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The nuclear age has ushered in a novel period 
of history, as distinct from the age that pre- 
ceded it as the modern age has been from the 
Middle Ages or the Middle Ages have been 
from antiquity. Yet while our conditions of life 
have drastically changed under the impact of 
the nuclear age, we still live in our thoughts and 
act through our institutions in an age that has 
passed. There exists, then, a gap between what 
we think about our social, political, and philo- 
sophic problems and the objective conditions 
which the nuclear age has created. 

This contradiction between our modes of 
thought and action, belonging to an age that 
has passed, and the objective conditions of our 
existence has engendered four paradoxes in our 
nuclear strategy: the commitment to the use of 
force, nuclear or otherwise, paralyzed by the 
fear of having to use it; the search for a nuclear 
strategy which would avoid the predictable 
consequences of nuclear war; the pursuit of a 
nuclear armaments race joined with attempts 
to stop it; the pursuit of an alliance policy 
which the availability of nuclear weapons has 
rendered obsolete. All these paradoxes result 
from the contrast between traditional atti- 
tudes and the possibility of nuclear war and 
from the fruitless attempts to reconcile the two. 

I 
It is no exaggeration to state that both the 

United States and the Soviet Union have ruled 
out force in its nuclear form as an instrument of 
their national policies. Neither of the nuclear 
powers is willing to use nuclear weapons to 
achieve its ends. The United States has de- 
clared the unification of Germany and the 
liberation of the nations of Eastern Europe as 
objectives of its foreign policy; but it has also 
emphatically ruled out the use of force to 
achieve them. Similarly, the Soviet Union is 
committed to the communization of the world 
but has ruled out the use of force to that end. 

More particularly, both nuclear powers re- 
frain from taking steps in pursuit of their ends, 
which might provoke the other side to resort to 
force, especially in its nuclear form. Thus the 
United States declared at the outset of the 
Hungarian revolution in 1956 that it would not 
intervene and gave as reason that very fear of 
nuclear war. The Soviet Union has repeat- 
edly-and twice in the form of ultimatums- 
called for a change in the status of West Berlin 

but has refrained from the use of violence for 
that purpose. In the Korean War, both sides 
refrained from committing, qualitatively or 
quantitatively, more than a fraction of their 
resources and from exploiting their strategic 
opportunities to the full, and thus granted 
"privileged sanctuaries" to each other, fearful 
as each was lest one provoke the other to resort 
to nuclear force. Similarly, during the Cuban 
crisis of October 1962, both sides went as 
far as they dared to go without compelling 
the other side to take steps which might lead to 
nuclear war. For this reason, United States 
authorities were satisfied with the success of the 
"quarantine" in removing the so-called "offen- 
sive" weapons from Cuba, and did not dare to 
press their advantage to the point of eliminat- 
ing the Russian presence from Cuba altogether. 
And for the same reason, the Soviet Union did 
not attempt to break the quarantine and 
yielded to the American insistence on the re- 
moval of its "offensive" missiles. 

However, this consistent restraint in action 
is belied by as consistent a verbal commitment 
to the use of violence, especially in its nuclear 
form, in certain contingencies. Thus the United 
States has time and again declared that it is 
resolved to defend its presence in Berlin by all 
means required, nuclear weapons included. In 
November 1956, on the occasion of the Franco- 
British invasion of Egypt, the Soviet Union 
threatened Great Britain and France with 
nuclear war, and the Soviet Union has time 
and again made similar threats against the 
United States and one or the other of its allies. 
Yet how seriously must these mutual threats 
be taken? 

In view of what is known to both sides of the 
probable consequences of nuclear war, these 
threats can obviously not be taken at their face 
value. On the other hand, in view of the impor- 
tance of some of the interests at stake, in view 
of the massive preparations for nuclear war on 
both sides and the military doctrines support- 
ing them, and in view of the impossibility of 
responding to an armed attack upon some of 
these interests by any other but nuclear force, 
these threats cannot be dismissed as empty 
either. Thus in the successive Berlin crises, 
for instance, the United States and the Soviet 
Union tried to convince each other that they 
were irrational enough to incur their own de- 
struction by supporting their respective posi- 
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tions with nuclear force, assuming at the 
same time that the other side would be rational 
enough not to provoke such an irrational reac- 
tion. We are here in the presence of the mechan- 
ics of mutual deterrence. 

The threat of nuclear force has taken on a 
function which is novel at least in its exclusive- 
ness. Traditional force is an instrument for 
breaking the will of the opponent either 
through successful defense or attack; its pri- 
mary function lies in the effectiveness of its 
physical application. But the primary function 
of nuclear force lies in making its physical 
application superfluous by deterring the pro- 
spective opponent from using it. While tradi- 
tional force operates psychologically through 
the intermediary of actual physical employ- 
ment, nuclear force has a psychological func- 
tion pure and simple. The prospective oppo- 
nents are kept constantly aware of the inevita- 
bility of their own destruction should they 
resort to nuclear force, and this awareness pre- 
vents them from resorting to it. 

In the pre-nuclear age the threat and the 
counterthreat of force could always be, and 
frequently were, put to the test of actual per- 
formance, and either the threat or the counter- 
threat was then proved to be empty. In the nu- 
clear age, the very purpose of threat and coun- 
terthreat is to prevent the test of actual per- 
formance from taking place. The appearance 
of possessing both the ability and the resolution 
to make good threat and counterthreat be- 
comes, then, of paramount importance as a 
condition for the success of mutual deterrence. 

The nature of this condition, it will be noted, 
is political rather than military, for what is 
essential is the appearance, not the reality, of 
possessing the ability and resolution to make 
good threat and counterthreat. In order to 
make mutual deterrence work, two nations 
need only create the mutual belief that they 
are willing and able to destroy each other in 
nuclear war. As long as this belief exists, it is 
irrelevant whether or not the reality corre- 
sponds to it. In other words, the mechanics of 
mutual deterrence require an element of bluff, 
either real or suspect. 

At this point, a most serious political di- 
lemma arises. No nation can afford to yield to 
a threat of nuclear war that is only a bluff; nor 
can it afford to stand up to a threat that turns 
out not to be a bluff. Miscalculation is bound 
to be fatal either to the interests of the nation 
threatened if it yields to the bluff, or to its 
existence if it stands up to a nuclear threat that 
is not a bluff. Yet-and here is the dilemma-a 
nation cannot determine with certainty when 

the other side is bluffing without the test of 
actual performance-a test which it is the very 
purpose of mutual deterrence to avoid. Deter- 
rence has thus far worked only because there 
has remained in the minds of both sides a doubt 
as to whether the other side was really bluffing. 
Or, to put it the other way around, both sides 
were able to give the threat of nuclear war at 
least a certain measure of plausibility. 

This plausibility is bound to be affected by 
repetitive threats of nuclear war, and it is likely 
to be affected in the negative. A nation which 
has stopped at a certain point, far short of its 
goal, because it was afraid of a nuclear 
response that did not materialize, is likely to be 
just a little bit less timid when it must gauge 
the enemy's intentions at the next confronta- 
tion. Having stopped the first time at three 
paces from what it thought was the brink, it 
may well calculate that it can afford now to 
take another halfstep forward and still remain 
at a safe distance. If its calculation turns out to 
be correct, it may well be tempted at the third 
confrontation to take another halfstep forward, 
and so forth, so that either the margin of 
safety between the threat of nuclear war and its 
actuality will narrow with every confrontation 
or the likelihood of nuclear response will de- 
crease with every retreat by the challenged 
nation. 

