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Preface

This book addresses a single question: How have nuclear
weapons affected international politics? It consists of an intro-
duction, which sets out the framework for considering the
question, and seven essays, each of which investigates the im-
pact of these weapons of mass destruction on a particular as-
pect of relations among sovereign states. Because they revolve
around the same question the essays have a common theme.
They do not, however, form a single argument; the question
does not have a single answer. Each of the essays can stand
independently of the others, although all draw upon the gen-
eral considerations outlined in the introductory chapter.

Each essay begins with a reference to Thucydides's account
of the Peloponnesian War, to emphasize the fact that whatever
else has changed since 1945 one thing remains the same:
There is still a system of independent yet interdependent
states of the sort that has existed since antiquity, a point that is
elaborated in Chapter 1.

The book's approach is historical and comparative. I seek to
answer its central question by discovering differences and
similarities between the nuclear age and previous periods of
international history. The last three and a half decades are not
matched against the same period of prenuclear history in each
chapter. Two of them, in fact, Chapters 2 and 5, do not involve
comparisons across time at all, but between nuclear weapons
and other kinds of armaments in the first case, and between
nuclear weapons and a different form of international compe-
tition in the second. Nor are all other factors held constant so
that such differences as appear, between alliances before and
after 1945, for example, can be laid with certainty to the pres-

I X
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x Preface
ence and absence of nuclear weapons. These essays are exer-
cises in historical interpretation, not scientific proof. The last
chapter, in particular, is intended to be suggestive rather than
conclusive.

The Nuclear Revolution is the third of a three-part study of
nuclear weapons. The first part, The Nuclear Question: The
United States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge
University Press, 1979), is a history of American nuclear
weapons policy, with the emphasis on the years 1961-3,
when the main lines of American policy were established. It
tells, from the American perspective, how the world's nuclear
arrangements came about. The second part, an extended essay
entitled "International Stability and Nuclear Order: The First
Nuclear Regime," which appears in David C. Gompert, editor,
Nuclear Weapons and World Politics (McGraw-Hill, 1977),
describes these arrangements in some detail. The present vol-
ume is about the differences that these arrangements have
made - that is, about how these arrangements have and have
not altered relations among sovereign states.

The Nuclear Revolution does not explicitly address issues
that confront the American or other governments. Nonethe-
less, it does have some relevance for matters of public policy.
Chapter 3, for example, explores the circumstances in which
nuclear war might begin. Chapters 4 and 5 are pertinent to the
prospects for restraining the competition in accumulating nu-
clear armaments between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion. Chapter 5 also bears on the debate over the value of a
strategic nuclear "counterforce" capacity, and Chapter 6
touches on the question of what kinds of nuclear armaments
are needed to protect Western Europe from the Soviet Union.

While writing this book, I have been a research fellow of the
Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard Uni-
versity. I am grateful to the Center, and to its Director, Paul
Doty, for supporting the enterprise. I spent part of a year spon-
sored by a fellowship from the Institute for the Study of World
Politics completing the book.

All but the first and last chapters were originally presented
to the Center for Science and International Affairs Working
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Preface xi
Group on Domestic Politics and Security Policy. I owe thanks,
for their comments and suggestions, to those who have partic-
ipated in this group over several years: Stephen Flanagan,
Thomas Garwin, Thane Gustafson, Derek Leebaert, Thomas
McNaugher, Steven Miller, Jonathan Pollack, Jane M. O.
Sharp, Anthony Smith, John Steinbruner, and Paul Walker. I
am indebted as well to others who read, and commented on,
parts of the book: Daniel M. Begel, M. D. Feld, Tony Judt,
Charles Lipson, Peter Malone, Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Judith N.
Shklar, and Barry H. Steiner.

The idea for the book was suggested by an essay on future
research in international politics by Stanley Hoffmann,* and I
have profited as well from many conversations with him on
these subjects.

Nicholas X. Rizopoulos, Vice President and Executive Di-
rector of the Lehrman Institute of New York City, brought his
formidable combination of historical sophistication and edito-
rial acumen to bear on these chapters.

I received able research assistance from Raymond McGuire,
Steven Gold, Eugene Mathews, and Krister Sairsingh, and was
fortunate to have Mary Ann Spano-Wells and Barbara
Talhouni type the manuscript.

My greatest debt is to my wife, Anne Hebald Mandelbaum,
who edited the entire manuscript.

January, 1981 Michael Mandelbaum

* Stanley Hoffmann, editor, Contemporary Theory in International Rela-
tions (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1960), pp. 174-84.
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I
The Nuclear Revolution

Two revolutions
How have nuclear weapons affected international politics? At
the dawn of the nuclear age, after the first atomic bomb had
shattered the Japanese city of Hiroshima and the second had
crushed Nagasaki, the general lines of the answer seemed
plain. All had changed, changed utterly. August 1945 seemed
one of those rare moments when a new world could be seen
being born, when a great transformation seemed to occur pal-
pably and almost instantaneously. The word "revolution" was
popular in describing what had happened. The day after the
attack on Hiroshima a New York Times editorial warned that
"civilization and humanity can now survive only if there is a
revolution in mankind's political thinking/'1 Two months
later President Truman proclaimed that "in international rela-
tions as in domestic affairs the release of atomic energy consti-
tutes a new force too revolutionary to consider in the frame-
work of old ideas."2

Those who pondered the consequences of human control of
atomic energy generally expected two revolutions. The first
was technical, the result of the enormous destructive power of
controlled atomic energy. The second was political. The fa-
miliar international institutions and practices, the old ways of
doing business among nations, seemed suddenly and com-
pletely obsolete. This expectation recalled the principal theme
of the most influential of the nineteenth-century writers on
revolution, Karl Marx, who envisioned that technological
change would produce political upheaval. "At a certain stage
of their development," he had written, "the material forces of
production in society come into conflict with the existing rela-
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2 The nuclear revolution
tions of production, or - what is but a legal expression for the
same thing - with the property relations within which they
had been at work before. From forms of development of the
forces of production these relations turn into their fetters.
Then comes the period of social revolution."3 The material
forces of production were technical, the existing relations of
production political. The industrial revolution, Marx be-
lieved, would transform politics within states. At the dawn of
the nuclear age it was similarly believed that nuclear weapons
would transform politics among states.

