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 This paper examines the ideological nature of nuclear deterrence. It does so by analyzing
 its substantive contents, demonstrating its internal contradictions and discrepancies,
 and by examining its impact on several aspects of the arms race. The technological
 condition of mutual assured destruction is seen as an accurate description of the
 capabilities of the nuclear arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union. This
 reality, however, has given rise to an ideology of nuclear deterrence, which is used
 as a framework for understanding the global order and in turn fuels the arms race.
 Nuclear deterrence is a militarily and psychologically complex process that is poorly
 understood by the public, and left vaguely defined by the military-industrial-governmental

 defense elite. Evidence of the ideological nature of deterrence is contained in its many
 internal contradictions, and the discrepancies between officials' use of deterrence vis-
 A-vis the public and amongst themselves. Further demonstration of its ideological
 nature resides in the very nature of deterrence itself: it incorporates nonverifiable
 assertions as cognitive beliefs, and does not permit the questioning of its tenets. The
 paper concludes with a brief review of some of the consequences of reliance on
 deterrence in the areas of: our inability to control the arms race, the lack of defensive
 capabilities, the primacy of the iron triangle, and the seeds of self-destruction inherent
 in deterrence ideology.

 United States nuclear weapons policy for the past thirty years has been declared to be
 one of deterrence against Soviet aggression. It has been and continues to be stated publicly
 by military and political leaders that the U.S. nuclear arsenal does not exist for the sake
 of fighting a nuclear war, but solely to protect the United States' strategic interests,
 primarily from the Soviet threat. However, should deterrence break down, the United
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 States must have the capacity to prevail while concurrently minimizing the amount of
 damages sustained. Given this declared policy, the Soviet Union would not dare to
 transgress against the vital interests of the United States or its allies. As long as the United
 States has the capacity to retaliate with assured destruction, rational Soviet leaders would
 realize that the potential gains from launching an attack are not worth the risks, and would
 thus not choose to attack. The essence of deterrence is the creation of a state of mind in

 the enemy which prevents the enemy's aggressive actions due to the fear of the consequences.

 Deterrence is presumably based on the weapons capability of the superpowers' arsenals
 for mutual assured destruction, or MAD. Deterrence goes far beyond the implementation
 of MAD, however, in ways that are poorly understood by the public and which contain
 internal contradictions. MAD-based deterrence policies depend not only on the capability
 to destroy the enemy, but also on basing weapons so as to convince the enemy of their
 survivability, and a display of determination or will to carry out the declared retaliation.

 Current deterrence force employment policy,' however, can be seen more accurately
 as being derived from a nuclear utilization theory, or NUT. NUT-based policy goes
 beyond MAD in the sense that it is additionally concerned with prevailing in nuclear
 exchanges, with its implications for damage limitation through preemptive strikes, defensive
 measures, and a greatly enhanced command, control and communications capability. The
 analytical distinctions among the types of deterrence are rarely specified in public discussions

 of deterrence. The ambiguity is itself detrimental to the public's comprehension of and
 participation in the nuclear weapons policy debate. This confusion, however, is a derivative
 of the ideological nature of deterrence, which in turn reinforces our belief in deterrence.

 Deterrence is an ideology in the sense that it is a set of beliefs and attitudes comprising
 a comprehensive world view derived from a particular structural-material base, which
 epistemically cannot be supported by empirical evidence, and which has important con-
 sequences for maintaining the social order. Deterrence is thus an ideology in a pejorative
 sense (Geuss, 1981). The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate the ideological nature
 of deterrence by critically examining its substantive contents (distinguishing between its
 MAD and NUT assumptions), demonstrating its internal cognitive flaws, and focusing
 on its consequences for society and itself.

 DETERRENCE AS AN IDEOLOGY

 Ideologies are systems of beliefs and attitudes used to explain complex phenomena;
 "schematic images of social order" as Geertz (1964) defines them. They function to
 "direct and simplify the sociopolitical choices facing individuals and groups" (Gould,
 1964:315). They do not necessarily consist of conscious lies (although they may), but
 are nevertheless distortions which arise from an attempt to simplify a complex and
 incomprehensible social order. Often they are used to maintain the status quo (not necessarily,

 however, for there can also be revolutionary ideologies), and the bearers of the ideology
 use the political machinery available to them to maintain their own interests and world
 view. Ideologies should thus be examined in light of the powerful interests they serve
 and the social orders they legitimize. Obviously, the interests of the military-industrial
 complex are primary among those that are examined as benefitting from the current
 acceptance of deterrence. The effects of deterrence ideology go far beyond this, however,
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 being articulated in the realm of arms control, U.S. domestic politics, and the way in
 which we think about the use of nuclear weapons.
 International relations in the post-World War II era are indeed complex, multi-dimensional

 phenomena, comprised of hundreds of nations interacting with various combinations of
 other nations. Each nation has its own economic, social and political interests, which it
 attempts to maximize in light of the international environment it faces and the resources
 it can muster. One framework that has emerged within the United States to simplify this
 complex reality is that the United States and the Soviet Union, as the world's two
 superpowers and leaders of powerful alliances, compete against each other in order to
 prevent the other from becoming dominant. In light of the military might possessed by
 each nation, direct armed conflict must be avoided and is instead replaced by a Cold War
 and proxy wars. The stability of this arrangement is currently believed to ultimately
 depend on the destructive retaliatory capability of each country's nuclear arsenal. Deterrence

 is a major component of this simplified image of international order, its critical function
 believed to be to prevent overt conflict between the superpowers and their allies, check
 Soviet expansionary tendencies and simultaneously preserve our global status as a superpower.
 There is another sense, though, in which nuclear deterrence is ideological. Habermas's

