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 This analysis contributes to a political sociology of the arms race by linking the history
 of U.S. strategic policy with sociological explorations in the organization of power.
 American nuclear policy illustrates continuity and episodic change. Continuity is
 expressed in near-universal support among policy-makers of a policy of "extended"
 rather than "minimal" deterrence. Extended deterrence implies a threat to use nuclear
 weapons first. The change in nuclear policy is the variation in the determination to
 modernize the nuclear force structure. That is, the actual commitment to prepare to
 fight and win a nuclear war oscillates from one period to another. Sustained efforts
 to improve the nuclear force structure have been concentrated in four periods: the
 Truman administration between 1947 and 1950, the first two years of the Kennedy
 administration, the last two years of the Nixon administration, and the last year of
 the Carter administration to the present. The determination to modernize the nuclear
 force structure is situated within intra-elite debates between advocates of containment

 and proponents of rollback, and the installation of new foreign policy projects necessary
 to adjust the position of the U.S. in the world arena.

 Amid great controversy, the Reagan administration has undertaken an ambitious program
 of modernizing US strategic forces. The new programs include the land-based MX missile,
 the submarine-launched Trident II missile, air-launched cruise missiles, and the B1-B
 bomber. A new single-warhead missile, the Midgetman, is scheduled for deployment in
 the 1990s. Ground-launched cruise missiles are being deployed in Europe along with a
 new intermediate range land-based missile, the Pershing II. The Navy is starting to produce
 new sea-launched cruise missiles that will be deployed in attack submarines. The Reagan
 administration is also attempting to improve the defensive capabilities of the United States.
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 Civil defense programs are receiving more money. President Reagan has established an
 office that will accelerate development of space-based lasers and particle beam weapons
 designed to intercept Soviet missiles before they can strike the US. New anti-satellite
 weapons are being tested and a coordinated military command for space has been created.
 In addition, the Pentagon has launched an ambitious program to protect command, control
 and communication facilities (C-cubed) against the effects of nuclear blast, radiation, and
 electromagnetic pulse. The five-year defense plan maintains that American nuclear forces
 "must be able to prevail and be able to force the Soviet Union to seek earliest termination
 of hostilities on terms favorable to the United States" (Halloran, 1982; Draper and
 Weinberger, 1983).
 The Reagan program and its seeming dedication to prepare to "prevail" in a nuclear

 war raise important issues that enable the social analyst to explore more broadly the
 institutional and ideological context of US nuclear policies. Yet we do not really have
 adequate theoretical frameworks that enable us to analyze the nuclear arms race. Three
 otherwise excellent accounts of the development of strategic policy are almost devoid of
 a sense of society-at least as a sociologist might use that term (Mandelbaum, 1979;
 Freedman, 1981; Kaplan, 1983). Two recent, comprehensive discussions of state theory
 do not address the issue of strategic policy (Nordlinger, 1981; Camoy, 1984). Due to
 the lack of adequate conceptual sociological frameworks in the field of strategic studies,
 no comprehensive "theory" in the traditional sense will be offered. This paper tries only
 to make a contribution towards a political sociology of the arms race. I shall describe
 the continuity and change in American nuclear policy and link this history with foreign
 policy debates within the American policy elite.

 SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

 Since World War II, the U.S. has served the role of manager of the postwar order
 (Bernstein, 1972; Mee, 1975; Block, 1977). From the outset, its leaders never rejected
 the political utility of nuclear weapons (Alperovitz, 1965; Sherwin, 1977; Herken, 1982).
 Yet the role of manager was always problematic, due both to the existence of significant
 disagreement among policy-makers over the main direction to follow, and the declining
 influence that the U.S. could exert over the course of the postwar period (Kolko and
 Kolko, 1972; Schurmann, 1974; Cox, 1984). Since 1945 American nuclear policy illustrated
 continuity and episodic change. The continuity derives from the fact that virtually every
 important policy-maker believed that Washington must be prepared to use nuclear weapons
 first. This commitment was motivated by "nuclear leverage" or the belief that measurable
 quantitative leads or qualitative advantages in nuclear weapons contribute to a nation's
 influence in world politics. This continuity was expressed best in the near universal support
 in Washington of a policy of "extended" rather than "minimal" deterrence.

 What changed in U.S. nuclear policy was the determination to carry out a modernizing
 program of the nuclear force structure. Periodically, American policy-makers judge that
 the credibility of first use has been diminished. The perception is that the component of
 U.S. global influence shaded by the nuclear umbrella has become smaller. To compensate,
 policy-makers adopt a relatively ambitious program to restore the credibility of first use
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 and the foreign policy leverage that they feel can be obtained from the perception of
 enjoying nuclear superiority. The weapons systems mandated by extended deterrence are
 much the same as those required by nuclear warfighting. The result is that the attempt
 to restore the credibility of extended deterrence also permits advocates of nuclear warfighting

 to gain influence. In short, American strategic policy has relied consistently on implicit
 or explicit threats to use nuclear weapons first. What changes is the willingness to carry
 out a concerted effort to build weapons to back up that threat.
 The argument has three-steps: The first part of the paper establishes the differences
 between minimal and extended deterrence, and the connection between extended deterrence

 and nuclear warfighting. The second part of the paper introduces a periodization of U.S.
 nuclear policy. Historical evidence is introduced in support of the contention that there
 have been four periods in which U.S. policy-makers have made a relatively determined
 effort to improve the actual nuclear forces. The four are: the Truman administration
 between 1947 and 1950, the first two years of the Kennedy administration, the last two
 years of the Nixon administration, and the last year of the Carter presidency through to
 the present. The last part of the paper advances a tentative explanation for the periodic
 oscillation between lesser and greater determination to build weapons that add credibility
 to the policy of threatening to use nuclear weapons first. The argument is that modernization
 programs accompany an intensified intra-elite debate over the future of foreign and military

 policy. In particular, a sustained effort to improve the nuclear force structure is linked
 to the rising influence of rollback over containment, and the initiation of new programs
 necessary to adjust the position of the U.S. in the world arena.