In the immediate aftermath of Hiroshima the expected polit-
ical revolution lay in the future, the unfinished business of the
nations of the world. Even with Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
however, the technical revolution had not yet fully occurred.
Neither bomb did as much damage as had the air raids that the
United States had conducted, with nonnuclear explosives,
against Tokyo, Yokohama, and Dresden. In the earlier attacks,
hundreds of airplanes had dropped thousands of bombs. Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki were each destroyed by a single bomb.
But those were the only two nuclear weapons in existence in
August 1945.

Thirty-five years later both the United States and the Soviet
Union had thousands of atomic weapons. The first bombs
were like the pyramids of Egypt and the Great Wall of China:
visible, dramatic, singular public works projects, the fruit of
an enormous, centrally directed concentration of resources.
Three years and $2 billion had been required to make them.
Now the explosives, if not the vehicles for delivering them, are
more like automobiles: mass-produced, with periodic minor
improvements.

Even as the first two bombs were vastly more powerful than
all previous man-made explosives, so the present models are
far more devastating than those that destroyed Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. The first two drew their power from the process of
splitting atoms apart, which is known as nuclear fission; they
were equal in explosive force to about fifteen to twenty thou-
sand tons of the explosive TNT. Their successors are based on
the fusing of atoms together. The explosive force of fusion, or
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Two revolutions 3
hydrogen bombs is measured in the millions of tons of TNT
equivalent. These bombs are thus a thousand times more pow-
erful than fission, or atomic, explosives. For all practical pur-
poses the yields of fusion explosives are limitless.4 * There is
an immense gulf between the atomic and hydrogen bomb,"
Churchill once observed. 'The atomic bomb, with all its ter-
ror, did not carry us outside the scope of human control or
manageable events in thought or action, in peace or war.
But. . . [with] the hydrogen bomb, the entire foundation of
human affairs was revolutionized."5

In thirty-five years not only did there come to be many more
bombs that were many times more powerful than the first two,
but the means of sending them to their targets grew swifter
and surer. After the first successful detonation of a fusion
bomb in 1953, the principal developments in nuclear technol-
ogy involved not the explosives themselves but their delivery
systems. Airplanes carried the Hiroshima and Nagasaki
bombs, and they had certain shortcomings as attack vehicles.
They had to reach their targets by maneuvering uncertainly
against interceptor aircraft and through curtains of antiaircraft
fire.6 Thirty-five years later fusion warheads mounted on
rockets and traveling outside the earth's atmosphere could
cross continents in a matter of minutes. The warheads that
these missiles carried represented an enormous advance in de-
structive power over the explosives of World War II bombers;
comparable progress in defending against attacks did not,
however, take place. There was virtually no chance of deflect-
ing or repulsing all nuclear explosives, and thus avoiding un-
told destruction, in a large-scale nuclear attack, a point that
the United States and the Soviet Union conceded formally in
1972 with the signing of a treaty that made effectively illegal
the deployment of systems of defense against ballistic mis-
siles. The most plausible defense against a nuclear attack - as
with artillery assaults between 1914 and 1918 - was to burrow
underground, but the extraordinary explosive power of nu-
clear artillery made survival a far more dubious prospect in a
putative third world war than it had been in the first one.

Did this expansion of force amount to a technical revolu-
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4 The nuclear revolution
tion? There can be no doubt that the difference between the
military force available before and after 1945 is immense. That
difference altered the character of military operations: 'To
compress a catastrophic war within the span of time that a
man can stay awake drastically changes the politics of war, the
process of decision, the possibility of central control and re-
straint, the motivations of the people in charge, and the capac-
ity to think and reflect while war is in progress."7

Nuclear weapons are revolutionary because familiar moral
categories, ideas of right and wrong in warfare, do not fit all-
out nuclear war.8 They are revolutionary because cultural
mechanisms for coping with death do not work for the scale of
death and destruction that nuclear weapons make possible.9

They are revolutionary because whereas all battles of the past
have been conflicts of will between soldiers, a large-scale ex-
change of nuclear force would be a contest in the endurance of
annihilation by civilian populations. Indeed, in the sense that
the term "war" connotes some proportion between damage
done and political goals sought, an all-out nuclear conflict
would not be a war at all.10

Two wars
How has the extraordinary revolutionary expansion of dest-
ructive force that nuclearweapons represent affected relations
among nation—states? In important ways international rela-
tions have not changed. Consider the following account. Two
states join forces to defeat a menacing barbarian power. After
their victory the two find themselves considerably more pow-
erful than any of their neighbors. Former allies of the two vic-
tors who had counted themselves their equals must now defer
to them. The wartime partnership dissolves, and the two gi-
ants become rivals. Each blames the other for their falling-out.
Each feels aggrieved. Each feels threatened. The leaders on
each side conduct a war of words, a propaganda campaign to
persuade their own people and citizens of third countries that
the other is to blame for the quarrel.

Domestic dissimilarities contribute to the friction between
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Two wars 5
them. One city-state is democratic, the other autocratic. The
people of one live throughout the known world. The citizens
of the other stay largely within their own borders.