 (1968:111) concept of technocratic consciousness is quite usefully applied to the way we
 think about nuclear weapons. Deterrence is both more and less ideological than previous
 ideologies. It is less ideological because it does not present a glorified or delusional view
 of the world, nor the fulfillment of fantasy, but purportedly serves only to ensure the
 survival of the United States, its allies, and friendly nations. Deterrence is not portrayed
 as the best solution to problems existing in a nuclear-armed world, but as the least
 undesirable way of coping with them.
 Deterrence is more ideological however, in the sense that it precludes alternative ways

 of defining reality. Nuclear weapons technology is derived from scientific knowledge that
 cannot be "disproven" when confronted with some alternative reality, nor can it be
 collectively "forgotten." It is now a component of the structural conditions of the world
 order, rather than a reflection of the social forces of a particular society. Mutual assured
 destruction is quite simply a reality of our time.
 However, the manner in which we think about this capability-what I am referring to

 as deterrence ideology-is neither inevitable nor uniquely determined by these structural
 conditions. Its internal contradictions demonstrate the multiple uses to which powerful
 actors apply deterrence ideology, usually outside of public purview. Most critically,
 however, is that deterrence cannot be empirically verified. In a scientific logic sense, the
 only event that can falsify deterrence logic would be an all out nuclear strike. Furthermore,

 the very essence of deterrence demands that we not question its tenets, otherwise the
 determination component may be doubted. These two characteristics are discussed below,
 in conjunction with several other factors, to explain the internal discrepancies of deterrence
 and to demonstrate its ideological nature. These internal discrepancies are presented in
 the following summary of the variants of nuclear deterrence.

 Variants of Deterrence Strategies
 Analytically, there are three types of MAD based deterrence policies which can be
 distinguished from our current NUT based policy of extended deterrence:2 (1) minimal
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 deterrence, (2) rough parity or essential equivalence and (3) flexible response.3 All three
 rely on the threat of overwhelming nuclear retaliation in response to Soviet aggression.
 By proclaiming our intent to use nuclear weapons if appropriately provoked, strategically
 configuring our forces so as to make the threat credible, and demonstrating our resolve
 to carry out the threat, the United States attempts to control the behavior of the Soviet
 Union in such a way as to, at the very least, prevent a Soviet nuclear attack. All three
 are based on the concept of MAD because they threaten the aggressor nation with unacceptable
 damage-even to the point of annihilation-by retaliation with nuclear weapons. They
 vary in their assessments concerning the level of armaments needed to accomplish the
 threatened destruction-i.e., the numbers and types of weapons needed to make the
 threats credible-and the match required between U.S. and Soviet force levels under
 various escalation scenarios.

 A minimal deterrence strategy claims only a minimum number of survivable weapons
 is necessary to destroy the Soviet Union, and they would be used only as a last resort,
 when national strategic interests or territorial integrity are directly endangered. While he
 was Secretary of State, Robert McNamara estimated this to be the number of warheads
 necessary to eliminate one half of the Soviet Union's industry, and one third of its
 population (McNamara, 1968:54). This number is conservatively estimated to be 400 (1
 megaton) warheads. In order to ensure their survivability, it was felt that each leg of the
 triad (land, air and sea) should contain this retaliatory capability. This static method of
 measuring minimal deterrence was never incorporated into force development or employment

 policy, nor was it publicly promulgated by any government officials (Ball, 1975; Mandelbaum,
 1979).4

 The rough parity or essential equivalence variant of deterrence requires that the United
 States and the Soviet Union maintain comparable nuclear arsenals. In addition to the
 minimum requirement that each side possess a retaliatory capability, the particular components

 of each side's arsenal should be matched fairly evenly, or the lesser capabilities of
 particular systems should be counterbalanced by greater capabilities of other systems.
 Under this variant, it is neither specified nor specifiable what the limits to the size of
 arsenals are, because it changes as first one side then the other alters the size or destructive
 capabilities of its arsenal. Although this analytical type of deterrence closely resembles
 publicly proclaimed policy throughout much of the nuclear age (Kalven, 1982; Kaplan,
 1981), the essential equivalence of the United States and U.S.S.R. arsenals has been a
 reality only since the late 1970s. This policy has not in general guided the configuration
 of the United States nuclear arsenal,5 but it has been and continues to be part of our
 declared policy, utilized from time to time to justify to the public the building of particular
 weapons systems. For example, MIRVing warheads was claimed to be necessary to
 counterbalance the Soviet Union's heavier missiles (Kissinger, 1983),6 and the deployment
 of cruise and Pershing 2 missiles in Europe is justified as necessary to counter the Soviet's
 European-targeted SS-20s (Reagan, 1981).

 A flexible response policy evolved in the late 1950s as the Soviet Union developed its
 strategic nuclear arsenal. The U.S. policy of "massive retaliation" during the time when
 it was a nuclear monopoly, in the late 1940s and early 1950s, was criticized for not
 considering the weapons' survivability relative to a Soviet nuclear first strike (Brodie,
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 1946), and for not being an effective deterrent against various levels of potential or actual
 threat by the Soviet Union (Kaufman, 1956). The policy that emerged during the 1950's
 was one of the United States being able to meet and respond to the use of force at any
 level: a sufficient deterrent at all levels of armaments, both nuclear and nonnuclear.7 The

 underlying principle is that sufficient force at any level is required to deter Soviet aggression

 without necessarily escalating the level of violence, and to respond to various levels of
 Soviet threats. The flexible response strategy has been expressed publicly relatively
 infrequently, because of the high levels of public anxiety that it generates.8
 The public perception of nuclear weapons policy is a hybrid of all three types of

 deterrence (Kalven, 1982; Kramer, Kalick, and Milbum, 1983; Ladd, 1982; Yankelovich
 and Doble, 1984). Nuclear weapons are perceived to be for retaliation purposes only.
 However, it is felt that maintaining a credible retaliatory force requires an equal number
 or balance of weapons at all levels of escalation, and the retaliation may be (at least
 partly) targeted at the civilian population (Kaplan, 1981). The wording of public opinion
 questions, which both reflect and shape the way we think about issues, is in terms of
 who is ahead in the arms race-implying that there can be a numerical accounting or
 scoresheet of missiles or warheads.9 Militarily complex issues such as weapon vulner-
 ability, counterforce capability, targeting strategies, dynamic escalation scenarios and the
 psychological components of deterrence are virtually ignored, and the public's much
 simplified notion of deterrence hinges on the numbers of missiles or warheads each side
 possesses.