 MINIMAL DETERRENCE, EXTENDED DETERRENCE,
 AND NUCLEAR WARFIGHTING

 In his annual report to Congress for FY 1984, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
 defined the national security goals of the United States: "to deter military attack by the
 USSR and its allies against the United States, its allies, and other friendly nations, and
 to deter or to counter use of Soviet military power to coerce or intimidate our friends
 and allies" (Dellums, 1983: 281). Note that this statement applies deterrence to two
 distinct situations: preventing a direct military attack by the USSR against the United
 States; and preventing the use of Soviet military power to coerce or intimidate the United
 States and its allies. The first situation is called "minimal deterrence;" the second,
 "extended deterrence". Minimal deterrence is concerned with preventing a direct military
 attack against the United States. Extended deterrence is concerned with preventing both
 military attack and political blackmail under the threat of military attack, against both
 the United States and our allies. The weapons systems required under the two conceptions
 of deterrence are quite different.

 In terms of policy and capabilities, several principles follow from the posture of minimal
 deterrence: First, the only rationale for American nuclear forces is to deter or prevent an
 enemy from attacking the United States. Second, U.S. nuclear forces should be structured
 to assure a "secure second strike," (that is, be able to respond with near total destruction
 even after receiving a surprise attack from the enemy). The weapons that contribute most
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 to stability are those that are reliable, invulnerable to preemptive attack, and do not
 threaten the other side with a preemptive attack.' Third, the attempt to develop counterforce

 weapons and defensive systems is destabilizing. Fourth, it is in the interests of the United
 States to participate in arms control talks aimed at eliminating the most dangerous forms
 of weapons and those that are superfluous.
 Under minimal deterrence the only threat to use nuclear weapons is in response to a

 Soviet attack. Under extended deterrence the range of threats is far more diverse. To
 extend its leverage, the U.S. has refused to rule out the first use of nuclear weapons. In
 strategic theory this refusal enhances the political influence of nuclear weapons. Paul
 Nitze, a member of the Reagan administration and previous Democratic administrations
 as well, has compared this political use of nuclear weapons to "a game of chess. The
 atomic queens may never be brought into play; they may never actually take one of the
 opponent's pieces. But the position of the atomic queens may still have a decisive bearing
 on which side can safely advance a limited-war bishop or a cold-war pawn" (Nitze, 1956:
 189). Virtually every American decision-maker has accepted the logic of extended deterrence
 and in particular the need to project a credible threat to use nuclear weapons first.
 For the first twenty-years of the postwar period the United States possessed overwhelming

 nuclear superiority. But in the late-nineteen sixties, the Soviet Union acquired a secure
 second-strike capability against the U.S. No matter how effective a U.S. first strike,
 Moscow could now inflict enormous destruction against the U.S. The ability of each side
 to destroy the other, no matter the circumstances, was called "mutual assured destruction"
 or MAD.

 For those interested in using American nuclear power for political purposes, MAD
 presented an irresolvable problem. On the one hand, a nuclear war could not be fought-
 at least not rationally. Both sides would lose far more than they could ever hope to gain.
 On the other hand, extended deterrence required the U.S. to continue to make at least
 somewhat credible the threat to use nuclear weapons in Europe, Japan, Korea, and against
 alledged instances of Soviet aggression in the third world. But MAD undercut completely
 the credibility of this threat. If Washington used nuclear weapons against the Soviet Union
 first, e.g., on behalf of Germany, Moscow could now respond directly against the United
 States. In this thinking, MAD undermined U.S. commitments to its allies, and of American
 power generally. Who in Moscow would believe that the U.S. would go to war on behalf
 of Bonn, or Tokyo, or the Persian Gulf, when the almost certain result would be the
 destruction of Washington, New York and Los Angeles. In short, minimal deterrence,
 or even the acceptance of the restrictions of MAD, was incompatible with Washington's
 managerial role. As defined by postwar policymakers, an active foreign policy required
 extended deterrence.

 Yet, to bolster the foreign policy commitments, the credibility of the nuclear threat
 had to be maintained. In turn, this meant developing those weapons systems that made
 the threat of going to war first credible-or at least non-incredible. Colin Gray (1980),
 a consultant to the Reagan administration, represents this point of view when he argues,
 "if American nuclear power is to support US foreign policy objectives, the United States
 must possess the ability to wage nuclear war rationally" (p. 19). Under the logic of
 extended deterrence, even those U.S. decision-makers who did not believe that a nuclear
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 war could be fought without both sides suffering enormously, nonetheless refused to rule
 out the possibility that Washington would use nuclear weapons first. Strategic modernization

 programs were adopted that made the use of these weapons more plausible. As a result
 extended deterrence led towards what has been called nuclear warfighting (Joseph, 1982;
 Keeny and Panofsky, 1982).
 Those supporting the warfighting posture are concerned, like those in the extended
 deterrence camp, with maintaining American international influence. The principle difference