The two city-states have different strategic strengths, as
well. The democracy is a formidable sea power. The authori-
tarian state enjoys a reputation for prowess on land. Each sur-
rounds itself with allies. Here, too, their styles differ. The au-
tocracy prefers to install similar regimes in the states allied to
it. The democracy insists simply that its allies share their re-
sources. As the two principal powers jockey for advantage
they try to avoid being dragged into open conflict with each
other by their allies. Several times, however, they come to the
brink of war.

This is, of course, a description of the rivalry between the
United States and the Soviet Union since 1945. It is also a
description, and an equally accurate one, of the conflict be-
tween the two leading city—states of Greece in the fifth century
B.C. - democratic Athens and autocratic Sparta - which com-
bined to repel the Persian invasion and almost immediately
thereafter found themselves at odds with each other.11

The correspondences between the two pairs of domestic re-
gimes are coincidental,12 but the common patterns of rivalry
are not. They are due to something that fifth-century B.C.
Greece and the world of the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury have in common: a system of sovereign, independent po-
litical units in regular contact with each other, that is, an "an-
archical" system. In neither has a supreme authority existed to
enforce rules of behavior. In both, the individual sovereign
states have had to rely upon themselves for protection.

Politics in the anarchical international system differs from
politics in the domestic arena, where there is hierarchy, not
anarchy, because a supreme authority, the state, does hold
sway. National politics, in Kenneth Waltz's phrase, "is the
realm of authority, of administration, and of law. International
politics is the realm of power, of struggle, and of accommoda-
tion."13 This has been true wherever political communities
have become interlinked in anarchical fashion. It was true in
Thucydides's day, as it was in Renaissance Italy. It has been

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core


6 The nuclear revolution
true in Europe since at least the seventeenth century, and it is
true of the entire world today.

Anarchy invariably produces insecurity, because there is no
international equivalent of the state to guarantee safety. All
members of anarchical systems have had to cope with insecu-
rity. They have faced a common set of problems. For example,
anarchy presents states with a particular kind of choice, which
arises from the fact that a state's security depends on both its
own actions and its neighbors' intentions, and these are re-
lated in unpredictable ways.

This is a theme in Thucydides's account. Corcyra, a neutral
state, asks to join the Athenian alliance system. By agreeing,
Athens may arouse the displeasure of Sparta, the ally of Cor-
cyra's enemy, Corinth. Athens must decide whether to accept
or reject Corcyra. There are risks to both courses. It is plain
that relations between the two principal city-states will
worsen if the Athenians accept. The likelihood of war will in-
crease. In putting their case before the Athenians, the Corcyr-
eans counter that war with Sparta is inevitable whatever the
response to their request. By welcoming them, Athens will be
strengthening itself for the coming war; by turning them
away, it will simply forego a valuable ally.14

Accepting Corcyra may make Athens strong enough to in-
timidate the Spartans and prevent war or put the Athenians in
a favorable military position when the war begins. On the
other hand, the same policy may provoke Spartan animosity,
which would not have arisen had the Athenian-Corcyrean al-
liance not occurred. In that case the Athenians would be
worse off than without the Corcyreans. An aggressive policy,
therefore, can lead to deterrence or provocation; there is no
way to be certain in advance which will be the consequence.

Alternatively, the Athenians can deny the Corcyrean re-
quest, which will please Sparta. This, too, can have one of two
radically different consequences. The Spartans may be molli-
fied, relations with them improved, the chances of war dimin-
ished. Or Sparta simply may be encouraged to attack Athens,
which has voluntarily denied itself a military asset. The out-
come depends on Spartan decisions, and these, too, cannot be
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Two wars 7
foretold (perhaps by Sparta as well as Athens) in advance of
the need to make them.

The problem of whether to be aggressive or conciliatory has
been no less acute for states in the twentieth century than it
was for Athens twenty-five centuries before. Wilhelmine Ger-
many feared being left behind in the struggle of European
states for power and place, and so embarked on an aggressive
foreign policy at the outset of the century. The effect was not
deterrence, however, but provocation. Britain, France, and
Russia joined together, despite differences of interest and out-
look among them, in an anti-German coalition that might not
have been formed but for Germany's clumsy bellicosity. In the
1930s Britain tried to conciliate Hitler's Germany by permit-
ting German expansion in central Europe. Far from winning
Hitler to the cause of peace and international responsibility, of
course, this policy merely whetted his appetite for further ex-
pansion. Ultimately Britain had to fight him, and from a
weaker position than if the policy of appeasement had not
been carried out.15 After 1967 the overriding issue in Israel's
foreign policy posed the same kind of choice that the security
dilemma had obliged the Athenians to make: Would returning
territories captured from the Arabs eliminate Arab grievances
against the Jewish state and thus, at last, bring peace? Or
would it simply allow them to launch their next war closer to
the Israeli heartland than if Israel had kept control of the terri-
tories?

The foundations of international relations have not
changed. The Athenians and the Spartans would find the
choices that modern leaders must make, even leaders in the
nuclear age, entirely familiar. Anarchy connects the world of
twenty-five centuries ago with our own.

In the sense that anarchy has persisted, nuclear weapons
have not changed the world. The political revolution that was
so widely expected in 1945 would have made international
politics more like domestic politics by abolishing anarchy,
and so, by placing supreme power in the hands of a single
authority, would have abolished war. This revolution has not
taken place.
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8 The nuclear revolution

Three JeveJs of analysis
How have nuclear weapons affected international politics?
They have not produced a revolutionary change in the inter-
national system. Relations among sovereign states are still
governed by the principle of anarchy. War is still possible.
This is not to say, however, that the technical revolution in
weaponry has had no political effect at all. There is a cardinal
difference between the Soviet—American rivalry and the con-
flict between Athens and Sparta. The Greek city-states went to
war, and fought intermittently for thirty years. The United
States and the Soviet Union have, so far, kept their quarrels
from turning into open warfare. Theirs has been a "Cold War/'
a divisive and often bitter conflict in which, nonetheless (with
a few scattered exceptions), neither side has fired a shot in
anger at the other. There has been no direct military engage-
ment of any kind between the two principal nuclear powers,
let alone a nuclear exchange.