This process of erosion is likely to result from 
the very dynamics of mutual deterrence. With 
every demonstration of its emptiness, the nu- 
clear threat will lose a measure of its plausi- 
bility. In consequence, it will lose a measure of 
its restraining effect. Inherent in that dynam- 
ics is, then, a dual escalation, one feeding upon 
the other: the ever-diminishing plausibility of 
the nuclear threat and ever bolder challenges 
to make good on it. The effects of deterrence 
are likely to decrease with the frequency of its 
use, to the point where, as it were, the psycho- 
logical capital of deterrence has been nearly ex- 
pended and the policy of deterrence will be close 
to bankruptcy. When they reach that point, 
the nations concerned can choose one of three 
alternatives: resort to nuclear war, retreat, re- 
sort to conventional war. 

The alternative of conventional war appears 
to be the only rational one. It seems to assure 
the nations concerned a chance both to survive 
and to pursue their national objectives. How- 
ever, the paradox of the use of force in the 
nuclear age is not limited to nuclear war; rather 
it impedes the use of conventional force as 
well, even though-under certain conditions- 
to a lesser degree. For the neat distinction be- 
tween conventional and nuclear force which 
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the theoreticians of conventional war make, 
and its advocates imply, is valid only on the 
condition that the stakes of a conventional 
conflict are small enough to make defeat or 
stalemate acceptable without recourse to 
nuclear weapons. Korea was a case in point and 
so is Vietnam. Yet Berlin and Cuba are not, 
and it is doubtful whether Korea would be to- 
day. It is relatively safe for nuclear powers to 
resort to conventional force only if they bring 
that force to bear upon an issue which is either 
limited by nature, such as geography, or can be 
limited politically by the will of the parties to 
the conflict. The limitation upon the use of 
force, then, corresponds to the limited charac- 
ter of the issue; and win, lose, or draw, the 
parties will not commit to the conflict more 
than a deliberately limited force. 

It is not necessary to demonstrate that few 
issues on behalf of which the nuclear powers 
might resort to violence are thus limited by na- 
ture or could be kept by the belligerents indef- 
initely on a sufficiently low level of priorities. 
Most issues are either so important from the 
outset or acquire such importance through 
accidents, miscalculations, or the dynamics of 
the conflict itself that neither side could recon- 
cile itself to defeat without having used a maxi- 
mum of force to stave it off. Once force has been 
committed to such an issue on however small a 
scale, the risk of escalation is ever present, first 
quantitatively within conventional force itself 
and then qualitatively from conventional to 
nuclear force. Thus the awareness of the irra- 
tionality of nuclear war-which, as we have 
seen, impedes the resort to nuclear force-also 
stands in the way of the use of conventional 
force in so far as the latter might be prepara- 
tory to resort to the former. 

The immensity of the military force which 
the nuclear age has generated goes hand in 
hand with the devaluation of its practical use. 
The more endowed a nation is with military 
force, the less is it able to use that force. Non- 
nuclear nations have shown themselves to be 
much less inhibited in the use of military force 
than nuclear powers; for the risk of escalation 
presented by the intervention of one of the nu- 
clear powers with nuclear weapons is likely to 
be remote. The nuclear powers are inhibited in 
the use of force not only in relation to each 
other but also in their relations to non-nuclear 
powers because of the ever present risk that 
another nuclear power may use force on behalf 
of the other side. Thus while the discrepancy 
between the strong and the weak is today 
much more pronounced than it has ever been 
in history-the United States, for instance, be- 

ing much more powerful vis-a-vis Cuba than it 
has ever been-it is exactly this disproprotion 
which renders the powerful impotent in the ful- 
ness of their power. 

II 
The second paradox arising from the opera- 

tion of traditional policy in the nuclear age is 
presented by the idea of limited nuclear war. 
This idea has appeared in different manifesta- 
tions in different periods, such as the "clean" 
H-bomb, which produces no significant fallout, 
tactical nuclear war, graduated deterrence with 
"firebreaks" between the stages, counterforce 
strategy. All these manifestations have one 
quality in common: the desire to reconcile the 
use of nuclear weapons with the admitted irra- 
tionality of all-out nuclear war and the at- 
tempt, inspired by this desire, to discover a 
rational way to use them. Each of these at- 
tempts has been supported by a vast body of 
learned and sophisticated literature dedicated 
to the demonstration of its rationality and 
feasibility, and each has been discarded after a 
while to be replaced by a new one. What has 
remained constant is the urge to reconcile the 
irreconcilable and to find a way of waging nu- 
clear war without incurring one's own destruc- 
tion. Thus we have been in search of a method 
of waging nuclear war in the conventional 
manner so that nuclear war may produce con- 
ventional, that is, rational and tolerable conse- 
quences. 

However, the enormous destructiveness nat- 
ural to nuclear weapons upon which the dy- 
namics of warfare is brought to bear makes the 
rationalization of nuclear war, however at- 
tempted, a hopeless undertaking. Hardly any- 
thing needs to be said of the "clean" bomb, 
now deservedly half-forgotten, which merely 
introduces a modification into the overall de- 
structiveness of nuclear weapons, without 
affecting the destructiveness itself.' 

1 The Effects of Nuclear Weapons (Washington, 
G.P.O., 1962), p. 435 f., published under the joint 
auspices of Department of Defense and the 
Atomic Energy Commission, has written the epi- 
taph to this piece of science fiction: "The terms 
'clean' and 'dirty' are often used to describe the 
amount of radioactivity produced by a fusion 
weapon (or hydrogen bomb) relative to that from 
what might be described as a 'normal' weapon. 
The latter may be defined as one in which no 
special effort has been made either to increase or 
to decrease the amount of radioactivity produced 
for the given explosion yield. A 'clean' weapon 
would then be one which is designed to yield 
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Both tactical nuclear war and graduated 
deterrence presuppose three capabilities on the 
part of the belligerents: the rational ability to 
deduce the intentions of the enemy from his use 
of nuclear weapons, the rational ability to know 
exactly at every moment of the war what kind 
of nuclear weapon it is necessary and prudent 
to use, and the practical ability to impose the 
limitations so determined upon all nuclear coin- 
mand posts. Both tactical nuclear war and 
graduated deterrence require a rational and 
reliable interplay of the intentions and actions 
of the belligerents, an interplay which theore- 
ticians may calculate in the form of "models" 
but which it is impossible to achieve consist- 
ently in reality. That impossibility derives 
from three factors: the essential ambiguity of 
the military act (which it of course shares with 
the political act), uncertainty about the ene- 
my's intentions, and the enormous and irrep- 
arable risks, in nuclear war, of mistakes in in- 
terpretation. 