 In contrast to these types of deterrence and the public's shallow perception of them,
 current U.S. nuclear weapons action policy can be more accurately described as extended
 deterrence strategy. Such a strategy-which is derived from the NUT framework rather
 than MAD--requires more weapons than do the deterrence based strategies. These weapons
 are counterforce weapons, targeted at military and strategic (i.e., command, control,
 communication and information) installations. The purpose is to convince the Soviet
 Union that we have the capability and the will to disarm them through a nuclear strike,
 or a combination of strikes, while controlling damage to our own arsenal and society.
 The objective is to ensure the United States is capable of fighting and "prevailing" in a
 protracted nuclear exchange should deterrence fail. It is also used in an international
 political sense, to set limits for Soviet actions that we define to be intolerable.

 In some respects, the capabilities of counterforce weapons required to "limit damages"
 under a flexible response deterrence strategy are indistinguishable from potential first-
 strike counterforce weapons-a war-fighting capability-required by an extended deterrence
 strategy.10 Several authors have documented trends or tendencies of the United States
 toward acquiring such a war-fighting capability (Aldridge, 1983; Kaplan, 1981; Johansen,
 1983). Defense Department officials refuse to either confirm or deny this objective, but
 continue to refuse to make a declaration renouncing first use of nuclear weapons.11 U.S.
 policy, through official declarations of possible first use and weapons deployment accordingly

 configured, intends to convey to Soviet officials that the United States is prepared to
 utilize nuclear weapons for other than retaliation purposes (Ellsberg, 1981). Public statements
 of the war-fighting policy are somewhat rare however, because of the massive revulsion
 such statements incite in the public.12 The extended deterrence strategy is felt by some
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 to be a more credible method of controlling Soviet aggression and is sometimes rationalized
 as yet another form of flexible response.13
 The point here is not to debate where to draw the line between MAD-based flexible

 response policy and NUT-based extended deterrence. These distinctions are enumerated
 in order to raise an important question which exposes the ideological nature of deterrence.
 This concerns the distinction between the public's perception of nuclear weapons policy
 and actual force employment policy. To the extent the public accepts continued participation
 in the nuclear arms race, it is to "keep up with the Russians," not to prevail in a nuclear
 war. Furthermore, the public sees the only legitimate use of nuclear weapons as retaliation,
 to deter Soviet attacks against the U.S., not as a response to a Soviet conventional attack
 in Europe (Yankelovich and Doble, 1984). The question that arises is how do we explain
 the discrepancy between the public view of deterrence, which vaguely resembles the
 minimal deterrent or parity type, and the force employment policy of extended deterrence.

 Factors Explaining the Rhetoric-Policy Disjunction

 An understanding of this paradox is obtained by analyzing the interests being served by
 this obfuscation, in conjunction with the structural correlates and technological imperatives
 of deterrence ideology. More specifically, we should examine officials' hesitance to speak
 directly and openly to the public about the possibilities of nuclear war and our own nuclear
 strategies because of the anticipated negative political consequences; the lack of public
 participation in discussion and debate over nuclear weapons policies largely due to a lack
 of knowledge; the realities imposed by the weapons mere existence; the military-industrial-
 governmental bureaucratic elites' (the "iron triangle" as Adams [1981] calls it) beliefs
 or consciousness based on the existence of nuclear weapons technology and a world order
 dependent on deterrence; and the internal political functions played by deterrence. By
 examining these disjunctions, several cognitive beliefs of deterrence are demonstrated to
 lack empirical verification and are shown to be non-verifiable, demonstrating the ideological
 nature of deterrence.

 Government and military officials are reluctant to talk about nuclear exchanges because
 of the potential effect of "upsetting" the public. This reflects a conscious decision to
 withhold information from the public in an effort to avoid the negative political repercussions

 they have seen occur in the past (e.g., the uproars following McNamara's "No Cities"
 speech and Carter's PD 59). As Morton Halperin, a former Assistant Deputy Secretary
 of Defense, has more candidly stated,

 All public officials have learned to talk in public only about deterrence and city attacks.

 No war-fighting; no city sparing. Too many critics can make too much trouble ...
 so public officials have run for cover. That included me when I was one of them.
 (Quoted in Lifton and Falk, 1982:178-179)

 Before 1979 there had been only sporadic and fairly restricted public discussions of
 nuclear weapons policy. The technical knowledge required to understand nuclear arsenal
 capabilities is vast and not widely circulated. Furthermore, the legal, moral, and logistical
 complexities surrounding the use of force in the international realm can be overwhelming.
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 These together have enabled a virtual monopoly of knowledge and decision-making ability
 to be concentrated in the hands of a relatively small number of defense contractors,
 administration security officials, defense department and military leaders, and select
 congressmen (Tobias, 1983). In fact, Adams sees the lack of participation in the formulation
 of defense policy as an intended consequence of the iron triangle's operations. He claims
 they feel that their

 internal views on national security are both received wisdom and in tune with the
 world around it. .. Government and industrial officials became adept at protecting
 and expanding their turf in the defense arena, creating one of the most powerful policy
 machines in Washington. (Adams, 1982:8)

 It is thus no surprise that much of the public is not very well informed regarding nuclear
 weapons policy, that logical inconsistencies in deterrence ideology have gone virtually
 unnoticed, and the mismatch between declaratory policy and actual employment policy
 has remained largely undetected.
 In addition, much of the public does not particularly want to hear or talk about the

 use of nuclear weapons; a "psychic numbing," as Lifton (Lifton and Falk, 1982) describes
 it, has occurred. Nuclear weapons are seen as deterrents and a necessary evil with which
 we have to live, but we prefer not to spend time agonizing over them. The horrible
 destructiveness of the weapons and the withholding of information on the part of military
 and governmental officials has precluded much informed discussion of nuclear weapons
 policy alternatives, thereby contributing to the rhetoric-policy disjuncture. Limited survey
 results attest to the general ignorance of the public on nuclear weapons capabilities,
 arsenals composition, and declaratory policy regarding the use of nuclear weapons. Ironically,

 the overwhelming majority of the public feels it is the government's responsibility to
 make more information available to the public (Zweigenhaft, 1984).
 The political economies of the United States and the Soviet Union are distinct enough

 and contain expansionary forces such that conflict over resources and interests will continue

 to emerge for some time. These cautiously expansionary tendencies and the concomitant
 efforts toward containing the other power's expansion have led to the deployment of large
 armed forces that serve more than to merely protect territorial boundaries, but also function
 to project forces around the globe for either containment or expansionist purposes.14 Since