It cannot be said with certainty, of course, that the United
States and the Soviet Union have kept their rivalry short of
war because, and only because, of the existence of nuclear
weapons. (Nor, of course, can it be said with certainty that
there will never be a war between two states with nuclear
weapons, or a war between the United States and the Soviet
Union, whether nuclear or not.) The world may owe the rela-
tive peace that it has enjoyed since 1945 to the "bipolar" dis-
tribution of power. The United States and the Soviet Union
have towered over all other countries in military terms. Their
margin of superiority, although making it difficult for them to
avoid becoming military rivals, has at the same time made it
easier for them to manage their rivalry so as to avoid war. Nei-
ther has had to take the policies of third parties seriously into
account in dealing with the other. This has simplified mat-
ters.16

Still, it is plain that nuclear weapons have had something to
do with the peace that has prevailed at the heart of the interna-
tional system since the end of World War II. This is logical to
assume; it was scarcely possible to be oblivious to the threat
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Three levels of analysis 9

that they pose. There is evidence for it also. National leaders
have said that they exert a restraining influence.17 In crises,
when the United States and the Soviet Union have seemed on
the verge of war, the record shows that their fear of nuclear
devastation has influenced the calculations that they have
made.18

Nuclear weapons have not produced a political revolution
comparable to the technical revolution that they represent. Yet
they have had political consequences, of the sort for which
there is a parallel in the history of the industrial revolution.

In Marx's day Britain was the country where it had gone
furthest, and thus where political revolution seemed to Marx
most imminent. There has been no British revolution. A cen-
tury later Britain remains a constitutional monarchy, with au-
thority vested in a Parliament that is chosen by regular elec-
tions pitting two competing political parties against each
other. During that century the British political system has,
however, changed considerably. Her Majesty's government
has the same legal powers as before, but has taken on many
new tasks. Effective power within Parliament has shifted -
from Parliament as a whole to the cabinet to the Prime Minis-
ter. Although their legal status is what it was in the nineteenth
century, the social composition, political role, and electoral
tactics of the two principal parties have all changed enor-
mously. Political institutions are the same; political behavior
has changed. So it is with the international system in the nu-
clear age. The system remains anarchical. War is still possible.
The possibility of nuclear war, however, has encouraged the
two principal rival powers to behave cautiously, carefully,
and prudently where the interests of the other are concerned.
They have behaved like fencers on a tightrope, ever alert but
never striking, for fear that both would topple into the abyss.19

The caution with which the United States and the Soviet
Union have treated each other is the clearest effect of nuclear
weapons on international politics. Are there others? An anal-
ogy is suggestive. War is to international politics as a strike is
to industrial relations.20 It is an extreme, because dangerous
and disruptive, tactic in relations between natural adversaries
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10 The nuclear revolution
(labor and management find themselves in a position analo-
gous to that of sovereign states) that harms both sides and that
each would therefore prefer to avoid. A strike does not actu-
ally have to be staged to influence negotiations between labor
and management. The threat of a strike ordinarily hangs over
their deliberations, just as the threat of war hangs over politics
among nations and encourages compromise, because the loss
that a concession in bargaining represents will usually be
smaller than the loss that a suspension of production will in-
flict. Actual strikes are not, however, irrelevant to negotia-
tions. The influence of the threat of a strike depends on its
credibility; actual strikes bolster the credibility of subsequent
strike threats.

Relations between the United States and the Soviet Union in
the nuclear age have resembled the labor relations of a firm on
the verge of bankruptcy, where both sides realize that a strike
would spell disaster for labor and management alike. Both
will therefore proceed with extreme caution. Both may realize
that a work stoppage will benefit neither, and none may have
taken place for a very long time; still, the possibility of a strike
persists. The potency of the threat of a strike is high in these
circumstances, as it is for nuclear war, not because strikes or
nuclear wars are frequent but because they are possible and
their consequences are potentially so grave.

Neither the workers nor the managers of a troubled firm will
be content to rely solely on cautious negotiating tactics to
keep the enterprise from collapsing. The danger will always
exist that a reckless labor leader or management representa-
tive will push too far. There will be a possibility of miscalcula-
tion on both sides. So there will be, as well, the temptation to
change the system of industrial relations so as to make certain
that a strike cannot occur. The surest way to do so is for labor
to abjure the right to strike and for management to give up the
prerogative of setting wages, turning this over to an outside
authority with supreme power over the firm. This, however,
would mark the end of the system of free collective bargain-
ing. It would be a revolutionary change in labor relations. It is
not likely to appeal to management or unions, which will be
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Three levels of analysis 11
reluctant to put themselves out of business. More modest
changes in the system will have greater appeal. The two sides
might reach an understanding - tacit or explicit - that neither
will press the other too far. Each could extend to the other
formal or informal assurances of limited cooperation even
though they remain adversaries.

There is a parallel here with relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union since 1945. Hiroshima and Naga-
saki gave rise to the impulse to remake the international sys-
tem so as to prevent the nightmare of nuclear war. Historically
there have been two approaches to altering the international
system, which correspond to the two logical ways of reshap-
ing a system of collective bargaining. Nuclear weapons in-
spired the revival of both.