When does a nuclear attack serve a tactical, 
and when a strategic, purpose? In the case, say, 
of the interruption by force of our communica- 
tions with Berlin or of a civil war between East 
and West Germany, we probably intend to use 
tactical nuclear weapons at the beginning of 
the conflict, escalating our nuclear commit- 
ment to the point at which the enemy will 
desist, and we expect the Soviet Union to 
respond in kind. We would initially select 
strictly military targets, such as concentrations 
of troops and military equipment and missile 
sites, and try to interdict the enemy communi- 
cations and logistics by aiming at civilian tar- 
gets with a preponderant military significance, 
such as airports, railroad stations, bridges, and 
the like-intending to spare civilian targets, 
such as population and industrial centers. But 
how would the enemy react if we were to hit one 
of these civilian targets, either by accident or 
because of the close proximity of a military 
target? Would he hit a civilian target of ours in 

significantly less radioactivity than an equivalent 
normal weapon. It should be noted, however, 
that a clean fusion weapon would inevitably 
produce some radioactive species. Even if a pure 
fusion weapon, with no fission, should be de- 
veloped, its explosion in air would still result in 
the formation of carbon-14 and possibly other 
neutron-induced activities. If special steps were 
taken in the design of a fusion device, e.g., by 
salting (9.11), so that upon detonation it gener- 
ated more radioactivity than a similar normal 
weapon, it would be described as 'dirty.' By its 
very nature, a fission weapon must be regarded 
as being dirty." 

retaliation-and how would we react to that?- 
or would he continue to limit himself to the 
choice of military targets? 

But even if he does the latter, the asymmetry 
of the tactical situation on both sides is bound 
to blur the distinction between the tactical and 
the strategic uses of nuclear weapons. Let us 
suppose, for instance, that the Soviet Union 
were to pursue in Central Europe tactical aims 
analogous to ours. Yet although in pursuit of 
such aims we could afford to spare population 
centers because of the location of our targets, 
the Soviet Union might need to designate the 
Atlantic ports of NATO as tactical military tar- 
gets, destroying in the process population and 
industrial centers. What interpretation would 
we put upon such an action, and how would we 
react to it? We might take out a number of 
Soviet or satellite cities in retaliation, and how 
would the Soviet Union react to that? 

These choices would not be made, it must be 
emphasized against what seems to be the pre- 
vailing academic opinion, in the detached and 
rational manner in which chess players make 
their choices. Rather they would be made 
against the doubly threatening background of 
the enemy's uncertain intentions and the ever- 
increasing stakes of the war. It is not too diffi- 
cult to ascertain the enemy's intentions when a 
war is fought after the model of the Korean 
War in a geographically limited area for 
secondary stakes and with non-nuclear weap- 
ons. But even there we utterly misjudged the 
Chinese intentions once our conduct of the 
war had greatly increased the Chinese stakes; 
and we misjudged similarly the place the Ko- 
rean War occupied in the world-wide strategy 
of the Soviet Union when we interpreted it as 
the opening move in a campaign seeking the 
military conquest of the world. 

The assessment of enemy intentions becomes 
a guessing game carrying extreme risks in a 
war, such as the one we have stipulated for 
Europe, which has left narrow limits of geogra- 
phy, stakes, and weapons behind. We have put 
simultaneously and successively the most di- 
vergent interpretations upon the Soviet inten- 
tions concerning Berlin, ranging all the way 
from mere bluff through the consolidation of 
the East German regime and the testing of our 
intentions to gaining control of West Germany. 
Soviet intentions have no doubt changed in 
response to the Soviet interpretation of our in- 
tentions. In the course of actual hostilities, 
however, both sides will try, on the one hand, 
to impress each other with the firmness of cer- 
tain of their intentions, real or feigned, in ac- 
cordance with the requirements of deterrence 
and, on the other, to conceal other intentions 
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from each other, in accordance with the require- 
ments of warfare. The intertwining of these two 
requirements will make the ascertainment of 
the enemy's intentions a hopelessly irrational 
game of chance. 

This game would be played in a nuclear war 
for the highest stakes imaginable: the survival 
of the belligerents. In consequence, the assess- 
ment of enemy intentions will be driven by ir- 
resistible pressure, legitimate within the con- 
text of nuclear war, toward assuming the worst 
and avoiding the common mistake of under- 
rating the enemy. This happened under rela- 
tively favorable conditions, as concerns the 
immediate stakes and pressures, when we eval- 
uated the place of the Korean War in the over- 
all Russian intentions in such sweeping-and 
erroneous-terms that we embarked upon a 
policy of massive rearmament, far in excess of 
what was required by the local situation in 
Korea. Neither side could be expected-nor 
would it be justified-to give the enemy the 
benefit of the doubt in the initial stages of 
limited nuclear war and thereby risk its own 
destruction. Both sides are likely to convince 
themselves that their best chance to emerge 
from the war without fatal damage lies in de- 
stroying the enemy's retaliatory capability, or 
at the least his will to continue the war, by a 
first strike. Thus escalation is, as it were, built 
into the very dynamics of nuclear war, as the 
maximization of violence is built into the dy- 
namics of any war. Once a limited nuclear war 
has started, escalation is not a matter of choice. 
Short of stopping the war itself, escalation can- 
not be avoided. Both the logic of deterrence, in 
the face of the ambiguities of responses and the 
uncertainties of intentions, and the expanding 
stakes of the war require it. 

These considerations apply with particular 
force to a specific purpose graduated deterrence 
is intended to serve: the provision of a "pause" 
between conventional or tactical nuclear war, 
on the one hand, and all-out nuclear war, on 
the other. Before the belligerents plunge into 
self-destruction through all-out nuclear war, it 
is intended that they be given a chance to re- 
flect, to pull back, and to negotiate a settle- 
ment. Yet such a "pause," assuming its feasi- 
bility, is an ambiguous device. The more the 
belligerents will rely upon a "pause" between 
tactical and all-out nuclear war, the more read- 
ily they will make the transition from conven- 
tional to tactical nuclear war. In other words, 
the assumption of a "pause" between tactical 
and all-out nuclear war increases the likelihood 
of escalation from conventional to tactical 
nuclear war. However, even if one shares the 
optimistic assumption that a war for major 

stakes could develop in such rationally defin- 
able stages so that the progression of the war 
would be determined by a succession of con- 
scious rational choices, the belligerents, once 
they have arrived at the brink of all-out 
nuclear war, would have to be absolutely cer- 
tain of each other's resolution to stop there. 
Such resolution cannot be taken for granted in 
view of the very great advantages of a surprise 
first strike, emphasized by Russian strategic 
doctrine. How could such intentions be ascer- 
tained? 

They can only be ascertained by facts, that 
is, deeds and circumstances which, as wehave 
seen, are even more uncertain and ambiguous 
in war than they are in peace. The direct tele- 
type connection, the so-called "hot-line," es- 
tablished in 1963 between Washington and 
Moscow, serves the purpose of clarifying the 
intentions of both sides in times of crisis. The 
New York Times of April 6, 1963 quoted Ad- 
ministration officials as having "expressed hope 
that an always ready 'hot-line' would help 
prevent misunderstanding and accidents at a 
moment of peril." Yet such a technical device 
used for political purposes partakes of the am- 
biguity of the political act. A direct communi- 
cations link between the White House and the 
Kremlin could indeed be used for the beneficial 
purposes indicated by official statements. But 
it could also be used for purposes quite different. 
Imagine for a moment that there had existed 
such a direct communications link between the 
White House and the Imperial Palace in Tokyo 
on December 6, 1941. This would have afforded 
the Japanese government a splendid opportu- 
nity to conceal its intentions from the govern- 
ment of the United States. 