 between the two positions is not which weapon systems should be built, but whether one
 needs to take seriously the question of what happens if deterrence fails. Advocates of
 extended deterrence feel that the U.S. must maintain a posture of threatening the wage
 war, but do not feel that such a war could be a reflection of national policy. There are
 advantages deploying a force structure that could fight a nuclear war-in theory. But
 they remain skeptical that such a wage could actually be fought. So they build nuclear
 warfighting weapons that are to be used politically but not in combat.
 Those in the warfighting camp argue that if deterrence fails and there is war, the U.S.
 must be prepared to fight it. After the hostilities end, one side will be in a better position
 than the other to organize whatever remains. The victor will be in a position to issue
 orders to the loser. To maximize the possibility of winning, the U.S. should demonstrate
 its superiority at every possible step in a "ladder of escalation." Political and military
 leaders should enjoy the flexibility of selecting from a "menu of options," both nuclear
 and conventional. The U.S. should never be in position where it would be deterred from
 using nuclear weapons first.
 The next step in the argument is an examination of the four periods in which Washington
 attempted to bolster the credibility of extended deterrence by embarking on a program
 of strategic modernization. These periods are marked, not only by nuclear threats (a
 consistent feature of U.S. policy) but by a desire to back them up with specific preparations.
 In the process, the supporters of nuclear warfighting gained influence. To clarify the
 historical periodization we need first to introduce a typology of different types of nuclear
 policy.

 THREE LEVELS OF POLICY

 Military analysts offer a distinction among declaratory policy, or that which is stated
 publicly in the Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense and in speeches before general
 audiences; action policy, or how the United States actually plans to use its forces in a
 nuclear war; and force deployment policy, or what the existing weapons systems, and
 command, control and communications facilities are capable of carrying out. No consistency
 among the different types of policy can be assumed.

 The rhetoric of declaratory policy generally has been deterrence. The Annual Posture
 Statements of the mid- and late-sixties contained especially strong statements on the
 inevitably of mutually assured destruction. But there is another part of the public record.
 Each postwar administration has also refused to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons
 and has on occasion made that threat explicit (Blechman and Kaplan, 1978; Ellsberg,
 1981). As argued above, every administration has accepted the premises of extended
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 deterrence and the consequent need to threaten to use nuclear weapons in situations other
 than in strict retaliation. In this sense, a threat to use nuclear weapons first is as much
 part of declaratory policy as are the formal statements of American policy that such a
 war would only result in mutually assured destruction. Only the audience is different.
 In contrast to public statements that generally have been pessimistic about the ability

 of either country to fight a nuclear war, the target list contained in the strategic integrated

 operating plan (SIOP) or action policy includes limited war options based on counterforce.
 Despite changes in declaratory policy, the SIOP continues to be based on counterforce
 and plans for limited nuclear war (Rosenberg, 1981-82; Kaplan, 1983; Pringle and Arkin,
 1983).

 In general, force deployment policy-the policy that the existing weapons and command
 procedures are capable of carrying out-has been comparatively "clumsy." With the
 Soviet acquisition of a secure second-strike, American forces can only carry out a policy
 of retaliation. Neither a successful first-strike, nor controlled or limited war is possible
 (Ball, 1981). Recent research indicating that the detonation of between five hundred and
 two thousand megatons will initiate a "nuclear winter" signifies that even a "successful"
 preemptive strike eventually will bring devastation to the attacking country as well (Turco
 et al., 1983; Simon, 1984).

 American political leaders have generally been skeptical about the possibility of winning
 any form of nuclear war. Nonetheless there also have been periods where leading government
 officials have felt that they must make more plausible the use of nuclear weapons in
 scenarios that do not result in mutually assured destruction. To do so they approve a
 program of modernizing the existing force structure so that its capabilities are brought
 more into line with the requirements of action policy. The periods where the U.S. has
 made such a concerted effort to improve force deployments are, besides the present, the
 Truman administration between 1947 and 1950, the first two years of the Kennedy
 administration, and the last two years of the Nixon administration.2

 Before proceding, it is necessary to clarify one point concerning the so-called "off
 periods." Are they really different? If one focuses on the implicit and explicit reliance
 on nuclear threats, the answer is no, these periods are not different. If we look at the
 decision to bolster those threats by actually building weapons and revising command
 procedures, then a case for significant shifts in policy can be made. These shifts may be
 obscured by the long lead times that characterize nuclear weapons development. "Decisions"
 and "deployment" may be separated by years. A further difficulty is that the production
 of weapons systems may stretch over different periods. As a result a clear demarcation
 of policy shifts may be blurred.

 THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION: 1947-1950

 A major concern of the Truman administration was to develop the actual force structure
 so that a nuclear war could be fought. The war plans of the period were comparatively
 simple. Since the Soviet Union did not have an effective retaliatory force, a warfighting
 stance simply involved organizing a massive strike that would devastate the Soviet Union.
 It was assumed that nuclear weapons would be used. One 1949 plan, code named DROP-
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 SHOT, committed the U.S. to an atomic attack upon Russian cities. Industry would be
 destroyed as well. The authors argued that it was "necessary that weapons of mass
 destruction be applied as early as possible and to the extent estimated to be necessary
 for the destruction of the Soviet Union ability to resist" (Herken, 1982: 284). JCS 1952/
 1, completed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on December 21, 1948, assumed that "war
 would occur prior to April 1, 1949, and that atomic bombs would be used to the extent
 determined to be practicable and desirable" (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1948: 357).
 The war plans of 1948-1950 were guided by National Security Council-20, which
 originated in response to a request from Secretary of Defense James Forrestal for a
 "comprehensive statement of national policy" with regard to the Soviet Union. The two
 goals given for U.S. policy towards the Soviet Union were ambitious: (1) reduction of
 the power and influence of the USSR so that it could no longer threaten international
 stability; and (2) produce a fundamental change in the theory and practice of international
 relations as carried out by the Soviet government (National Security Council, 1948: 176).
 There were, however, a couple of major obstacles: at the end of 1947 there weren't
 nearly enough bombs, and, assuming the existence of a sufficient number of atomic
 weapons, there weren't enough bombers to carry them. On June 30, 1947, nearly two
 years after the end of hostilities, there were only 13 nuclear components available. The
 production rate for new bombs was less than one every two months. In October, 1947
 the Joint Strategic Survey Committee reported to the Joint Chiefs on the long-term
 requirements for nuclear weapons production. Based on its recommendations, the JCS
 informed the Atomic Energy Commission of a "military requirement of approximately
 400 atomic bombs" (Rosenberg, 1979: 67).
 War planners in the Truman administration also had to confront the fact that they did
 not have a reliable delivery system for the bomb. In the spring of 1948 there were only
 32 B-29 aircraft suitably modified for carrying atomic bombs on a combat mission and
 only 12 fully qualified and 18 partially qualified crews capable of making a combat drop
 (Rosenberg, 1982). It took more than a week to load 12 armed bombs into combat aircraft.
 Once assembled and loaded, these weapons would only remain ready for 48 hours before
 they had to be partially disassembled to recharge various batteries that powered bomb
 fusings and monitoring systems.
 The Truman administration committed itself to bringing its operational warfighting
 capacity more in line with the existing warplans and they were quite successful. Production
 of atomic bombs was increased over the next two years. A February 1950 study of the
 effectiveness of strategic air operations noted that the "whole atomic phase" of the planned
 air offensive, which required a stockpile of 292 bombs, could be "executed" on the May
 planning date (Rosenberg, 1982). More bombers were built as well. By the spring of
 1950, there were more than 250 nuclear modified aircraft. Truman and his advisors were

 willing to fund the larger bomb stockpile, accelerate the development of the H-bomb,
 and construct more bombers despite a commitment to fiscal austerity. Eventually even
 that restriction was broken. NSC-68, signed by Truman in April 1950, called for enormous
 increases in defense spending.
 The Truman administration commitment to significant increases can be constrasted
 with Eisenhower who permitted both doctrine and procurement levels to be determined
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 by a ceiling on the defense budget. Their strategy of "massive retaliation" promised only
 a threat to use nuclear weapons, not a plan for victory. Massive retaliation called for the
 U.S. to launch all of its bombers and missiles following a Soviet attack. Towards the
 end of the Eisenhower administration some strategists began to argue that this doctrine
 was suicidal. As the Soviet Union improved its retaliatory capacity such an American
 attack would only lead to a devastating response. As a result, Washington would be
 deterred from initiating an attack in the first place. Massive retaliation produced unacceptable
 options: all or nothing, suicide or surrender. It was feared that nuclear weapons had
 become useless-powerful weapons without significant political or military influence
 save that of retaliating to a Soviet attack. As Eisenhower's first Secretary of Defense
 said, "We can't afford to fight limited wars. We can only afford to fight a big war, and
 if there is one, that is the kind it will be" (Powers, 1982: 82). The Eisenhower administration

 did not shy away from making nuclear threats. Indeed, they may have made more explicit
 threats than any other administration. But they did not make a major commitment to
 modernizing the strategic arsenal so that these threats remained credible. Indeed, in the
 late-fifties an increasing number of policy-makers argued that more money had to be
 spent on defense. The Kennedy administration came to office with a commitment to
 bolstering American military forces.

 THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION: 1961-1962

 In its first two years, members of the Kennedy administration made a number of important
 changes in nuclear strategy and force structure. Under the doctrine of "flexible response,"
 nuclear forces were redesigned to permit the exercise of intermediate options. Conventional
 and counter-insurgency capabilities were improved. In theory, a president could now
 choose from a greater range of military options including those involving nuclear weapons.

 The first step was to change the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) which, at the
 time, had only one option: upon initiation of nuclear war with the Soviet Union, the U.S.
 would immediately launch all of its strategic nuclear warheads. Expected casualties in
 the Soviet Union, China and Eastern Europe were placed at between 360 and 525 million.
 Those of the U.S. were expected to be comparatively high.