The first is the radical approach. A logical way to do away
with war among nation-states is to abolish national arma-
ments altogether. This, in turn, requires abolishing the incen-
tives for states to have armaments. They have them because of
the insecurity that arises from the anarchical structure of the
international system. So the requirement for disarmament is
the disappearance of anarchy, in favor of an international sys-
tem organized along the lines of the state in domestic politics.
States must give up sovereignty. This is the political revolu-
tion that some anticipated in 1945 but that has not come to
pass. The United States and the Soviet Union have devoted
time and effort to nuclear disarmament, which implies the end
of national sovereignty, or at least to talking about nuclear dis-
armament. Their efforts constitute one of the effects of nuclear
weapons on international politics.

The second way of changing the international system to pre-
vent war is more modest. It is less certain to stifle international
conflict than is disarmament, but it has proven easier to carry
out. It accepts anarchy. It accepts the idea that political differ-
ences among sovereign states will arise and that these will
give grounds for conflict. It tries to keep conflict within
bounds in two ways: by promoting rules of conduct to govern
relations among the most important states, and by arranging
the distribution of military might in the system so that no sin-
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12 The nuclear revolution
gle state can hope to gain preponderance. This approach has
historically been known as the "balance of power," and the
advent of nuclear weapons fostered it.

In the case of a firm on the edge of bankruptcy neither labor
nor management can be certain that no strike will ever occur.
Each will therefore feel obliged to prepare for one. Prepara-
tions for strikes can contribute to preventing them; when one
side appears able to weather a hiatus in work, the other may
refrain from provoking it. To prepare for a strike each side may
strengthen itself — the union by building up a strike fund from
which to pay its workers when they are idle, management by
stockpiling inventory. Either or both may also reach out for
assistance elsewhere - labor from other unions, management
from other firms.

Similarly, although every nation would like to have a guar-
antee of perpetual peace, in an anarchical international sys-
tem, few ever feel secure enough not to prepare for war. Since
1945 neither the United States nor the Soviet Union has felt
able not to do so. Just as managers and workers take two differ-
ent tacks in preparing for a strike, so the great nuclear powers
have prepared for war in two ways, which are the ways that
states have sought to increase their military strength since the
time of Thucydides. (The United States and the Soviet Union
in the nuclear age have been more concerned with strengthen-
ing themselves in order not to have to fight, like the workers
and the managers of a firm near bankruptcy, than has been the
case in the past.) The two nuclear giants have joined with
others. After 1945, as before, like-minded states gathered to-
gether in common cause. The nuclear age has seen the forma-
tion of alliances. The other way of increasing national strength
involves self-reliance. Each great nuclear power has increased
its own stockpile of nuclear armaments. As in the past, this
has become a competitive exercise, with each accumulating
weaponry with an eye on the acquisitions of the other. One of
the most conspicuous effects of nuclear weapons on interna-
tional politics has been the nuclear arms race between the
United States and the Soviet Union.
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Three levels of analysis 13
The danger of a strike in an ailing firm must affect the peo-

ple whose livelihoods are at risk, although the effects may not
be as visible as the efforts to change the system of collective
bargaining and the methods of preparing for a strike that the
situation will inspire. The pressures will differ for labor and
management. The manager directs the business. He has some
control over its fate and hence a measure of personal responsi-
bility for it. Whereas he must worry about the whole enter-
prise, the worker worries about his job. Although he has less
control over the firm's fate, the worker, because he may have
difficulty finding other employment, may have more to lose
from its collapse.

So it is with the impact of nuclear weapons, which is felt by
those whose lives the armaments threaten. The burden is un-
equally distributed. The experience of war is different for
commanders than for ordinary soldiers. Historians see the
larger patterns of war, the strategy and the tactics, through the
eyes of the commanders. What happens to the men who do the
fighting is more often recorded in fiction, or not recorded at
all.21 In the nuclear era, Soviet and American national leaders,
charged with custody of the thousands of fusion warheads
that each side possesses, have special, unprecedented, awe-
some responsibilities. They must decide how, when, indeed
whether nuclear weapons will be used. These leaders bear a
particular psychological and political burden, which others,
who have almost no say in these fateful questions, do not
share. Others will, however, feel the consequences. These
might be horrible beyond all precedent, and this possibility is
bound to influence, at some level, the way people think and
feel about their lives, their world, and themselves.

The influence of nuclear weapons is thus apparent at three
levels: the level of the system as a whole, where these
weapons have prompted efforts at reconstruction in order to
make war impossible, or at least unlikely; the level of the state,
where both the United States and the Soviet Union have at-
tempted to strengthen themselves; and the level of the indi-
vidual, at which Americans (as well as Soviet citizens and
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14 The nuclear revolution
others) must bear the psychological and political burden of
the threat of annihilation.22

Three military revolutions
How have the traditional features of politics in an anarchical
international system - and these include not only war but the
impulse for disarmament and for a balance of power, alliances
and arms races, and the politics of leadership and the psychol-
ogy of those they lead - changed since 1945 as a result of the
nuclear revolution?

A further consideration is relevant in addressing the ques-
tion. The influence of nuclear weapons is not simply the result
of the increase in destructive power over what was previously
available to the national leaders who wield them. Since the
slingshot that David used to slay Goliath, the power of
weapons has grown. For the most part, however, that growth
has been slow and steady. The curve of military potency over
time has risen gradually for most of recorded history. Nuclear
weapons caused the curve to turn suddenly and sharply up-
ward.