The fundamental problem that the attempts 
at rationalizing and "conventionalizing" nu- 
clear war pose will not be solved by a technical 
contrivance, such as the "hot-line." That 
problem simply reappears here in a new tech- 
nological setting. The "hot-line" does not 
answer the question, which in the nature of 
things appears to be unanswerable: will na- 
tions, already engaged in a war for high stakes 
and publicly committed to certain objectives, 
have the moral courage, the intellectual assur- 
ance, and rational control to stop short of all- 
out nuclear war? The best answer one can give 
is that it is unlikely but not impossible that 
they will be able to do so. But that is not a 
good enough answer when the existence of 
great nations and the fate of civilizations is at 
stake. 

Finally, the idea of limited nuclear war is 
predicated upon the ability of the supreme 
military authorities to hold all nuclear com- 
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mand posts consistently to the limits decided 
upon. Yet, however centralized the decision to 
start a nuclear war might be-a moot question 
into which we shall not enter here-the choice 
of weapons and targets in the course of the war 
must at least to some considerable degree lie in 
the hands of local commanders. Their judg- 
ment will in good measure determine the limits 
of the nuclear war. It is certainly utopian to 
expect that all, without exception and always, 
will assess correctly the different factors dis- 
cussed above and thereby preserve the limits 
the central authorities have decided upon and 
thus prevent escalation. It is in all likelihood 
unduly optimistic to expect that even a con- 
siderable number will consistently make such 
correct assessments. It is much more probable, 
given the experience of previous wars and the 
natural tendency of the military decision to- 
ward the maximization of violence, that the de- 
centralized choice of targets and weapons will 
powerfully reinforce the objective tendencies 
toward escalation to which we have already re- 
ferred. Professor Oskar Morgenstern's proposal, 
rationally unexceptionable, to train local com- 
manders in the making of correct decisions for 
a nuclear war2 could at best mitigate somewhat 
these deficiencies; for the latter are in the last 
analysis the subjective manifestations of objec- 
tive factors which are bound to frustrate the 
making of correct assessments on all levels of 
the political and military hierarchy. 

More particularly, in view of past experience, 
it cannot be assumed that local commanders, 
even if they were intellectually equipped to 
make the correct assessments, will always have 
the will to make them. For military command- 
ers have a natural desire to win victories by 
smashing the enemy rather than to maintain a 
stalemate by inflicting carefully measured 
damage. Thus the natural bias of military com- 
manders presents still another argument 
against the possibility of holding the military 
hierarchy consistently to the limits on nuclear 
war decided upon by the central authorities. 

The most consistent attempt thus far at 
conceiving a nuclear war after the model of a 
conventional one is the conception of counter- 
force strategy. As Secretary of Defense Mc- 
Namara put it in his Commencement Address 
at the University of Michigan on June 16, 
1962: "The United States has come to the con- 
clusion that to the extent feasible, basic mili- 
tary strategy in a possible general nuclear war 
should be approached in much the same way 
that more conventional military operations 

2 "I ow to Plan to Beat Hell," Fortune, Vol. 
67 (January, 1963), no. 1. 

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." 

It is the distinctive characteristic of counter- 
force strategy that it expands the sphere of at- 
tempted rationalization from tactical into 
strategic nuclear war. It seeks to use nuclear 
bombs for pin-point attacks after the model of 
conventional ones and assimilate the strategic 
use of missiles to that of long-range artillery. 
An all-out nuclear war would then be fought, to 
quote Mr. McNamara again, "against all of the 
enemy's vital nuclear capabilities." The bellig- 
erents would then emerge from such a war 
shaken and wounded but with their societies 
essentially intact. If such a counter-force 
strategy were feasible the belligerents at the 
end of a nuclear war fought on such principles 
would be better off than Germany was at the 
end of World War II, subjected as she had been 
to conventional saturation bombing. However, 
four arguments militate against the feasibility 
of a counter-force strategy. 

First of all, World War II showed that the 
expansion of the list of legitimate military tar- 
gets under the impact of total war has made the 
traditional distinction between military and 
non-military targets tenuous in theory and 
untenable in practice. Railroad stations and 
factories, for instance, have become legitimate 
military targets, and they were attacked and 
destroyed as such during the Second World 
War. Yet, as a rule, large expanses of non-mili- 
tary targets in the surrounding areas were de- 
stroyed as well. It can of course be argued that 
missiles are more reliable instruments for pin- 
point attack than bombs dropped from air- 
planes by humans, who during the Second 
World War frequently dropped their bombs in 
the vicinity of, rather than on, the military 
target because of the hazards of the latter's 
antiaircraft protection. But the greater pre- 
cision of the missiles is offset by the enormously 
increased range of the destructiveness of their 
warheads. For this reason alone, counter-force 
strategy would be feasible only on the assump- 
tion that all military targets were isolated from 
population centers by the number of miles suffi- 
cient to protect the latter from the destructive 
effects of a nuclear attack upon the former. 

Yet even if one assumes for the sake of argu- 
ment that all Russian military targets are of 
that nature, an obvious asymmetry differenti- 
ates their location from the location of our nu- 
clear installations. Thus, supposing it were 
technically feasible for us to pursue a counter- 
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force strategy against the Soviet Union, the 
Soviet Union would be unable to do so even if 
it wanted to. Many of our nuclear installations 
are in the vicinity of cities, and it could not 
attack the former without risking the destruc- 
tion of the latter. It could not attack to give 
only one concrete example-our missile instal- 
lations in the vicinity of Cheyenne and 
Phoenix without for all practical purposes 
attacking these cities. If this should happen, we 
would be faced, on the level of strategic nuclear 
war, with the same dilemma which we dis- 
cussed in connection with tactical nuclear war. 

Second, another asymmetry which renders 
counter-force strategy unfeasible concerns the 
nuclear arsenal at the disposal of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Counter-force 
strategy is predicated upon the availability of a 
highly diversified nuclear arsenal, each weapon 
appropriate in kind and yield to its target. The 
United States is supposed to possess such a nu- 
clear arsenal while the Soviet Union is not. 
The Soviet Union is supposed to have com- 
pensated for the lack of diversity and quantity 
of its nuclear arsenal by relying for intercon- 
tinental strategic purposes upon a relatively 
small number of high-yield weapons in the 
tens-of-megatons range. So although it may 
be possible to limit destruction from, say, a 
one-megaton weapon to an isolated military 
target-provided such a target is available- 
there is no American nuclear installation which 
could be made the target for a Russian ten-, 
twenty- or fifty-megaton device without in- 
creasingly large civilian centers being affected. 
Thus, assuming we were technically able, in 
view of the location of our targets and the 
quantity and diversification of our nuclear 
arsenal, to pursue a counter-force strategy, the 
Soviet Union, because of the location of its 
targets and the nature of its nuclear weapons 
system, would be unable to do so even if it had 
a mind to. Since counter-force strategy is 
predicated upon reciprocity in the words of 
Mr. McNamara, "We are giving a possible op- 
ponent the strongest imaginable incentive to 
refrain from striking our own cities"-this dual 
asymmetry makes it impossible for the Soviet 
Union "to refrain from striking our own cities" 
and, hence, makes the conduct of a counter- 
force strategy unprofitable on our part. 