 nuclear weapons have become part of the superpower's arsenals--indeed, a new stage
 in our technocratic consciousness--plans for their use and the prevention of the opponent's
 use of them have become an integral part of these policies. In sum, nuclear weapons are,
 by most peoples thinking, a firmly entrenched component of the global order.
 As a consequence, mutual assured destruction has become an accurate description of

 weapons technology and one facet of superpower relations. However, its transformation
 into a policy of deterrence requires the incorporation of the psychological component that
 each superpower has to convince the other of its capability and determination to carry
 out the threat of mutual destruction. The critical issue is that national determination, and

 to a lesser extent capability, cannot be measured directly, and we rely on statements of
 intended use (less reliable) and arsenal configuration (more reliable) as proxies. Since
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 deterrence rests on projecting to the other side one's own determination-and knowing
 that it can be measured only imperfectly-each side sends messages by making declarations
 of intended use and configuring its arsenal in such a way that it perceives the other side
 will receive the intended message. Under this scheme there can be no external validation
 of one's assessment of the enemy's (or even one's own) determination. As a result, one
 can never be sure that the enemy is convinced of one's determination to carry out the
 threatened retaliation. This has the unfortunate consequence that there is a tendency to
 err on the side of making sure the appropriate message indicating determination is being
 conveyed. It is unfortunate in that the clearest message is usually presumed to be a highly
 threatening arsenal configuration.
 The very nature of deterrence is such that it cannot be demonstrated to work. We

 cannot verify that it is deterrence rather than other factors that is working, or has worked

 over the past 30 years to prevent nuclear war between the superpowers. In a scientific
 logic sense, we can only observe the failure of deterrence through the eruption of an all
 out nuclear war,15 but its failure to occur may or may not reflect the effectiveness of
 deterrence. Furthermore, the logic of deterrence dictates that elected officials and military
 leaders never question the logic of deterrence, lest the Soviet Union question our resolve
 to carry out threatened retaliation. These two characteristics, the incorporation as a
 cognitive belief of a nonverifiable assertion and the self-reinforcing logic of these beliefs,
 demonstrate the ideological nature of deterrence in an epistemic sense (Geuss, 1981).

 The calls for military expansion or modernization exhibit two levels of reliance on

 deterrence: one for use vis-h-vis the public, and a second for use within the inner circle
 of nuclear weapons policymakers and strategists. The former case takes the form of
 officials claiming that particular military threats or Soviet superiority in specific weapons
 categories threatens our national security.16 New weapons are thus rationalized before the
 public as necessary counterthreats to the Soviets, needed to maintain deterrence. This
 deliberately vague use of the notion of deterrence performs an important political role in
 justifying increased military spending.
 The second, deeper level of reliance on deterrence ideology is demonstrated by admin-

 istration and military officials statements within the iron triangle. There, officials freely
 admit that there are no foreseeable Soviet military threats to U.S. national security, but
 they express concern over the potential political threats which may result from sending
 a signal of weakness. It is feared that any defense cutbacks may lead to the Soviets'
 inference of a lack of U.S. resolve, which may lead them to think they could extract
 political or economic concessions from us.17 Thus, the need for the appearance of a united
 base of support for a component of our deterrent force becomes the rationale for muting
 public debate over particular weapons.
 The debate over the MX missile (rekindled in 1981) demonstrates the two levels of

 dependence on deterrence ideology. The "window of vulnerability" argument presented
 to the public focused on whether the Soviets could in fact initiate a successful first strike
 on our land based missiles, leaving the President in a situation where he might find it
 more rational to refrain from retaliating then to retaliate and prompt a second Soviet strike
 aimed at U.S. cities. Among military circles, this scenario is dismissed as highly unlikely
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 (U.S. Senate, 1983b). Yet the Scowcroft Commission nevertheless strongly endorsed the
 deployment of the MX for "symbolic" reasons -to threaten the Soviet land based missiles
 and to demonstrate America's resolve. As the Commission chair Brent Scowcroft stated

 at a Congressional hearing to explain the report's conclusion, the MX is needed

 to demonstrate U.S. national will and cohesion. Four Presidents have now stated that

 the MX is important. ... To now back away from that ... would reflect an absence
 of that critical element of deterrence, and that is national will and determination.
 (U.S. Senate, 1983b)

 Thus, vague deterrence language is more commonly used vis-a-vis the public, in an effort
 not to stir up too much controversy, while statements more truly reflective of nuclear
 weapons employment policy are shared within the iron triangle and infrequently transmitted
 to the Soviet Union. Both, however, indicate a reliance on deterrence ideology.

 INTERNAL CRITICISMS OF DETERRENCE

 The disjuncture between actual nuclear weapons employment policy and a public perception
 of deterrence has prevented a critical examination of actual policy. During the past five
 years, however, shifts in the foreign policy arena, the 1980 and 1984 presidential campaigns,
 and both intentional and inadvertent statements by current and previous officials have led
 to an increased public awareness of U.S. plans for the use of nuclear weapons. There
 has been much anguish from all across the political spectrum, from the hard-liners who
 decry our weaknesses brought about by our over-reliance on deterrence, to the disarmament
 advocates who fear that a policy of deterrence could possibly lead to the destruction of
 all humankind. It is interesting to note that the criticisms are themselves primarily rooted
 within the ideology of deterrence: they criticize a particular component or operationalization

 of deterrence, or they despair over the consequences of having relied on it. The efforts
 to implement a war-fighting strategy have also been cast within the deterrence framework.

 The administration and the rest of the iron triangle do not agree on how the objective
 of "prevailing in an extended nuclear exchange" should be sold to the public. One group,
 which I will label the hard-line flexible response advocates, is attempting to convince
 the public that the United States is in danger of becoming, or already may be, inferior
 to the U.S.S.R. in nuclear weapons capability. This group, which includes Reagan and
 Secretary of Defense Weinberger, uses the "risk of falling behind" and "window of
 vulnerability" argument to rally support for the current policy of nuclear arsenal expansion
 or force modernization.