 In place of the JSCP, a new strategic plan was drawn up with emphasis on the following
 features:

 1. the separation, for targeting purposes, of China and Eastern Europe from the Soviet
 Union;

 2. the separation of Soviet cities from Soviet strategic forces on U.S. target lists;

 3. holding back strategic reserves in accordance with the concept of intrawar deterrence;3

 4. changes in U.S. command and control systems to allow for "controlled response;"

 5. the preservation of Soviet command and control, at least in the initial stages of
 any nuclear exchange. (Ball, 1974)
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 A new target list was drawn up and completed by the summer of 1961. To provide
 the Soviet Union with the option of fighting a limited nuclear war, Moscow, in late 1961,
 was taken off the initial target list. Other Pentagon studies recommended a much larger
 Minuteman force, the development of improved accuracies, and higher warhead yields.
 Other modernization plans called for greater flexibility for submarine-launched missiles.
 The Patridge report on presidential command and control called for a system that would
 survive nuclear attack and permit effective command of U.S. military forces. The Fletcher
 committee, established by the Secretary of the Air Force, concluded that the change in
 strategic posture from massive retaliation to controlled flexible response required changes
 in command and control electronics. For example, when Kennedy entered office, the
 target selection capacity of the Minuteman missile was exactly one target. A disc-type
 memory unit was introduced that permitted a choice from one of eight different targets
 in a matter of seconds. Previously, Minuteman missiles had to be launched in squadrons
 of fifty. Changes were introduced to give an individual launch capacity (Ball, 1980).
 McNamara began to spell out the new nuclear warfighting capacity in public. A February
 1962 Chicago speech outlined the new strategy. In June, the Secretary of Defense delivered
 the commencement address at the University of Michigan and presented U.S. plans for
 developing counterforce weaponry:

 The U.S. has come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible, basic military strategy
 in a possible general nuclear war should be approached in much the same way that
 the more conventional military options have been regarded in the past. That is to say,
 principal military objectives, in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a major
 attack on the alliance, should be the destruction of the enemy's military forces, not
 of his civilian population. (McNamara, 1962)

 Yet, by the summer of 1963, the Kennedy administration had clearly backed away
 from its commitment to counterforce and a warfighting strategy. The response from NATO

 officials and American opinion was not favorable. Declaratory policy and other public
 statements began to embrace mutual deterrence. U.S. officials seemed to accept that a
 balance of terror would exist between the two superpowers. A limited test-ban treaty was
 signed. Kennedy's June 1963 address at American University was treated by the Soviet
 Union as a step towards more peaceful relations. Robert McNamara dedicated himself
 to staving off efforts to build an ABM system. Later, in 1967 and 1968, McNamara's
 overtures to Moscow began the SALT process. Despite these changes, the SIOP remained
 based on counterforce targeting.

 THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION

 Nixon wanted to change U.S. strategic policy away from Johnson's acceptance of deterrence.
 But the political conditions of the early seventies did not favor a visible shift towards a
 warfighting posture. Funding for new military programs was restricted by expenditures
 on the war in Southeast Asia. The public did not favor increased military spending and
 the mood of the Senate was its most dovish since the end of World War II. Both Vietnam,
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 and later Watergate, restricted the freedom of the executive branch to pursue an aggressive
 nuclear strategy.
 Under Nixon, the U.S. and the Soviet Union signed several arms control agreements.

 Indeed, these arguments were the cornerstone of "detente", a policy in which many feel
 the U.S. accepted the USSR as a power of equal status and rights. Yet, as practiced by
 Nixon and Kissinger, detente was an offensive strategy against Moscow within a period
 of unusual constraints. SALT I, for example, was not incompatible with the development
 of counterforce and nuclear warfighting capabilities (Newhouse, 1973; Smith, 1980).
 Nixon's strategic doctrine, that of "sufficiency," was remarkably similar to flexible

 response in its call for a range of nuclear options between surrender and all-out war. The
 adequacy of American forces was not measured against the Soviet Union alone, but
 against the ability of the U.S. to secure vital global interests. In his 1971 State of the
 World speech Nixon defined "sufficiency" for nuclear weapons in terms similar to that
 used by McNamara in his Ann Arbor speech nine years earlier:

 I must not be-and my successors must not be-limited to the indiscriminate mass
 destruction of enemy civilians as the sole possible response to challenges. This is
 especially so when that response involves the likelihood of triggering nuclear attacks
 on our own population. It would be inconsistent with the political meaning of sufficiency

 to base our force planning solely on some finite-and theoretical-capacity to inflict
 casualties presumed to be unacceptable to the other side. (Greenwood, 1975: 72)

 In practice, sufficiency became an intensified effort to think about and develop counterforce.

 On March 4, 1974, Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger testified before the Senate
 Foreign Relations Committee that "only a small fraction of the more than 25,000 targets
 contained in the strategic targeting plan are cities. The majority of these targets include
 a wide range of military objectives such as Soviet bomber bases and some missile silos"
 (Ball, 1974: 52). None of this was new, of course. What Schlesinger's testimony did
 initiate was a campaign to modify U.S. command practices so that a strategy of "selected
 nuclear options" could be carried out.
 Work on improving other warfighting capabilities of the U.S. proceeded with new

 vigor. An effort was made to improve CEPs (a measure of warhead accuracy). The
 Department of Defense started to develop an entirely new warhead capable of maneuvering
 upon reentry into the atmosphere (known as MARV or Maneuverable Reentry Vehicle).
 MARV promised still greater accuracies. The Pentagon also developed a variety of
 warheads to enhance U.S. military capabilities in situations of limited tactical and strategic
 nuclear warfare. For ICBMS, these included a burrowing warhead that could tunnel below
 the surface before detonating, and a higher yield warhead for use against very hard Soviet
 targets (such as missile command and control centers). For tactical capabilities, small
 nuclear warheads, down to as little as one kiloton, were developed for the European-
 based Pershing missile. Schlesinger also ordered, while he was chairman of the Atomic
 Energy Commission, development of the neutron bomb. Efforts were also made to develop
 a more survivable and more sophisticated command and control system.