Third, apart from the asymmetry of targets 
and weapons, counter-force strategy is also 
negated by an asymmetry in fundamental 
strategic position. An effective counter-force 
strategy is inseparable from a first-strike 
strategy. The nuclear installations of the two 
major nuclear powers are composed of two 
types: those that are vulnerable and, hence, 

lend themselves as targets for the counter-force 
and those that are relatively invulnerable, be- 
cause of their location in hardened sites or, 
more particularly, their mobility, and can pro- 
vide but marginal targets for counter-force. 
Nation A which pursues a counter-force 
strategy against nation B through a first strike 
will be able to cripple, if not destroy com- 
pletely, B's vulnerable nuclear installations by 
using primarily its own vulnerable nuclear 
installations for that purpose. B, committed 
to a counter-force strategy against A through 
a second strike, would have to use its invulner- 
able nuclear installations. But against what 
targets of A could it use them? It could de- 
stroy soft launching sites without missiles, 
empty submarine berths, airfields, and fac- 
tories. The damage it could do to A through a 
second strike would certainly be far inferior to 
the damage it suffered from A's first strike, and 
it could do so only at the price of committing 
unilaterally at least a fraction of its remaining 
and invulnerable nuclear reserve. Thus after 
the first nuclear exchange carried out within 
the limits of counter-force strategy, A has a 
great advantage by virtue of having been the 
first to strike. 

The advantage of A results from a peculiarity 
of nuclear weapons. A launching installation, 
such as a gun, a cannon, or a missile pad, is an 
active element in the military equation only as 
long as ammunition is available for it to fire. 
The launching mechanism has lost its military 
usefulness when it runs out of ammunition, and 
the availability of ammunition stands in in- 
verse ratio to its potency. At one extreme, the 
carrier of a pistol can fire his weapon hundreds 
of times with the ammunition he is able to 
carry. At the other extreme, a mobile missile 
carrier can be fired only once and must rely for 
each successive firing upon a fresh supply, 
which in case of war may at best be forthcom- 
ing only at uncertain and prolonged intervals. 
A Polaris submarine, after it has fired its salvo, 
loses its function as a weapons carrier until it 
has access to a fresh supply of missiles. Thus 
the active usefulness of a mobile nuclear weap- 
on is enormous but limited to an instant, while 
the active usefulness of conventional weapons 
is much inferior in potency but extends over 
considerable spans of time. Or to put it into the 
language of conventional warfare: conventional 
infantry or artillery may temporarily run out 
of ammunition under exceptional circumstances 
and may lose for the time being its active mili- 
tary usefulness; but that mobile nuclear instal- 
lations will run out of ammunition instantane- 
ously or at least after a relatively few firings is 
inherent in the nature of nuclear weaponry. 
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By virtue of this peculiarity of nuclear 
weapons, A gains a military advantage if he can 
compel B to expend unilaterally a fraction of 
its invulnerable deterrent. Let us suppose- 
to take an over-simplified but illustrative 
example-that A and B each possess ten 
Polaris submarines and that after A's first 
strike B commits six of its submarines to 
counter-force retaliation. If A were to start the 
second nuclear exchange by committing four of 
its Polaris submarines to a selective counter- 
city strategy and if B were to retaliate in kind 
with its remaining polaris submarines, the 
quantitative relationship between A and B 
in terms of Polaris submarines at the end of 
the second round would be six to zero. In 
other words, the unilateral commitment of 
B's invulnerable deterrent would have resulted 
in a clear nuclear superiority for A. It would be 
irrelevant to this argument that B might have 
a nuclear stockpile quantitatively and qualita- 
tively the equal or even superior to that of A. 
What is decisive is the destructive power of 
nuclear weapons deliverable at a particular 
moment. it is here that A's advantage lies, 
regardless of what B might be able to deliver a 
week or a month hence. 

Since A and B must be aware of the advan- 
tage of a first strike before the war starts, both 
have an incentive to be the first to strike. 
Counter-city strategy would allow A and B to 
wait for the other side to make the first move, 
secure in their possession of an invulnerable 
nuclear deterrent and their knowledge of the 
unacceptable damage it could inflict upon the 
other side. Thus counter-city strategy, through 
the mechanics of mutual deterrence, minimizes 
the possibility of nuclear war. Counter-city 
strategy, as it were, expresses the inner logic of 
nuclear war. On the other hand, counter-force 
strategy, by presuming to superimpose upon 
the dynamics of nuclear war a pattern appro- 
priate to conventional war, increases the likeli- 
hood of nuclear war. For it puts a premium 
upon preventive war and thus stimulates not 
the desire to prevent nuclear war but rather 
competition for starting one. 

However, even if A did not have the ad- 
vantage after its first strike-and this is the 
fourth and last argument against counter-force 
strategy-what would A and B do after the 
nuclear exchange? They have destroyed what 
counter-force strategy allows them to destroy 
and they now find themselves in a political and 
military blind alley. Wars are fought for the 
purpose of breaking the will of the opponent 
through victory in battle. Yet the predictable 
outcome of a nuclear war fought within the 
limits of counter-force strategy is stalemate. 

After the nuclear exchange the belligerents will 
find themselves-as to weapons- in the same 
relative position they occupied before the out- 
break of the war, minus their vulnerable nu- 
clear installations. They can of course make 
peace on the basis of the status quo ante belttun, 
and then the counter-force strategy will have 
revealed itself as a complete waste of human 
and material resources. Or they can continue 
the war with conventional means, supple- 
mented by tactical nuclear weapons. But then 
they will be up against the insoluble problems 
posed by tactical nuclear war and already dis- 
cussed above. 

There is still another, and perhaps the most 
likely, alternative. Even if one assumes-quite 
unrealistically in view of the first two argu- 
ments presented here-that counter-force strat- 
egy will work during the initial nuclear ex- 
change, the very fact of that exchange will con- 
jure up the possibility of escalation into coun- 
ter-city strategy. A will have an incentive to 
embark upon that course in order to exploit the 
advantage the first strike has given it. A may 
reason, rightly or wrongly, that B, by commit- 
ting unilaterally a part of its invulnerable de- 
terrent, has been at least temporarily weak- 
ened to such an extent as to give A a chance of 
victory. B, on the other hand, has an incentive 
to dissuade A from pursuing a counter-city 
strategy by demonstrating its ability and reso- 
lution to embark upon one itself. 

Thus counter-force strategy turns out to be 
unfeasible as a conventional and rationally 
limited version of nuclear war, first, because of 
the inherent asymmetry of targets and weap- 
ons, secondly, because of the asymmetry be- 
tween the likely effects of a first and second 
strike, and finally, because of the impossibility 
of following up the initial nuclear exchange 
with a politically and militarily satisfactory 
conclusion. 

III 
The quantitative and qualitative competi- 

tion for conventional weapons is a rational 
instrument of international politics. The 
greater the quantity and quality of a nation's 
armory, the greater is obviously its material 
military power. This rationale of the conven- 
tional armaments race results from the limited 
capacity of conventional weapons in relation 
to the available users and targets. Nation 
A which possesses, say, ten percent more ma- 
chine guns than nation B is, everything else 
being equal, militarily superior to nation B. 
If A has X machine guns and B has Y, then X 
minus Y equals the margin of A's superiority 
over B. 
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One can of course postulate hypothetically 
a situation in which A and B would be satu- 
rated with machine guns, so that further com- 
petition would become irrational. This condi- 
tion would obtain if A and B were supplied 
with an abundance of machine guns in relation 
to the respective numbers of available arms- 
bearing men and required replacements. Since 
this condition of saturation is purely hypothe- 
tical, it is rational for A and B to compete for 
the quantitative and qualitative improvement 
of their respective supplies of machine guns. 