 A second hard-line group, a more "intellectual" right wing, sees that the deterrence
 arguments used to rationalize nuclear weapons buildups are beginning to be used by
 nuclear freeze advocates to oppose further expansion and are thus losing their impact on
 some of the public. This group, which includes Assistant Secretary of Defense Perle and
 ACDA director Adelman, is more likely to acknowledge the desirability of the appearance
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 of nuclear superiority for political or diplomatic advantage vis-a-vis the Soviet Union as
 the reason for increasing U.S. nuclear capability. They tread lightly on this matter,
 however, for fear of discrediting the MAD-based deterrence appeal which remains effective
 for a large portion of the public.
 A third hard-line group, the nuclear war-fighting advocates, believes that U.S. adherence

 to a policy of MAD-based deterrence has impeded our weapons acquisition, effectively
 crippling the United States, while the Soviet Union's military might has outraced us.
 This group, which is the most extreme, includes Bielenson and Cohen (1982), Graham
 (1979), Gray (1982), and Pipes (1977), explicitly repudiates deterrence because it can
 only work, they claim, if both sides accept its principles, which the Soviet Union has
 not done. The "war-fighters" claim that the objectives of Soviet doctrine are to deploy
 a superior first strike capability and to improve civil defense to the point that a retaliatory
 strike would not be effective. Their claim is that U.S. adherence to MAD-based strategy,
 coincident with a Soviet buildup, which we have ignored as a result of "blind faith,
 immune to factual or rational refutation" (Graham, 1979:80), has had the effect of
 unilaterally disarming the United States. They seek to replace our current policy with
 one designed to fight and win nuclear wars: one containing defensive systems (civil
 defense and the strategic defense initiative), enhanced command, communication and
 control capabilities, and improved counterforce capabilities to limit damages to the U.S.18
 This, they claim, is the only deterrent the Soviet Union will respect.
 At the other end of the spectrum are those who criticize U.S. nuclear weapons policy

 for its role in helping to sustain a Cold War interventionist foreign policy. These non-
 interventionists, which include individuals and groups such as Barnet (1981), Mobilization
 for Survival, and Council for a New Foreign Policy, not only reject the goal of maintaining
 deterrence through nuclear weapons parity, but seek to detach nuclear weapons as instruments

 of foreign policy, and ultimately desire nuclear disarmament. They call for an immediate
 decrease in our reliance on nuclear weapons, such as by adopting a minimal deterrent
 strategy, as a quickly realizable intermediate step.
 Another group, the disarmament advocates (e.g., American Friends Service), base their

 rejection of deterrence on humanistic or moralistic grounds (e.g., Caldicott, 1978; Schell,
 1982). They claim that there are no circumstances under which the use of nuclear weapons
 is justifiable, and they should thus be eliminated. Both the noninterventionist and the
 humanist disarmament activists are important organizationally and educationally to the
 peace movement, but their positions have not been widely accepted even within the anti-
 nuclear weapons movement.

 The more moderate majority of the anti-nuclear weapons movement accepts the deterrence

 framework but rejects the goal of expanding or modernizing the U.S. nuclear arsenal.
 Whereas this group, which includes the Nuclear Weapons Freeze Campaign and Ground
 Zero, accepts the ideology of deterrence, they conclude that the United States already
 possesses an adequate retaliatory capability and should halt the arms race. They attempt
 to make the argument that further weapons development are an increasing threat to
 security, whereas present levels on both sides are more than sufficient for deterrence
 purposes. The need for deterrence, or the question of what constitutes deterrence, is not
 even an issue for most of the participants on either side of the freeze debate.19
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 One final group to be considered consists of a group of moderate "arms controllers."
 This group, which includes individuals such as McGeorge Bundy, William Colby, Robert
 McNamara, and Gerard Smith, adheres to a policy of deterrence, but is critical of what
 they see as the present administration's operationalization of a flexible response policy.
 Although they give lukewarm endorsements to a nuclear freeze, they propose alternative
 arms control or reduction measures as being more effective in both deterring the Soviet
 Union and minimizing the chances of nuclear war. Their proposals are based on their
 expertise in weapons technology and military strategy, rooted within a deterrence framework

 with the objective of containing Soviet aggression. They argue strongly for maintaining
 a nuclear arsenal for retaliation purposes, while eliminating the weapons most likely to
 lead to escalation during conflict (such as battlefield nuclear land mines), and the most
 vulnerable weapons. McNamara asserts outright that "nuclear weapons serve no military
 purpose whatsoever," maintaining that their sole purpose is "to deter one's opponent
 from using them." (McNamara, 1983/84:79)
 An interesting paradox emerges when we juxtapose the disarmament advocates and

 the war-fighters critiques of deterrence. The war-fighters claim that mutual annihilation
 is not the only, nor even the most likely, outcome of the use of nuclear weapons. Weapons
 are targeted at military installations, some amount of civil and industrial defense is
 possible, and limited strikes are reasonable in terms of military strategies. The result they
 foresee is limited damage, which can be halted with less than complete escalation, enabling
 a winner to dictate terms to a loser (Graham, 1979: 107-27; Pipes, 1977).
 Disarmament critics also believe that a first strike may not necessarily lead to a retaliatory

 strike and the ensuing destruction of humankind. What may happen, as Schell (1982)
 envisions, is that despite the deterrent of assured destruction, a "surgical" first strike
 against land based missiles may nevertheless occur. Such a strike would use only part
 of the attacking country's arsenal, leaving a potential third strike capability in waiting,
 targeted at the civilian population. The options for the attacked country are to launch a
 morally unjustifiable revenge strike at the attacking country's population, since the attacker's

 most vulnerable land based weapons have already been launched, thereby ensuring a third
 strike against its own civilian population, and thus being an act of suicide; or to negotiate
 a cease-fire before launching. The logic of deterrence, Schell (1982:202) argues, thus
 fails at exactly the point where it is to be used.