 By contrast, the Ford administration, and especially the first half of the Carter presidency,

 was more restrained in its efforts to modernize the nuclear force posture. When he entered
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 office, Carter's private view was one of "pure" or minimal deterrence. He actually told
 the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the U.S. needed a retaliatory force of only 200 nuclear
 weapons (Powers, 1982: 84). After a misguided start, Washington pursued SALT II with
 new energy. Production of the B-1 bomber was halted. Yet, by his last year, Carter had
 reversed himself almost a full 180 degrees. Presidential Directive 59 made public a
 counterforce doctrine and plans for fighting a limited nuclear war. Efforts to ratify the
 SALT II Treaty were dropped. The defense budget went up and plans for developing and
 deploying the MX missile were announced. In these respects, Reagan's strategic policy
 only accelerated the swing towards a warfighting posture that had been started under
 Carter.

 CONTAINMENT OR ROLLBACK?

 In terms of developing a political sociology of strategic doctrines, this history raises a
 difficult question. What social factors underlie the perception that the nuclear force
 structure is no longer adequate? Without advancing a reductionist explanation, this paper
 focuses on the role of major debates taking place in each of these four periods. These
 intra-elite conflicts revolve around different perceptions of the conflict between East and
 West. The more pragmatic view asserts that the Soviet Union is a great power and, as
 such, enjoys certain entitlements. The more alarmist view finds the Soviet Union inherently
 expansionist, that it seeks world domination and that the stakes between East and West
 are global (Yergin, 1977; Sanders, 1983). Each view is associated with a particular
 definition of "containment," the lynchpin concept of postwar American foreign policy.

 Many representatives of the Reagan administration have called for a return to Truman's
 policy of containment (Rostow, 1981; Podhoretz, 1980). That policy is usually thought
 to be an enforcement of the existing dividing line between East and West. The most
 influential presentation of containment during that period was offered by George Kennan
 (1947) who argued in his "Mr X" telegram:

 The main element of any United States policy towards the Soviet Union must be that
 of a long term patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies.
 Soviet pressure against the free institutions of the western world is something that can

 be contained by the adroit and vigilant application of counter force at a series of
 constantly shifting geographical and political points, corresponding to the shifts and
 manoeuvres of Soviet Policy, but which cannot be charmed or talked out of existence.

 Yet, some policy-makers defined containment more as a policy of rollback or liberation.
 The overthrow of communist governments would not be accomplished directly, that is
 by military action. Instead, internal instability in the East was to be promoted through
 economic and political pressures and by the threat of military attack. Containment was
 redefined as a more moderate version of rollback which included economic warfare,
 covert operations against Eastern Europe, and political isolation.

 The reflection of containment-as-rollback in the Truman administration can be clearly
 detected in National Security Council-68, a lengthy planning document approved by the
 President in April 1950. NSC-68 called for a significant commitment to rearming the
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 U.S. As set out by its authors, containment was defined as "all means short of war to
 block further expansion of Soviet power" [so far consistent with normal usage], but also
 as "retraction of the Kremlin's control and influence" and "fostering the seeds of destruction

 within the Soviet system [which is more a rollback position]" (National Security Council,
 1950).

 It is worth pausing for a moment to examine the image of Soviet society embedded
 within NSC-68 and the parallels that exist between that document and the views of the
 Reagan administration. NSC-68 makes an important distinction between the Soviet gov-
 ernment and the Soviet people. The problem is not with the Soviet Union as a whole,
 only with the Kremlin which is "inescapably militant" because it is "possessed by a
 world-wide revolutionary movement, because it inherits the traditional Russian drive for
 imperialism and because it is a totalitarian dictatorship." The conflict between the United
 States and the Soviet Union is total; no compromise or "peaceful coexistence" is possible.
 The stakes are civilization itself. An "utterly amoral and opportunistic conduct of foreign
 policy" gives the Kremlin great tactical flexibility. By contrast, the goals of the U.S. are
 completely benign. According to the authors of NSC-68 they are " . . . to form a more
 perfect union, establish Justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the common
 defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves
 and our Posterity."

 The authors of NSC-68 thought that the Soviet Union was weak in several important
 respects. The basic relations of the Kremlin and the Soviet people were "characterized
 by universal suspicion, fear and denunciation." The Kremlin was also vulnerable in its
 relations with its satellites and their peoples. Nationalism (on the side of the Eastern
 European nations) remained the most potent emotional-political force. The authors of
 NSC-68 speculate on the possibilities of making the Soviet people allies of the West (if
 successful "we will obviously have made our task easier and victory more certain"). The
 final weakness of the Soviet system is the necessity continually to expand. Efforts to
 prevent or contain this expansion, either through meetings with the "superior force" or
 a "superior counterpressure" will lead to stagnation. In short, willingness on the part of
 the United States to counter Soviet expansion will create a situation in which "the seeds
 of decay within the Soviet system would begin to flourish and fructify." In this view,
 containment becomes a catalyst to the "rot" spreading within the Soviet system itself.