What is as a rule hypothetical with regard to 
conventional weapons is an established fact in 
the nuclear field. Both nuclear powers claim 
the ability to destroy the other's society re- 
gardless of what the opponent might do, and 
the United States has been particularly em- 
phatic in claiming that it could do so many 
times over. But since the destruction of the 
enemy's society, primarily by destroying its 
industrial and population centers, is the maxi- 
mum damage to be inflicted by force of arms, 
quantitative and qualitative improvements in 
those arms can at best alter the modalities of 
the damage, but cannot enlarge the ability to 
inflict that damage itself. X, regardless of how 
much superior it is to Y, here equals Y. Once a 
nation possesses a delivery system capable of 
surviving a first strike and carrying nuclear 
warheads to all possible targets, it has reached 
the rational limits of nuclear armaments. There 
is no rational justification for continuing the 
nuclear armaments race after both sides have 
reached that limit. 

But the nuclear armaments race continues, 
both quantitatively and qualitatively-and 
here is the first element of the paradox-as 
though the same rules of competition applied 
to conventional and nuclear weapons alike. 
The habits of thought and action which experi- 
ence has taught us from the beginning of his- 
tory to the end of the Second World War are 
being carried over into an age for which they 
are no longer relevant.3 Their continuing appli- 

I It is of interest to note that these habits of 
thought and action had already become obsoles- 
cent in the period before the First World War. 
"From 1872 to 1913, this rigorous competition in 
the building up of armies went on, every govern- 
ment spending as much money as it could per- 
suade its people to pay or the national economy 
would support . . without, however, any corre- 
sponding increase in security being felt. In fact, 
the proportionate strength of the various armies 
was not greatly different in 1914 from what it 
had been in 1872, but the feeling of insecurity was 
much greater than it had been forty years ear- 

cation is being justified on two main grounds: 
counter-force strategy and the prospect of 
technological innovations. 

The continuation of the nuclear armaments 
race follows indeed logically from the commit- 
ment to a counter-force strategy. The conven- 
tional conception of nuclear war presented by 
counter-force strategy demands a correspond- 
ingly conventional approach to competitive 
armaments. Under the assumptions of that 
strategy, a dynamic relationship exists be- 
tween the number of targets presented by one 
side and the number and quality of weapons 
directed at those targets by the other. Given a 
static number of targets, an increase in the 
number and quality of counter-force weapons 
will improve the prospects of counter-force 
strategy. Given a static number of counter- 
force weapons, an increase in the number of 
targets will improve the prospects of the de- 
fender. Both sides have, then, an incentive to 
increase targets and counter-force weapons in- 
definitely, and the logic and dynamics of the 
conventional armaments race apply of neces- 
sity to the competition for nuclear arms seen in 
the perspective of "conventionalized nuclear 
war. 

Yet while the logic of this argument in favor 
of a nuclear armaments race is unassailable, its 
practical validity depends upon the feasibility 
of counter-force strategy. Both stand and fall 
together. The arguments we have advanced 
against the feasibility of counter-force strategy, 
then, dispose of the rationality of a nuclear 
armaments race as well. 

The argument in favor of a nuclear arma- 
ments race, based upon the prospect of tech- 
nological progress, is bound to be speculative, 
as is its refutation. The argument operates in 
three main areas: anti-missile defense, improve- 
ment of weapons, and discovery of unknown 
weapons technologies. 

It is a peculiarity of anti-nuclear missiles de- 
fense, in contrast to conventional anti-aircraft 
defense, that it is hardly worth having if it is not 
very close to one hundred percent effective. 
Effective nuclear defense has a meaning radi- 
cally different from that of effective conven- 
tional defense. When more than one-sixth and 
one-fourth, respectively, of the attacking air- 
craft were incapacitated by active defense in 
the air raids on Schweinfurt on August 17 and 
October 14, 1943, the defense was deemed to 
have been successful since the losses were 

lier." (Bernadotte E. Schmitt, "The Origins of 
the First World War" in W. N. Medlicott, ed., 
From Metternich to Hitler (London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1963), pp. 186-87. 
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deemed to be out of proportion to the damage 
achieved. However, if, say, ninety percent of a 
missile force could be destroyed by active de- 
fense, the remaining ten percent, especially if 
their warheads were in the multi-megaton 
range, would nullify the defense by inflicting 
unacceptable damage upon the defender. Yet 
there is at present no prospect for the develop- 
ment of an anti-missile defense which would 
come even close to being one hundred percent 
effective. 

The search for an ever better and bigger nu- 
clear arsenal is an obvious residue from the age 
of conventional warfare. For, as pointed out 
above, once a nation has the nuclear capability 
of destroying its enemy many times over, it is 
irrelevant whether it can do so, say, with a 
large number of low megaton weapons or a 
small number of multi-megaton ones. How- 
ever, obsolete modes of thought and action 
persist. The production of plutonium is a case 
in point. It is agreed that we possess an enor- 
mous oversupply of plutonium, the explosive 
for nuclear weapons. While it would therefore 
be rational to stop production, the proposal 
has been seriously made, and at the moment of 
this writing is neither adopted nor rejected, to 
stockpile plutonium for further use. Yet while 
it might be rational to stockpile under certain 
conditions, say, gunpowder or dynamite, it is 
impossible to visualize a contingency under 
which, after nuclear exchanges have used up 
existing weapons, an opportunity could arise 
for the use of stored plutonium. 

The search for improved nuclear weapons is 
from the outset rational only in so far as it is 
aimed at the invulnerable nuclear deterrent of 
the enemy. A nation which could render these 
installations vulnerable would have gained a 
decisive military advantage. It is theoretically 
conceivable to destroy an invulnerable deter- 
rent by blanketing large expanses of land and 
sea with multi-megaton nuclear devices, and it 
may even be practical in so far as a distant 
land mass is concerned. But it is totally imprac- 
tical with regard to the seaborne nuclear deter- 
rent. For here the nuclear forces of several na- 
tions in the nature of things do not operate 
either from fixed locations or at least clearly 
defined separate territories but move and 
intermingle in unpredictable constellations. No 
improved nuclear weapons system can be ex- 
pected to be able to distinguish between 
friendly and hostile seaborne installations. 
Thus the seaborne nuclear deterrent is likely 
to remain invulnerable in the foreseeable fu- 
ture. 

Finally, no rational weapons policy can be 
based upon the expectation that another revo- 

lution in the technology of war will occur, of 
which the present gives no indication. The 
relation between pure science and weapons 
technology is quite different from that which 
obtained in the 1930s. Then the theoretical 
achievements of atomic physics foreshadowed 
at least the theoretical possibility of nuclear 
weapons. Achievements of contemporary pure 
science do not allow an analogous prognosis 
today. Thus while it is certainly legitimate for 
scientific research and technical experimenta- 
tion to go on, preparing for the unexpected in 
nuclear weapons technology and trying to 
bring it about, it is as certainly futile to con- 
tinue the nuclear armaments race on the basis 
of the scientific knowledge and technological 
ability both major nuclear powers have 
achieved. 