 Both of these extreme positions agree that we have relied on deterrence principles,
 but that there is a possibility that it will fail. The conclusion the disarmament advocates

 draw from this, however, is precisely the opposite of the war-fighting camp. The former
 maintains that since mutual destruction is still a possible outcome of actions that may
 have a reasonable military or political rationale, the nuclear weapons nations must rid
 themselves of the weapons altogether. The latter maintains that as long as nuclear weapons
 use is possible, the United States had better be the best prepared for it. The point here
 is not to assess the accuracy of the military or moral critiques of deterrence, but as a
 further demonstration of its ideological nature. Faith in deterrence is rejected only by the
 most extreme critics: by the war-fighters as "ostrich-like" reasoning, unsupported by
 conventional military doctrine; and by disarmament advocates as being without internal
 logic or morality once initial conditions change.
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 SOME CONSEQUENCES OF THE ACCEPTANCE
 OF THE IDEOLOGY OF DETERRENCE

 Four consequences of the acceptance of deterrence are summarized here. They are only
 briefly discussed in order to demonstrate some of the more important effects of deterrence

 ideology. The list could be extended beyond these, and each is the subject of much current
 and more extensive analysis. The point here is to demonstrate the manner in which
 deterrence ideology feeds back on international relations, institutional structures, technology,

 and itself-sowing the seeds of its own self-destruction.

 Inability to Control the Arms Race

 The widespread acceptance of deterrence, albeit of various forms, legitimizes and
 promotes an ever escalating arms race. Each system introduced by the other side is
 perceived as a new threat that requires a response. Neither side is willing, or more
 accurately, perceives itself to be able, to allow the other side to have the last move.

 Deterrence has been interpreted to imply that there be a parity of destructive capability
 at all force levels for the two superpowers and their allies. (This is the essential equivalence
 variant.) The difficulty surrounding how weapons are to be counted-missiles vs. warheads,
 which are intermediate, tactical or strategic, etc.-points to a major contradiction created
 by promoting a public acceptance of deterrence policy. Balancing the destructive capabilities
 of nuclear arsenals with various throw weights, basing modes, numbers of warheads,
 varying degrees of vulnerability, different geographical imperatives, and guestimated kill
 probabilities is militarily impossible at best (given that the weapons can never be tested
 under battle conditions [Bunn and Tsipis, 1983]) and logically absurd at worst (Ford,
 Kendall, and Nadis 1982:Ch. 9). Increasingly more threatening worst-case scenarios,
 fueled by each addition to the enemy's arsenal, threatens the military objective of maintaining
 a retaliatory force.

 Given the complexity of and interdependencies within each country's arsenal, arms
 limitation agreements are extremely difficult to obtain. As the SALT treaties indicate, the
 most likely types of agreements to reach are those that control future growth, rather than
 actually decrease the size of the arsenals.20 The lack of progress in the START talks,
 aimed at reducing arsenals, indicates the difficulties of trying to match or balance arsenals
 for all possible contingencies of escalating use of force. Trying to reduce arms under the
 tit-for-tat logic imposed by deterrence ideology in the context of very differently configured
 arsenals may well be impossible.

 Lack of Defensive Capabilities

 A principle assumption of deterrence is that the "society" of each nation is capable
 of being destroyed. Clearly, efforts to protect one's society would create the need for the
 other side to expand its arsenal in order to preserve its destructive capability, leading to
 a new round of escalation. Acceptance of deterrence by both sides has led to the signing
 of an anti-ballistic missile treaty, prohibiting either from developing weapons that would
 destroy incoming missiles. Were such a system to be deployed by one side, the other
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 would have to increase its arsenal to ensure that enough missiles are not intercepted
 before reaching their targets. Since both sides are capable of deploying rather ineffective
 ABM systems, nevertheless requiring that both then respond with increased arsenals,
 deterrence logic dictates that neither side do so in order to prevent a new round of
 (extremely costly) escalation. President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, first outlined
 in his "star wars" speech (March 23, 1983), attempts to incorporate deterrence language
 while calling for a new generation ABM defensive system. The effort has thus far met
 with much skepticism, both by the public and most of the "experts," demonstrating a
 fear of such a new escalation of the arms race.21

 A similar line of reasoning is used by many critics to point out the futility of civil
 defense programs. Since both societies must remain vulnerable for deterrence to work,
 civil defense efforts necessitate further arms buildups. However, both sides have the
 technological and industrial capacity to more than compensate for any defensive measures,
 so they are viewed as useless, wasteful of resources, potentially provocative, and lead
 to increases in the opponent's arsenal. The logic of deterrence has thus far prevented
 massive efforts to implement defensive measures.

 Primacy of the Iron Triangle

 C. Wright Mills (1956) popularized the notion that the military-industrial elite dominates
 the decision-making process on important political and economic matters and forms an
 elite class. Studies by Adams (1981), Anderson (1982), and Melman (1974) provide a
 preponderance of evidence that massive military spending has had an enormous impact
 on the rest of the economy. The dominance of this elite has been rationalized and reinforced

 by the acceptance of deterrence ideology. Since the early 1950s, new weapons systems
 have been justified as being necessary deterrents to Soviet expansionism. Thee (1978)
 enumerates several factors that lead to an escalating of the arms race; among them are
 competition within and between the armed services branches, psychological factors, and
 technological "imperatives" (i.e., increasingly sophisticated weapons create their own
 needs). Regardless of the factors that led to their development, however, Thee points out
 that each new system comes to be seen as necessary and vital for maintaining national
 security and deterring the Soviet Union. The entire industry (military, political and
 economic) surrounding each new weapon system becomes firmly entrenched with a stable
 source of personnel and resources to ensure its expansion (Adams, 1981; Aldridge, 1983).
 There are no established interest groups to argue against particular weapons systems or
 overall military expansion, and nonestablishment opposition groups (such as SANE) are
 relatively weak and their arguments challenged as a weakening of national security
 (Tobias, 1983). It is because deterrence is seen as necessary and perhaps even moral in
 comparison with the most commonly perceived alternative of submission to Soviet authority
 (Ladd, 1982), that expansion of the U.S. arsenal and the strength of the iron triangle
 remains unchecked.