 As in NSC-68, members of the Reagan administration believed that Russian history
 displays an inherent militarism and drive for expansion. And it is at this point that the
 nuclear issue returns. For example, Richard Perle, the current Assistant Secretary for
 International Security Policy, thinks that the Soviet Union is much like Hitler's Germany-
 both driven toward world control unless the West responds. Perle believes that nuclear
 warfighting plans are necessary to counter the threat and is worried more about appeasement
 than nuclear escalation:

 I've always worried less about what would happen in an actual nuclear exchange than
 about the effect that the nuclear balance has on our willingness to take risks in local
 situations. It is not that I am worried about the Soviets' attacking the United States
 with nuclear weapons confident that they will win that nuclear war. It is that I worry
 about an American President's feelings he cannot afford to take action in a crisis
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 because Soviet nuclear forces are such that, if escalating took place, they are better
 poised than we are to move up the escalation ladder. (Scheer, 1982: 154)

 At the same time, the Reagan administration believes that Russia is weak because it
 is over-centralized and its polity is brittle. One motivation on the part of Reagan is to
 force Moscow to compete in an arms race that it cannot afford. The U.S. economy is
 larger. If the Soviet Union is forced to match U.S. military spending, the level of resources
 that Moscow will have available for investment in agriculture, consumer goods, and
 industry will be severely reduced. Reagan has been understood to support a technology
 embargo on the grounds that it will hasten the process of internal crumbling. The connection

 between this ideological view of the Soviet Union and nuclear warfighting postures can
 be seen as well in the emergence of so-called decapitation strategies. In this scenario a
 few well-placed bombs would destroy the KGB, the Kremlin, and other political command
 posts. With the political head lopped off, the commanding officers of the local missile
 silos and submarines will not respond. The military forces would be indecisive and the
 U.S. would be able to dictate terms.4

 The new five-year defense plan explicitly bases nuclear war strategy on decapitation.
 American forces are to "render ineffective the total Soviet (and Soviet-allied) military
 and political power structure" (Halloren, 1982). The five-year plan also calls for "investment
 on weapon systems that render the accumulated Soviet equipment stocks obsolescent."
 Costs on the Soviets' are to be imposed, "by raising uncertainty regarding their ability
 to accomplish some of their higher-priority missions" (Halloren, 1982).
 In this view the U.S. must prepare itself to gain victory over the Soviet Union. Eugene
 Rostow believes that we are living in "a pre-war and not a post-war world" (Scheer,
 1982: 120). Before his appointment to the staff of the National Security Council, Harvard
 historian Richard Pipes had criticized the nuclear war plans of previous administrations
 because "deeply embedded in all our plans is the notion of punishing the aggressor rather
 than defeating him." Pipes now makes explicit the connection between the arms buildup
 and the goal of transforming Soviet society. "Soviet leaders would have to choose,"
 Pipes has said, "between peacefully changing their communist system . . . or going to
 war" (Scheer, 1982: 122).
 The plans of the Reagan administration for conducting war with the East include special
 operations, or guerrilla warfare, sabotage, and psychological warfare. The five-year
 Pentagon plan calls for "revitalizing and enhancing special operation forces to project
 United States power where the use of conventional forces would be premature, inappropriate,

 or infeasible" (Halloren, 1982). As with NSC-68, the goals are total. A senior White
 House official has stated that Reagan has "approved an eight-page national security
 document that 'undertakes a campaign aimed at internal reform in the Soviet Union and
 shrinkage of the Soviet empire' " (Scheer, 1982: 122).

 FOREIGN POLICY "PROJECTS"
 The strategic doctrines and operational program of the Reagan administration essentially
 return us to Truman, NSC-68 and the other war plans of the 1948-50 period. But what
 of the Kennedy and Nixon administrations, the other two periods in which a concerted
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 effort was made to develop an operational warfighting capacity using nuclear weapons?
 The continuity among all four periods is empire. In each case, Washington decision
 makers found it necessary to develop and implement new programs taken in defense of
 American interests. Passage of these programs involved a major effort and a review of
 the traditional issues that divided the foreign policy elite. For Washington decision makers
 these changes constituted a "project," a redefinition of the role of the U.S. as the guarantor
 of the world order. Accompanying the project was an ambitious modernization program
 to bolster the credibility of first use. Debates over foreign policy orientation are linked
 with the initiation of new foreign policy programs AND with efforts to revive extended
 deterrence.

 Between 1948 and 1950, Truman took the steps that transformed the U.S. into the
 active leader in creating and protecting an international system. By 1950, the U.S. had
 given economic and military assistance to Europe, and made a substantial military effort
 in Korea. From a post-war low the defense budget had more than tripled. An atomic
 arsenal had been created that could be used in a war with the Soviet Union. Domestic

 opposition to an active international role had been swept aside.
 By 1960 new tensions appeared in the system, tensions that seemed to require different

 military capabilities. Kennedy was concerned with the spread of revolutionary movements
 in underdeveloped countries, particularly in the case of Cuba. Using methods ranging
 from assassination to full-scale invasion, Kennedy tried to overthrow the Castro government.
 American foreign policy and defense interests seemed threatened in Indochina as well.
 During the first two years of his administration, Kennedy defined revolutionary movements

 and accompanying regional instability as grave threats to the U.S., and yet found Washington's

 capacity to respond quite inadequate. Something had to be done. The answer was found
 in "flexible response" or the development of capabilities against national liberation movements
 as well as preparing the nuclear force structure for use in a variety of situations short of
 all-out war. By 1962 Kennedy had created a defense posture that permitted a more active
 program of intervention and at least the illusion of being able to fight a limited war.
 Because of the more adequate defense preparations, Moscow, it was thought, would be
 deterred from responding to American actions in underdeveloped countries.