However, our thought and action about the 
nuclear armaments race are not only at odds 
with nuclear reality, but also-and here is the 
other element of the paradox-with themselves. 
Two contradictory impulses compete for the 
control of our thoughts and actions. On the 
one hand, we embark upon a nuclear arma- 
ments race as though it were a conventional 
one. On the other, aware of its irrationality, we 
try to stop it; and sometimes an extraordinary 
conjunction strikingly reveals the division of 
our mind against itself. Thus the partial nu- 
clear test ban treaty of 1963 has been defended 
simultaneously by government and private 
organizations alike because, on the one hand, it 
is supposed to be the first step toward the con- 
trol of the nuclear armaments race, and on the 
other hand, it is supposed not to interfere in 
any significant manner with the nuclear arma- 
ments race we are engaged in with the Soviet 
Union. Public discussion centered upon the 
effects the treaty would have upon the ability 
of the United States to carry on the nuclear 
armaments race; the supporters of the treaty 
claimed that it would have no adverse effects, 
the opponents claimed it would. As an induce- 
ment to the Senate to ratify the treaty, the 
Administration had to give the most solemn 
assurances that ratification would not prevent 
it from continuing to pursue the nuclear arma- 
ments race with utmost energy. 

If the analysis of the nuclear armaments race 
previously given is correct, then a rational pol- 
icy requires the quantitative and qualitative 
stabilization of the present levels of nuclear 
armaments. This policy generally goes by the 
name of arms control. It is a somewhat ambigu- 
ous term in that it covers international, mutual 
and unilateral controls. What is essential to 
arms control is a yardstick, determining the 
level of one's own nuclear armaments, other 
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than the level of the nuclear armaments of the 
prospective enemy. Arms control, then, signi- 
fies stopping one's nuclear armaments at the 
point where they provide an invulnerable, 
effective deterrent and cutting them back to 
that point in so far as they have exceeded it. 

While it is very unlikely under present politi- 
cal conditions that arms control can be 
achieved by formal international agreement, 
there is good reason to believe that both the 
United States and the Soviet Union are prac- 
ticing it. The Soviet Union, in particular, ac- 
cording to current estimates has produced far 
fewer intercontinental ballistic missiles than it 
was capable of producing. The "missile gap" of 
the late 1950s was the result of our equating 
productive capacity with actual production. In 
other words, we then thought that the Soviet 
Union would apply to the production of inter- 
continental ballistic missiles the traditional 
principles of the conventional armaments race 
rather than the principles of arms control ap- 
propriate to nuclear armaments: it would pro- 
duce as many nuclear weapons as it was cap- 
able of in order to establish quantitative su- 
periority over the United States rather than 
produce only as many as were necessary to 
establish an invulnerable, effective deterrent. 
The Soviet Union, having an advantage in 
powerful intercontinental ballistic missiles ap- 
propriate to multi-megaton warheads, could 
indeed achieve an invulnerable, effective de- 
terrent with a much smaller number of delivery 
weapons than ours. 

Similarly, the United States has foregone 
competition with the Soviet Union in the field 
of multi-megaton warheads and delivery ve- 
hicles appropriate to them, since its inferiority 
in this field is made good by the superior num- 
ber and variety of other nuclear weapons. Thus 
the logic of nuclear weaponry, substituting uni- 
lateral arms control for the conventional arma- 
ments race, challenges, however haltingly and 
with very partial success, conventional modes 
of thought and action. 

IV 
The conflict between traditional modes of 

thought and action and the objective condi- 
tions of the nuclear age has nowhere had a more 
baffling and destructive effect than in the rela- 
tions between the two major nuclear powers 
and their respective allies. In the pre-nuclear 
age, nations with certain interests in common 
would try to defend and promote these inter- 
ests by coordinating or pooling their diplomatic 
and military resources. Thus nation A would 
go to war on behalf of the interests of nation 
B, or vice versa, when it thought the defense 

and promotion of the other nation's interests 
was in its own as well. Thereby a nation would 
take a double risk: it could be mistaken about 
the identity of the interests involved and find 
itself drawn into a war without its own interests 
being sufficiently engaged, or it could mis- 
calculate the distribution of power on either 
side and allow itself to get involved in a war 
which it would then lose. What a nation had 
to guard against in its relations with its al- 
lies was a diplomatic blunder or a military 
miscalculation. In either of these events it 
would as a rule risk at worst defeat in war with 
the consequent loss of an army or of territory. 

The availability of nuclear weapons has 
radically transformed these traditional rela- 
tions among allies and the risks attending them. 
Nuclear nation A which enters into an alliance 
with nation B, nuclear or non-nuclear, runs a 
double risk different in kind from the risks fac- 
ing a member of a traditional alliance. In hon- 
oring the alliance, it might have to fight a nu- 
clear war against nuclear power C, thereby 
forfeiting its own existence. Or ally B may 
provoke a war with nuclear power C on behalf 
of interests other than those contemplated by 
the alliance and thereby force A's hand, involv- 
ing it in a nuclear war on behalf of interests 
other than its own. That latter risk is magnified 
if B is also a nuclear power, of however small 
dimensions. If B were to threaten or attack C 
with nuclear weapons, C night, rightly or 
wrongly, consider B's military power as a mere 
extension of A's and anticipate and partly pre- 
vent the commitment of A through a first strike 
against A. Or A, anticipating C's reaction 
against itself or seeking to save B through nu- 
clear deterrence, will commit its own nuclear 
arsenal against C. In either case, B, however 
weak as a nuclear power, has the ability to act 
as a trigger for a general nuclear war. 

B, on the other hand, faces a double risk too. 
It may forefeit its existence in a nuclear war 
fought by A on behalf of its interests. Or it may 
find itself abandoned by A, who refuses to run 
the risk of its own destruction on behalf of the 
interests of B. 

This radical difference in the risks taken by 
allies in the pre-nuclear age has led to a radical 
difference in the reliability of alliances. In the 
pre-nuclear age, ally A could be expected with 
a very high degree of certainty to come to the 
aid of ally B at the risk of defeat in war. In the 
nuclear age, ally A cannot be expected with the 
same degree of certainty to come to the aid of 
ally B at the risk of its own destruction. Here 
we contemplate the reverse side of the mechan- 
ics of deterrence. The very same doubt that 
deters C disheartens B. C cannot be certain 
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that A will not actually forfeit its existence by 
resorting to nuclear war and, hence, is deterred. 
B, on the other hand, cannot be certain that A 
is willing to forfeit its existence by resorting 
to nuclear war and, hence, is disheartened. This 
three-cornered relationship offers opportunities 
for miscalculations more extensive and complex 
and, hence, more dangerous than those we 
encountered in the two-cornered relationship 
of deterrence. 

The nuclear powers have endeavored to 
escape this dilemma of alliances carrying unac- 
ceptable risks by two diametrically opposed 
policies. President DeGaulle, in his press con- 
ference of January 14, 1963 and subsequent 
statements, has declared alliances to be for all 
practical purposes obsolete and has proposed to 
replace them with independent national nuclear 
deterrents. On the other hand, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union seek for all practi- 
cal purposes to preserve the present combina- 
tion of a virtual nuclear monopoly on their part 
with a traditional alliance system. Both these 
policies in different ways call into question the 
survival of the nuclear powers, if not of civiliza- 
tion itself and, hence, give no satisfactory 
answer to the question raised by the existence 
of alliances armed with nuclear weapons. They 
are incapable of giving such an answer because 
they search for it in the intellectual armory of 
an age which the availability of nuclear weap- 
ons has left behind. 