It was the magnitude and speed of the change in human
destructive capacity embodied in nuclear weapons that made
them revolutionary. In this sense, however, the nuclear revo-
lution in warfare is not the only one of modern times. There
have been two others since the eighteenth century. Twice be-
fore, a dramatic increase in the potential for organized vio-
lence, based not simply on a new weapon but on a new source
of military power, emerged in the midst of a major war. Each
made the war far bloodier than had been anticipated. At the
war's end the world had, in each case, to come to terms with
the political implications of the new source of military might.
The quantum leap forward in destructive potential that distin-
guishes nuclear weapons from other military innovations
makes the nuclear revolution similar to the Napoleonic and
the mechanical revolutions in warfare. This raises the ques-
tion of how much the changes that nuclear weapons have pro-
duced in international politics owe to their status as a military

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Three military revolutions 15
revolution, and how much to the revolution's nuclear charac-
ter.

In eighteenth-century Europe, standing professional armies
under the control of hereditary absolute monarchs fought for
goals limited by the material resources at hand,23 using
weapons and tactics that were familiar to all. Well-drilled
troops were considered the crucial element of military suc-
cess. In campaigns, the emphasis was on holding an advanta-
geous position rather than on seizing territory. The spirit of
eighteenth-century warfare was distinctly reticent: "Circum-
spection and defense prevailed over audacity and offense.
Preservation of a force was the first object, the results of its
action secondary."24

Then came the French Revolution. The revolution called
into being an army more powerful than any that Europe had
seen before. The unprecedented military proficiency of
France's fighting force had its roots in social and political
changes in French society that the revolution nourished. Clau-
se witz, the Prussian soldier who wrote the military classic On
War and who fought against the French - first for his native
state and then, when the Hohenzollems briefly allied with
France, for Russia — grasped the basis of France's victories:
"Clearly the tremendous effects of the French Revolution
abroad were caused not so much by new military methods and
concepts as by radical changes in policies and administration,
by the new character of government, altered conditions in the
French people, and the like."25

Several crucial features of the "Napoleonic revolution" (a
term that is misleading in the sense that the armies Napoleon
commanded brought to fruition changes that predated his rise
to power) are commonly combined in the phrase "the nation
in arms." The grande armee filled its ranks through conscrip-
tion. This practice, combined with the growth in the popula-
tion of France in the eighteenth century, made Napoleon's
army the largest in Europe since the Roman legions. Even
Frenchmen who did not fight assisted the army, and this, too,
broke with precedent. The Napoleonic army is sometimes
credited with being the first to enlist the talents of scientists.26
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16 The nuclear revolution

It was not, strictly speaking, scientists, pushing back the fron-
tiers of theoretical knowledge using the experimental method,
who took part in the war effort. It was rather technicians -
tinkerers, inventors, and craftsmen. They contrived to pro-
duce weapons quickly on a large scale. The revolutionary
armies were, however, eager, as eighteenth-century armies
had not been, to employ scientific developments for military
purposes.27

Everyone contributed to the war effort, which was no
longer, as it had been previously, the affair of a small group of
professional soldiers. The Committee of Public Safety's decree
of Jevee en masse of August 23, 1793, captures the spirit of
public participation that marked the Napoleonic revolution:

From this moment until that in which every enemy has been driven from the
territory of the Republic, every Frenchman is permanently requisitioned for
service with the armies. The young men shall fight; married men will manu-
facture weapons and transport stores; women shall make tents and nurse in
the hospitals; children shall turn old linen into lint; the old men shall repair
to the public squares to raise the courage of the warriors and preach the
unity of the Republic and hatred against the kings.28

"The nation in arms" meant that Napoleon's army was a
fighting force of the people. Before the revolution, only the
nobility could aspire to high military rank; afterward, the
army, like other occupations, became a career open to talent.
This meant that the army was for the people as well. Before the
revolution, the French army served as the personal arm of the
monarch. It fought for his purposes and his glory. The grcmde
armee fought for liberty, equality, and fraternity, and for
France - not for Louis Bourbon. Ultimately it fought harder
than had the monarchical armies.

The French fighting force was organized differently than its
eighteenth-century predecessors, and this also contributed to
the Napoleonic revolution in warfare. Each division became
an army in miniature, with its own infantry, cavalry, and artil-
lery.29 Functionally integrated divisions made for greater mo-
bility than had been possible before. France gained in mobility
as well from the practice, which Napoleon revived, of sustain-
ing the troops by what is sometimes euphemistically called
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Three military revolutions 17

"living off the land" and is also more bluntly termed "plun-
der." Whatever the name, the practice decreased the depen-
dence of the army on supply lines, and in general reduced the
logistical problems that had tethered eighteenth-century
armies close to home.30

The nation in arms and the new organization of the French
army made possible the third main feature of the Napoleonic
revolution in warfare - a dramatic shift in tactics. Eighteenth-
century war was an exercise in posturing. Bluffs and feints
were the rule. The siege was the commonest operation. Com-
manders were happy to avoid battle. Marshal Saxe, perhaps
the most respected authority on warfare of the eighteenth cen-
tury, wrote: "I do not favor pitched battles, especially at the
beginning of a war, and I am convinced that a skillful general
could make war all his life without being forced into one."31

Napoleon's strategic convictions and policies ran directly
counter to the spirit of the age of classical warfare. He sought,
relished, and profited from battle. He put the highest premium
on the offensive. He made his goal the destruction of the en-
emy's main force. Attack, pursue, annihilate - these were his
military watchwords, and from 1790 to 1820 battles were three
times as frequent in Europe as they had been during the pre-
vious three centuries.32

The French army's superiority of maneuver permitted the
concentration of forces at decisive points and brought victory
over more numerous forces. Mass, mobility, enthusiasm, and
attack yielded sweeping victories. Napoleon became the great-
est European conquerer since the Roman emperors. When a
coalition of the other European powers finally brought him
down, they had, in trying to reconstruct the international sys-
tem over which he had run roughshod, to take into account
the military force that he had unleashed, just as the nuclear
revolution helped to shape international politics after 1945.