 In the political realm, the iron triangle has maintained a virtual monopoly over the
 control of knowledge regarding national defense and to a somewhat lesser degree, international

 relations. This monopoly has been maintained because some of the information is secret,
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 much of the weapons related information is highly technical, and only a small community
 of governmental and industrial leaders have easy access to it. There obviously cannot be
 meaningful political debate over national security issues when only a small and relatively
 homogeneous group of individuals are able to participate. Perry (1982), Thompson (1981),
 and Tobias (1983) have discussed the outcomes of this exclusion from participation as:
 cynicism of the government and military institutions, decreased political participation,
 loss of a sense of political efficacy, and increased domestic secrecy and surveillance.
 Deterrence has been used to justify and legitimize nuclear weapons development and

 procurement. Supporter of each new system make claims that it enhances our capability
 to deter Soviet aggression or is necessary to balance Soviet deployments. The discussion
 then quickly moves to technological matters such as accuracy, reliability, or throw weight,
 which effectively exclude the public participation. Only recently have some congressional
 watch dogs become concerned with waste in the Pentagon and the cost-effectiveness of
 particular systems (Isaacson, 1983). This is still a different matter, however, from questioning

 the intended use of the weapon, the conditions for its use, and the likely outcomes of
 such use. Even on the rare occasions when these questions are raised, they indicate
 acceptance of different types of deterrence, rather than a questioning of deterrence itself.22

 Sowing the Seeds of Destruction

 Criticisms of the different forms of deterrence are being heard from all parts of the
 political spectrum and the foreign policy and military establishments. Some military
 strategists have criticized the "bean-counting" parity approach (Aldridge, 1983; LaRocque,
 1983) as inappropriate for determining our defense needs. LaRocque (1983:6) claims
 that

 A military man can tell you within approximate measure, how large our forces need
 to be to survive an opponent's first strike and retaliate with devastating effect. That
 quantity is much less than we have today . . . A retaliatory force is a much more
 concrete and quantifiable thing than a deterrent force which in fact has no measurable
 dimension.

 The Nuclear Weapons Freeze Campaign and other peace organizations have used the
 language of deterrence in recruiting membership from the general public, and simultaneously
 try to call into question the tit-for-tat logic of the essential equivalence type of deterrence
 which, they claim, leads to an increasing risk of war resulting from new weapons deployment.

 Peace groups and freeze spokespersons use deterrence to justify the freeze, claiming that
 there are already more than enough nuclear weapons in the U.S. and U.S.S.R. arsenals
 to retaliate and destroy each other dozens of times over, regardless of who strikes first.
 The bilateral nature of the freeze, calling on both sides to stop the testing, production
 and deployment of new weapons, is a conscious design to further appeal to the public's
 sense of deterrence. The need to deter the Soviet Union by maintaining a strong arsenal
 is not denied, but rather their claim is that there already exists adequate deterrents on
 both sides.

 In terms of the deterrence strategies discussed earlier, many peace organizations are
 calling for a move in the direction of minimal deterrence. They explicitly dispute the
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 deterrence arguments being made for weapons such as the MX or Trident 2 missile
 systems -that they are needed to counter new Soviet deployments -on the grounds that
 they do not enhance the United States retaliatory capability vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.
 Their argument remains grounded in the logic of deterrence by claiming that there is
 already a rough parity of the superpowers' arsenals when taken in toto-and that the
 Soviet weapons do not represent a new level of threat to U.S. or NATO security.
 The peace organizations are attempting to bring discussions of U.S. foreign policy,

 and the role of nuclear weapons in it, into the political arena. They are attempting to do
 this through "educational" campaigns aimed at increasing public knowledge of the weaponry
 that now exists, and contrasting it with that which would be needed to maintain a minimal
 deterrent. The assumption is that, armed with this information, the public can intelligently
 debate foreign policy and the attendant military needs, and presumably conclude that
 U.S. security can be maintained with far fewer weapons. Their intent is that, through
 this education process, the public will come to see the U.S. modernization program as
 destabilizing, and come to question the political motivations for it. The longer term
 agenda for many disarmament advocates working within the anti-nuclear weapons movement,

 however, is to question deterrence altogether as a basis for defense policy; instead advocating
 purely defensive programs and other alternatives.
 Colin Gray (1982) and other staunch supporters of reestablishing strategic superiority

 also argue that the public should be better informed regarding foreign policy imperatives
 and their requisites for nuclear capability. His conclusion is that the public, given this
 knowledge, would support a policy of establishing nuclear superiority. His concern is
 that public opinion support for a peace through nuclear superiority policy is being jeopardized
 by the administration's failure to articulate the "deterrent" (see note 13) effect of superiority.
 The ideology of deterrence has come to contain several contradictions which have been

 criticized from all parts of the spectrum. Most, however, are from within deterrence
 ideology and retain large portions of the ideology. Only the most extreme critics-the
 disarmament advocates and the peace through superiority advocates -have rejected deterrence
 outright, offering their own counterideologies. The debate among these counterideologies
 and deterrence has not yet been articulated very clearly, but it has begun. The extent to
 which either group can muster public opinion support (at which neither group to date has
 been very successful) and capture prominent positions within the iron triangle (in which
 the peace through superiority advocates currently have the advantage) will determine
 whether deterrence is replaced by either of the competing ideologies. Otherwise, the
 present confusion between actual and declaratory policy within a nebulously defined
 ideology of deterrence, with all the attendant negative consequences, will continue until
 resolved by a crisis. We can only hope there will be societies remaining which will have
 learned from our confusion.
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 NOTES

 1. Ball (1982/83:32-33) distinguishes five types or facets of strategic nuclear policy. I will make use of
 his distinctions throughout the paper, especially with regard to the following three types of policy: (1) declaratory

 policy-that which officials state publicly and is used as a rationale for budgetary and other political purposes;
 (2) force development policy--the guidelines that inform decisions on the capabilities of weapons to be acquired,
 such as size, basing modes, accuracies, etc.; and (3) action or force employment policy-a description of how
 the U.S. would actually use its nuclear weapons during a war.

 2. They can also be distinguished from a strictly defensive policy that would rely on nuclear weapons
 only to repel attacks from conventional forces. For a discussion of this important distinction, see Boserup (1981)
 and Forsberg (1984).

 3. Parallel categorization can be found in Aldridge (1983), Betts (1982) and Johansen (1983).
 4. Mandelbaum (1979:60-61) gives much weight to interservice rivalries as a factor causing each service

 branch to seek more than 400 warheads for its own arsenal. Equally important was that Brodie's (1946) critique
 of the massive retaliation policy of the late 1940s and early 1950s-that the policy had not considered the
 survivability of the weapons-was already widely accepted. This meant the notion of deterrence had to consider
 the damage likely to be inflicted by a Soviet first strike and the destructive capability of the remaining force.
 This virtually guaranteed that any fixed estimate of the number of weapons needed could be shown to be
 insufficient by simply raising the estimate of the numbers of weapons launched, and thus the damage incurred
 by a Soviet first strike.