DeGaulle proposes to assimilate nuclear 
weapons to conventional ones in that at least 
their deterrent function is to be controlled by 
national governments on behalf of traditional 
national interests. France would use its nuclear 
weapons, as it has used its army, navy, and air 
force in the past, for the purpose of exerting 
pressure upon a prospective enemy. The reali- 
zation of such a threat raises no general 
problem, providing the enemy is a non-nuclear 
power or a nuclear one similar in rank to 
France. Such a problem is posed, however, if 
France confronts a nuclear power of the first 
rank, such as the United States or the Soviet 
Union. 

Considering the industrial resources and geo- 
graphic character of a nation such as France, as 
compared with those of the United States and 
the Soviet Union, an insuperable asymmetry 
would always exist between the nuclear threats 
France could address to a nuclear power of the 
first rank, and those the latter could address to 
France. France could inflict serious damage on 
a first-rate nuclear power without being cap- 
able, at least in the foreseeable future, of 
destroying it utterly; but a nuclear power of 
the first rank, using but a small fraction of its 

nuclear arsenal, could wipe France off the face 
of the globe. France could threaten a major 
nuclear power with cutting off its leg and the 
latter could retaliate with the threat of killing 
France. Yet if action were to follow these 
threats, France could not escape death while 
its enemy would have the option of minimiz- 
ing damage to itself through a first strike. Thus 
an independent national nuclear deterrent 
gives a major nuclear power another incentive, 
in addition to those mentioned above, for a 
first strike, while it still further diminishes the 
credibility of the nuclear threat, emanating 
from a second-rank nuclear power. 

However, deGaulle's design to use nuclear 
weapons as instruments of national policy in- 
creases not only the risk of local nuclear war 
but of general nuclear war as well. For erected 
into a general principle of statecraft to be fol- 
lowed by any number of nations, it would issue 
in the indiscriminate proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and thereby destroy the very mechan- 
ics of mutual deterrence. These mechanics re- 
pose upon the bipolarity of nuclear power. De- 
tection systems, such as radar and sonar, are 
capable of identifying nuclear delivery systems 
in action, but they cannot identify their na- 
tional identity, except in a limited way through 
the calculation of the projectory of land-based 
missiles. In consequence, retaliation requires 
the a priori determination of national identity, 
which bipolarity provides. Thus an anonymous 
explosion, caused by a seaborne delivery ve- 
hicle and destroying parts of the east coast of 
the United States, would automatically be 
attributed to the Soviet Union, calling forth 
nuclear retaliation. If a multiplicity of nations 
possessed such devices and the United States 
had tense relations with only two of them, such 
an anonymous explosion could with certainty 
be attributed to no one nation, however much 
suspicion might point to a particular one. And 
a new nuclear diplomacy would try its best to 
deflect suspicion and retaliation from the 
guilty to an innocent nation. 

Of the three courses of action open to a nu- 
clear power-retaliation, inaction, first strike 
retaliation in the strict sense appears to be tech- 
nically impossible; for in the absence of an 
identifiable originator of the first strike, it 
would have to be indiscriminate either with 
regard to the geographic region whence the first 
strike is supposed to have originated or with 
regard to the political entity that is supposed 
to have originated it. Not to retaliate in kind at 
all would be a rational course of action only if it 
were preparatory to some kind of nuclear 
response. Such a response would be technically 
a preventive first strike against a nation which, 
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if it was not responsible for the original first 
strike, is deemed likely to originate one in the 
future. 

Under such circumstances, retaliation and 
prevention tend to become indistinguishable, 
and the distinction between first and second 
strike becomes blurred. If A has actually origi- 
nated a first strike against B, then B's nuclear 
response is a retaliatory second strike. But if A 
is only suspect, then B's action is a preventive 
first strike. Since all nuclear powers would 
have to calculate and operate in this fashion, 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, implicit in 
deGaulle's design, would result in a political 
anarchy of unimaginable proportions, followed 
by total nuclear destruction either piecemeal or 
in one single catastrophe through the coinci- 
dence of a series of preventive-retaliatory 
blows. 

Viewed against this prospect, the attempts of 
the United States and the Soviet Union to pre- 
serve the status quo of virtual nuclear bipolarity 
cannot but evoke sympathy. The United States 
and the Soviet Union have embarked upon 
policies which are significantly similar in that 
they seek to mitigate the paradox of the nuclear 
alliance without being able to transcend it. 
They risk the disintegration of their respective 
alliances rather than cooperate with their 
respective allies in nuclear proliferation. Both 
have strained their respective alliances to the 
breaking point by refusing to support France 
and China respectively in their attempts at ac- 
quiring nuclear weapons. Both have been in- 
strumental in achieving a partial test-ban 
treaty, one of the intended and probable 
effects of which will be a slowing down of nu- 
clear proliferation. The United States has in 
addition proposed to the members of NATO 
the formation of a multilateral seaborne nuclear 
force, which would give the participants the 
illusion of proliferation by leaving the decision 
on the use of the force in American hands. 

In strictly nuclear terms, these policies move 
on a higher level of intellectual awareness and 
practical sophistication than deGaulle's design. 

But in strictly political terms, deGaulle has the 
better of the argument. Here is indeed the nub 
of the paradox. The use of nuclear weapons as 
instruments of national policies is militarily 
anachronistic and self-destructive. But a tradi- 
tional alliance armed with nuclear weapons is 
politically obsolescent; for either it cannot be 
relied upon when the chips are down, or it gives 
one member power over the life and death of 
another member. An alliance preserving the 
status quo of virtual nuclear bipolarity cannot 
be accepted by the major non-nuclear nations; 
an alliance with more than one member armed 
with nuclear weapons cannot be accepted by 
any member thus armed; and the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons among isolated nations is 
likely to end in universal catastrophe. Thus the 
paradox remains unresolved, and the modes of 
thought and action which the nuclear powers 
have brought to bear upon it can at best do no 
more than delay its destructive effects. 

The paradox of the nuclear alliance reveals 
perhaps more clearly than the other paradoxes 
of nuclear strategy the nature of the dilemma 
and the fatal flaw in our modes of thought and 
action. Any attempt, however ingenious and 
forward-looking, at assimilating nuclear power 
to the purposes and instrumentalities of the 
nation-state is negated by the enormity of nu- 
clear destructiveness. We have been trying to 
normalize, conventionalize, and "nationalize" 
nuclear power. By doing so, we have tackled 
the wrong horn of the nuclear dilemma. In- 
stead of trying in vain to assimilate nuclear 
power to the purposes and instrumentalities of 
the nation-state, we ought to have tried to 
adapt these purposes and instrumentalities to 
the potentialities of nuclear power. We have 
refrained from doing so in earnest, because to 
do so successfully requires a radical transforma- 
tion-psychologically painful and politically 
risky-of traditional moral values, modes of 
thought, and habits of action. But short of 
such a transformation, there will be no escape 
from the paradoxes of nuclear strategy and the 
dangers attending them. 
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