A century after the downfall of Napoleon, another military
revolution burst upon Europe. The mechanical revolution in
warfare was partly the continuation of the developments of
the Napoleonic. Conscription reached deeper into national so-
cieties. More civilians worked to support the war effort. Real
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18 The nuclear revolution
scientists, not just inspired tinkerers and artisans, lent their
talents to the cause of victory on the battlefield. What distin-
guished World War I from its predecessors, however, what
caused a quantum leap forward in destructive power, making
it a military revolution, was the large-scale use of machines.

One important machine was the railroad, which could
transport hundreds of thousands of troops over long distances
more rapidly than ever before and then keep them supplied in
the field. The railroad made possible the modern mass army
because it enabled one nation to put its entire military
strength into the territory of another.33

Once in place, the troops operated highly efficient machines
for killing each other. The level of battlefield violence be-
tween 1914 and 1918 soared far beyond anything soldiers had
known in the past. The Germans, for example, used more ex-
plosives in a single battle than their entire army had used in
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1.34 Supplies of explosives
were plentiful on both sides, and more efficient means of de-
livering them were at hand, the most prominent of which
could fire dozens of rounds of ammunition per minute - the
machine gun.

World War I marked the introduction of mobile machines,
not just for bringing troops to the battlefield but for maneuver-
ing on and over it as well. The tank and the airplane were too
primitive, and arrived too late, to be decisive in 1918, but as
Churchill predicted, they came to dominate land combat
thereafter.

The industrial revolution in economic production, of which
the mechanical revolution in warfare was a result, was in full
swing a century before the First World War. Industrial innova-
tions were adapted only gradually to military purposes. Na-
vies incorporated industrial innovations - steam propulsion,
big guns, and ever-stronger armor - well before armies did.
Even so, there were foreshadowings of mechanical warfare be-
fore 1914. In the American Civil War, the larger industrial
base of the North gave it a telling advantage over the South.
The Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1 underscored the impor-
tance of rapid rail-bound mobilization.35
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Three military revolutions 19
Still, World War I came as a "technical surprise." 36 No one

expected the level of violence, the scale of destruction, the toll
of casualties that it brought. In the wars of the French Revolu-
tion only one side had the revolutionary source of military
might at its disposal, at least until nearly the end. The result
was France's conquests. In World War I both sides, the Triple
Alliance and the Triple Entente, -waged mechanical war. The
result was a bloody, horrible stalemate. The combination of
industrial technology with the Napoleonic penchant for the
offensive proved disastrous. Commanders on both sides, im-
bued with the spirit of attack, pursuit, and annihilation, sent
waves of troops charging across battlefields in northern
France. Their opponents, sunk into fortified trenches, mowed
the attackers down with their machine guns. The result was
casualties numbering in the millions. In 1919, as in 1815, the
international system had to be reconstructed. After World War
I, as after the Napoleonic wars, and as, of course, after World
War II, that reconstruction took place in the shadow of a mili-
tary revolution.

There are marked similarities among the three military revo-
lutions. Each had its basis in a long-term social trend. The
increase in the population of Europe in the eighteenth century
made possible the Napoleonic revolution; the industrial revo-
lution of the nineteenth century in economic production the
mechanical; the great discoveries of twentieth-century sci-
ence, especially physics, the nuclear. Each pushed the deci-
sions on which victory and defeat depended further, in time
and space, from the battlefield. In the Napoleonic campaigns,
the skill of field commanders still influenced the outcome of
battles. In World War I, the various general staffs generally
drew up plans in advance, which the troops executed. Victory
in a nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion will be decided, insofar as the concepts of winning and
losing still make sense, by the ingenuity of the scientists and
engineers who have designed the weapons.

There are differences among the three revolutions as well.
One difference is in the basis for them. The first was social and
political in character; the second and third were technical. If
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20 The nuclear revolution
war is a product, the dramatic expansion in output that the
Napoleonic wars represented came from changes in labor; in
the mechanical and nuclear revolutions "improvements" in
capital were responsible. The crucial mechanical change in-
volved the means of delivering destructive force; with the nu-
clear revolution the explosive itself grew dramatically in
power.

The revolutions differ, as well, in that the first two stemmed
from, and formed part of, broad historical forces that reshaped
Western societies and are now at work the world over. The
force in the first case was political; the Napoleonic revolution
stemmed from the French Revolution, which in turn began
what may be called the process of "democratization," by
which ordinary men and women have come to have a say in
how they are governed. In the second revolution, the broad
historical force was economic - the dominion of the machine
in production and the dramatic changes in the material condi-
tions of social life that this brought. The nuclear revolution
was more isolated and specialized. It was the result of a specif-
ically military innovation, which has proved, so far at least, to
have comparatively limited application to civilian pursuits.

The three revolutions had differing effects on the age-old
military contest between the offense and the defense as well;
together they form a dialectical pattern. The Napoleonic revo-
lution favored the offensive. The French campaigns were not
skirmishes, with the emphasis on maneuver, as in the eigh-
teenth century, but wars of conquest. The mechanical revolution
in warfare tilted the balance back to the defense between 1914
and 1918, although not thereafter.37 World War I produced not
a quick victory for either side but a bloody war of attrition. The
nuclear revolution represents a synthesis. It has restored, in-
deed perhaps established definitively, the supremacy of the
offense. The third world war would likely be a war of annihi-
lation. This would, however, because of the distribution of nu-
clear weapons, be mutual, and the mutual possession of the
capacity for annihilation on the part of the United States and
the Soviet Union has had the same effect as the superiority of
the defense — a stalemate.
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Three military revolutions 21
All three revolutions, however, commonly made war sud-

denly and dramatically far more costly than it had been before,
although leaving intact the anarchical international system,
thus preserving the possibility that a terrible war could break
out. So to the extent that since 1945 international politics has
been influenced by the rise in the costs of war, this may not be
due solely to the advent of nuclear armaments. The terrible
example of industrial war between 1914 and 1918 did not, it is
true, suffice to prevent World War II. The added experience of
1939 to 1945, however, might have been enough to forestall
World War III even without Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The
tanks and the artillery of the Second World War, and espe-
cially the aircraft that reduced Dresden and Tokyo to rubble
might have been terrifying enough by themselves to keep the
peace between the United States and the Soviet Union.38

