of 
others is not commensurable with one's own moral deformation. But does 'common morality' 
really condemn use and deterrence equally when the objective of deterrence is to prevent either 
war or subjection? And the authors acknowledge some unease about 'the moralistic concern for 
personal clean hands' (p. 319). 

This rigorous yet highly readable book compels us to think carefully through the arguments. 
But this reviewer would leave the last word with Michael Walzer's sentence, quoted by the 
authors on p. 179 in their discussion of 'consequentialism': 'We threaten evil in order not to do 
it, and the doing of it would be so terrible that the threat seems in comparison to be morally 
defensible.' 

ARTHUR HOCKADAY 

Blundering into disaster. By Robert McNamara. London: Bloomsbury. 1987. 212pp. Index. 
?12.95. ISBN 0 7475 0009 6. 

ROBERT MCNAMARA is no stranger to the nuclear debate, and having been Secretary for Defense 
in both the Kennedy and Johnson administrations he speaks about it with more authority than 
most. And here we are presented not with new ideas so much as an expansion of the views he has 
expressed in some celebrated Foreign Affairs articles between 1982 and 1985. He has the space 
here to develop some of the ideas and to offer one or two fascinating insights drawn from his 
own experience. 

At a specific level, he interprets the problem of nuclear weapons as being one of crisis 
management. He reviews some of the more notable crises of his day: Berlin, Cuba, the Middle 
East. In 1967, when the hot-line was first used, he was shocked to find that Kosygin's call ended 
at the Pentagon-the hot-line did not actually connect with the White House. And he reminds 
us that the same oversights, technical failures and misperceptions still have the capacity to 
produce horrific events. The Korean airliner and Chernobyl are merely symptomatic of a more 
general problem. 

And the more general problem is incrementalism. We never actually planned to have the 
deterrent situation that now exists. More to the point, says McNamara, no plan, present or past, 
to use nuclear weapons gives much hope that any benefit can be derived from their use. We have 
a Western strategy that is not credible, backed up by beliefs about the weapons and the Russians 
that are not true. 

The solution (p. 111) is to 'base war plans and arms control agreements on the belief that 
nuclear warheads are not usable weapons'. He is calling for nothing less than a change in 
attitudes as to what we think we can achieve by the possession of nuclear weapons. Nuclear 
deterrence may be inescapable but if so, he says, then nuclear warheads should be restricted to 
the provision of a minimum deterrent-perhaps 500 warheads at most. SDI is plainly 
counterproductive and it helps to perpetuate all the myths we should be trying to educate 
ourselves out of: that the Soviet Union has superiority, that it cheats on arms control, that arms 
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control achieves nothing, that nuclear weapons constitute political power, and so on. As he 
forcefully points out (ch. 3), America's development of the multiple independently targeted 
re-entry vehicle (MIRV) resulted in a technical advantage for the Soviet Union. So did the 
expansion of sea-launched ballistic missiles. So now does US development of anti-satellite 
technology. Is it crass stupidity or wickedness that leads us to repeat these errors time and again? 
No, it is because we handle the problem incrementally, without a clear view of what we are really 
trying to achieve. 

McNamara presents us with a clear and admirably sane view of what he wants to achieve. 
Some critics of the book will argue that his prescription is short on detail. Others may say that he 
is really articulating in a more idealized form the sort of flexible response he wanted in the 1 960s 
but never actually got. He still believes in nuclear deterrence, albeit of a minimum variety. But 
this book, like all his recent ideas, is concerned more with the development of a new process of 
East-West relations. It is not a blueprint. And if he does hold on to the idea of a minimum 
nuclear deterrent of 500 warheads apiece, then the 1, 000 warheads that would leave in the super- 
power arsenals represent less than 2 per cent of the present stockpile. That has to be worth a 
serious thought. 
University of Newcastle upon Tyne MICHAEL CLARKE 

Detente and confrontation: American-Soviet relations from Nixon to Reagan. By 
Raymond L. Garthoff. Washington, DC: Brookings. 1985. (Distrib. in UK by Costello, 
Tunbridge Wells.) 1, 147pp. Index. ISBN 0 815730446. 

RAYMOND GARTHOFF'S analysis of superpower detente in the 1970s is a work of monumental 
scholarship. It looks at the rise and fall of detente in a way which not only challenges much of the 
orthodoxy that has grown up in the United States about superpower relations ian the 1970s, but 
provides a comprehensive and detailed account of what was an extremely turbulent era in US 
foreign policy. The value of the book is reinforced by the fact that Garthoff offers a detailed and 
fascinating account of Soviet decision-making. He shows how by a careful analysis of 
Russian-language sources it is possible to obtain considerable insight into the formulation and 
conduct of Soviet policy. 

Garthoff is not simply the detached analyst. As a former official and member of the US 
delegation which negotiated SALT I and the ABM Treaty, he has the advantage of an insider's 
insight and knowledge of the formative period of detente. At times, however, his experience 
encourages assessments of Henry Kissinger's policy which are excessively critical. In the chapter 
on SALT I in particular, Garthoff expresses the resentment felt by many members of the 
delegation at the way in which they were bypassed by the Kissinger-Dobrynin channel. For all 
its shortcomings-and there were many-this channel was crucial in facilitating moves towards 
detente during a period when the United States was still heavily involved in Vietnam. In other 
respects, Garthoff's criticisms of Kissinger are more persuasive. He is especially good on the 
tendency of both the Nixon and Ford administrations to impose a superpower framework on 
regional disputes in the Third World. 

Garthoff's analysis also reveals the pivotal position of China. The Sino-Soviet split posed 
enormous problems for Moscow, while it presented opportunities for the United States to 
establish a system of 'triangular diplomacy' in which it could play off Moscow and Peking 
against one another. Although Kissinger avoided doing this too overtly, the Carter administra- 
tion's playing of the China card did considerable harm to detente. Yet, as Garthoff shows, the 
problems lay not simply in the implementation of the policies. The United States and the Soviet 
Union had different conceptions of what detente was. 'The American leaders saw it. . . as a way 
of "managing the emergence of Soviet power" into world politics in an age of nuclear parity. The 
Soviet leaders saw it as a way of managing the transition of the United States from its former 
superiority to a more modest role in world politics in an age of nuclear parity' (p. 1,069). It is 
hardly surprising, therefore, that Soviet and American expectations about the kind of behaviour 
appropriate to detente also differed very significantly. Inevitably, this led to allegations of bad 
faith and contributed to the demise of detente. 

The level of detail is astonishing, and even the knowledgeable reader will find it overwhelming 
at times. But the book is a must for all those who want to understand the dynamics of 
Soviet-American relations. If it is not for the casual reader, those who persevere will find it a 
gold mine of information and evidence leading to the conclusion that the superpowers share the 
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