 5. Nor the Soviet Union's for that matter. While it may be possible to point to a few particular weapons
 systems in either country's arsenal and claim that it was developed to balance a weapon in the other country's
 arsenal, the two countries have quite independently configured their arsenals very differently. Factors having
 more weight in determining the composition of arsenals are: geopolitical constraints, rate of technological
 development, trust or suspicion of allies, corporate profit motives, and intranational service rivalries (Aldridge,
 1983; Ford, Kendall, and Nadis 1982; Myrdal, [1976] 1982).

 6. It is interesting to note that Kissinger has since changed his mind about the necessity to have begun
 MIRVing U.S. missiles in the late 1960's. He claimed it was a serious error not to have imposed a MIRV ban
 as part of the 1972 SALT treaty (Kissinger 1983:25).

 7. See Ball (1975), Joseph (1982), and Mandelbaum (1979) for historical accounts of the debate between
 those that wanted to rely on superior nuclear weaponry (Eisenhower) and those that wanted conventional as
 well as nuclear superiority (Kennedy and McNamara).

 8. For example, the "No Cities" speech by McNamara in 1962 was met with strong public disapproval.
 In it, he citied Soviet military installations and war-making capabilities as primary targets, not the civilian
 population.

 9. All the major polls-Harris, Roper, Gallup, CBS/Times-ask roughly the same question, who has
 the superior force or who is ahead in the arms race. For an analysis of the tracking of these questions over the
 past 30 years, see Ladd (1982), and Smith (1983).

 10. What distinguishes the two are their intended applications during times of crises, which have implications
 for the weapons' capabilities and their initial deployment. For example: (1) first-strike counterforce weapons
 can be deployed with less concern for their survivability than retaliatory weapons; (2) extremely high accuracy
 is somewhat less important for retaliatory purposes; (3) rapid delivery (and thus forward basing) of first strike
 weapons is more important than for retaliatory weapons; and (4) submarine tracking and antisubmarine warfare
 technology are more important for first strike capability than for retaliation (Ball, 1982/83; Keeny and Panofsky,
 1981/82; McNamara, 1983/84).

 11. See, for example, statements by Schlesinger (5/30/75), Rumsfield (1/17/77), and Brown (8/20/80) as
 cited in Aldridge (1983: 33-35), Bundy et al. (1982), and Rogers (1982).

 12. The controversy and furor over Carter's Presidential Directive PD 59 and Reagan's, Bush's and
 Weinberger's statements on limited nuclear exchanges in Europe (compiled in Scheer, 1983), are examples of
 public abhorrence of this policy.

 13. Gray (1982) in fact argues that the distinction between war-fighting and deterrence strategies is a
 spurious one; war-fighting strategy is merely a more effective form of deterrence. For analytical purposes, it

 is important to distinguish between the two, even though acknowledging the boundary between flexible response
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 and war-fighting strategies may not be precise. The policies differ not only with regard to the types of weapons
 developed and their deployment configuration (cited in note 10), but also in their estimates of the likelihood
 of various conflict scenarios occurring, the subsequent use of weapons, defensive preparations and, consequently

 the conflict resolution techniques available to prevent nuclear exchanges. They also differ in their impact on
 public opinion and Congressional receptivity, thereby affecting the domestic politics of defense spending.
 14. Forsberg (1984) and Mydral ([1976] 1982) focus on force projection components of the superpowers'

 arsenals and the political purposes (or "games") for which they are used.
 15. Even a limited nuclear strike and overt conventional war can be claimed to have been prevented from

 escalating to an all out nuclear war by the threat of an assured destruction retaliation.
 16. For example, Reagan's speech on November 22, 1982, (New York Times, 1982) is filled with subtle

 and not-so-subtle statements of apprehension over the Soviet Union's near superiority and the likelihood that
 they would use it for military advantage over the United States.
 17. See for example, Secretary of Defense Weinberger's testimony before the Armed Services Committee,

 February, 1983 (U.S. Senate, 1983a:71-78).
 18. Damage limitation through improved counterforce, critics point out, is equivalent to improving our

 first strike capability. Weapons capable of taking out the enemy's strategic missiles are obviously most effective
 before those weapons are launched.
 19. Public opinion polls show that of those who feel the United States has nuclear superiority or that rough

 parity exists, 87 percent support a nuclear weapons freeze. Support for a freeze drops to 30 percent if it is felt
 that a freeze would lock the Soviet Union into a position of superiority (Miller, 1982). To be fair, Forsberg
 (author of the freeze proposal) and other freeze movement leaders have written much on minimal defense needs

 and do in fact question the current definition of deterrence. These are not priority items for the Freeze Campaign,

 however, because they quickly become a source of disunity.

 20. Even the partial test ban treaty and the ABM treaty, two of the most successful and effective controls
 on the arms race (arguably not arms control treaties at all), do not prevent all testing or preclude the development

 of ABM systems, but instead limit new testing to underground and deployment of an ABM system within
 defined constraints.

 21. The Harris poll taken April 7-10, 1983 found that a wide majority, 71-25 percent, agreed with the
 statement that "while it might be possible to develop such defense systems in outer space, once such means
 of destruction were built, they could easily be turned into threatening mankind with new and frightening space
 wars" (Plain Dealer, 1983:6-C). The Union of Concerned Scientists, the Congressional Office of Technology
 Assessment, and the mainstream "arms control establishment" have also been extremely negative regarding
 both the feasibility and consequences of implementing the Strategic Defense Initiative.
 22. A recent example is the case of the U.S. Pershing 2 deployment in Western Europe. Many peace groups

 opposed the deployment by arguing (1) the missiles are not needed to redress an imbalance, because there is
 not in fact any imbalance, and (2) the weapons are destabilizing because they pose a first strike threat to the
 Soviet Union. The first argument implicitly accepts the parity version of deterrence, and hinges on how weapons
 are counted. The second argument claims the Pershing 2s go beyond deterrence and are part of a war-fighting
 strategy. This agreement accepts the flexible response dictates to contain Soviet conventional attacks on Western

 Europe, but rejects the Pershing 2 deployment as going beyond those needs.
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