 By the early-seventies the postwar world order was beginning to unravel. Control could
 no longer be exercised through the comparatively simple management of a system. Bretton
 Woods was defunct. International financial adjustments, such as the convertibility of the
 dollar, were necessary. Inter-capitalist competition increased. After making a major com-
 mitment in Southeast Asia, the U.S. was all but defeated. By pledging support to allies
 capable of helping themselves, but avoiding a direct U.S. commitment, the Nixon Doctrine
 was one illustration of the limits of American military power in the third world. Another
 was the use of the 'China card,' a more determined effort to take advantage of the tensions
 existing inside the Communist bloc. Domestically, the political situation, especially in
 the Watergate atmosphere, weighed against a sustained remilitarism. In this context,
 Nixon and Kissinger felt it was important to demonstrate American power. Increased
 strength in nuclear weapons was seen as providing additional leverage for American
 policy makers.

 By 1980 the process of deterioration had proceeded still further. Summit meetings
 among the leading industrial nations of the West had become no more than rhetorical
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 exercises. The structure of U.S. alliances was more volatile and opportunist. Iran demonstrated

 the impotence of the U.S. to control political developments in a region of central interest.
 While the contours of the empire could still be seen, the substance of the system was
 more precarious. Nuclear warfighting scenarios and operational improvements in nuclear
 force structure appeared again.

 CONCLUSION

 This essay has argued that both aspects of U.S. nuclear policy-the continuity in threatening
 to use nuclear weapons first, and episodic determination to "make good" that threat by
 improving the actual nuclear force structure-can be linked with the structural position
 of the U.S. in world politics. The continuity of extended deterrence and the concomitant
 refusal to rule out first use signifies the political utility that American policy-makers found

 in nuclear weapons. At the same time, internal disagreement over the direction of foreign
 policy and the need to adjust to changing global conditions can be tied to the rejuvination
 of nuclear warfighting.

 The intra-elite debate over containment and rollback signifies that the issue raised by
 the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution has yet to be resolved. It also poses some difficult questions
 for U.S. policy-makers. Does the U.S. want "merely" to contain socialism, or should
 the U.S. attempt actually to rollback revolutions that have established communist or
 socialist parties in power? What should be the role of nuclear weapons in attempting to
 oppose socialist forces? And why should large modernization programs of the nuclear
 force structure be necessary to adjust the position of the United States in the world arena?

 This exploratory analysis of the continuity and oscillation of U.S. nuclear policy also
 raises a number of methodological and theoretical issues that can be resolved only through
 further investigation. One issue concerns the validity of the periodization of nuclear policy
 shifts outlined in the main body of this paper. In subsequent research I plan to develop
 indices that further support the proposition that significant shifts in the relative weight
 of deterrence and nuclear warfighting do in fact occur. One possible measure is the
 proportion of the defense budget that is devoted specifically to nuclear forces (fluctuations
 in the size of the overall defense budget may not be a good indicator because the more
 general category is affected by a wide range of economic, military and political considerations

 that blur the impact of the specific commitment to strategic modernization programs).
 Other possible indicators may be developed by comparing the official posture statements
 issued by the Secretary of Defense from different years, or through content analysis of
 public speeches given by leading administration spokesmen.

 Another area to explore is the relationship between shifts in nuclear and foreign policy
 orientations on one side, and developments in domestic politics on the other. Wolfe (1984)

 has argued the president's efforts to increase his power over congress--an intensification
 of inter-service rivalries--and the formation of new political coalitions seeking to revive
 economic growth are all associated with the general acceptance of the "Soviet threat"
 in American politics-with three of the four periods analyzed above. Further research
 could establish specific links between these and other changes in domestic politics and
 the commitment to modernize the strategic force structure.
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 Still another possible agenda is an attempt to extend recent research that has been
 conducted on the structure and influence of the nuclear weapons industry on national
 policy (Adams, 1981; Bertsch and Shaw, 1984). Here the basic question concerns different
 versions of the thesis that the military-industrial complex controls the overall direction
 of the decision-making apparatus. While one cannot afford to ignore this level of analysis,
 I remain skeptical of efforts to fully explain the evolution of nuclear policy through the
 structure of economic and organizational interests. My research indicates that material
 interests affect but do not fully explain policy. Ideological factors also play a role, but
 they too are not exhaustive (Marullo, 1985). Ultimately we are left with a severe challenge
 to sociological efforts to comprehend the arms race. The weight of the analysis offered
 above stresses geopolitical factors that do not lend themselves to quantitative analysis or
 modeling. It is more fruitful to explore the political process itself, to try to understand
 how key decision-makers interpret the changes taking place in the world and what
 response they feel is necessary. As a result, I believe that the most promising approach
 is to explore the evolution of nuclear strategy as a special case of the relative autonomy
 of state politics.
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 NOTES

 1. In particular, the invulnerability of submarines and the comparative inaccuracy of their missiles make
 them a more valued contribution to a posture of minimal deterrence than land-based missiles.

 2. The current stress on nuclear warfighting actually began under President Carter. Presidential Directive
 59, issued in August 1980, called on the United States to develop a nuclear warfighting capability.

 3. "Intrawar deterrence" allows for calculations of advantage and disadvantage after hostilities have begun.
 It holds that an opponent will be deterred from advancing up the "escalation ladder" by perceptions of relative
 inferiority that emerge during the conflict.

 4. The Pershing II missile, now being deployed in Germany, is crucial for this strategy.
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