Moreover, nuclear weapons may have had the same effects as
previous revolutions. Their impact may be evident not only in
the differences between relations among sovereign states be-
fore and after Hiroshima but in the similarities as well.

How have nuclear weapons affected international politics?
The original question needs a final rephrasing: How has the
dramatic expansion in destructive potential that nuclear
weapons represent affected disarmament, the balance of
power, alliances, arms races, the politics of leadership, and
the psychology of vulnerability, and how are these effects dif-
ferent from, and similar to, those of the Napoleonic and me-
chanical revolutions in warfare? The seven chapters that fol-
low examine the nuclear impact on each of these aspects of
international politics.
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2
Nuclear Weapons and
Chemical and Biological
Weapons

The disarmament impulse
Thucydides tells us that between the victory of the Greek coa-
lition over the Persians and the outbreak of war among the
members of that coalition, the Spartans proposed that the
Athenians refrain from fortifying their city. They further sug-
gested that all fortifications outside the Peloponnese, where
Sparta was situated, be dismantled. This is the first recorded
plan for disarmament. It is far from the last. History, especially
contemporary history, is rich in proposals to abolish the in-
struments of war. In the nuclear age they have been especially
numerous. Hiroshima and Nagasaki inspired a series of
schemes for abolishing national armaments in general and na-
tional nuclear arsenals in particular.

The United States offered the first one in 1946. It became
known as the Baruch Plan, after Bernard Baruch, the financier
whom President Harry Truman chose to present it to the
newly organized United Nations. Under its terms every stage
of the nuclear weapon-making process, from the mining of
uranium ore to the fabrication of explosives, was to come un-
der the control of a supranational body, whose monopoly
would prevent any individual state from equipping itself with
the bomb.

Like the Spartans' proposal for dismantling fortifications,
the Baruch Plan was not adopted. The immediate cause of re-
jection was the same in each case: Both would have had une-
qual effects; each plan would have given an advantage to its

23
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24 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
proposer. The Athenians were unwilling to leave their city un-
fortified and thus open to attack while the Spartan fortifica-
tions stood. Similarly, the Baruch Plan, if carried out, would
have left the United States with the experience of having made
a bomb, whereas the Soviet Union would have remained cut
off from this nuclear know-how.1

In response to the Spartan proposal the Athenians dissem-
bled. They sent an envoy to Sparta for discussions. Mean-
while, they put up fortifications as quickly as they could. They
used disarmament talks as camouflage for a rapid arms
buildup. When the city walls had been completed, the Athe-
nian emissary, Themistocles, told the Spartans what Athens
had done and asserted that the fortifications enabled them to
deal with Sparta on an equal footing. Similarly, while Soviet
representatives sparred with the Americans at the United Na-
tions over the merits of the Baruch Plan, the Soviet nuclear
weapons program proceeded secretly until, in 1949, it pro-
duced a nuclear explosion. The Soviets, too, had the bomb.

Another more deeply rooted cause of the failure of the
Baruch Plan became apparent in the ensuing decade as the
United States and the Soviet Union put forward other blue-
prints for disarmament. A supranational body with authority
superseding that of any individual nation, of the kind that the
Baruch Plan had envisioned, turned out to be the necessary
condition of any disarmament program. Doing away with
weapons meant abolishing, or at least severely curtailing, the
autonomy of the political units that used them. Disarmament
required doing away with what has been the fundamental con-
dition of politics among sovereign political communities from
fifth-century B.C. Greece to the nuclear age - anarchy.

There is a logical connection between the fragmentation of
the international system into separate sovereign units and the
existence of weapons, especially nuclear weapons. States arm
themselves for the purpose of self-protection in a milieu in
which the absence of an overarching authority makes the use
of force perpetually possible, and thus preparations to use it
perpetually prudent. Where the possibility of being attacked
exists, preparation is the better part of valor. This logic has a
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The disarmament impulse 25

powerful appeal. It proved persuasive to Athens, to the Soviet
Union, and to most other members of the anarchical interna-
tional system in the intervening two millennia. To void it
would require a fundamental change in the system itself. Over
the course of those two millennia sovereign states have re-
sisted such a change. They have not voluntarily surrendered
their sovereign prerogatives, especially the ultimate preroga-
tive of self-defense. Sovereignty has stood, from the time of
Thucydides to the present, as the unbudgeable obstacle to dis-
armament.

In the nuclear age, even more modest proposals aimed at
controlling these weapons of mass destruction than wholesale
disarmament have foundered on the question of sovereignty.
In the 1950s the United States and the Soviet Union began
negotiations to stop the testing of nuclear weapons that both
were carrying out. The Americans insisted on the right to in-
spect Soviet territory to check on shocks of uncertain prove-
nance - to make sure they were caused by earthquakes, not
clandestine nuclear tests. The Soviets refused; such inspec-
tion violated their sovereign prerogative to control the entry of
foreigners into their country.2

The impulse for disarmament, to which nuclear weapons
gave particular urgency, is therefore ultimately an impulse to
remake the international system itself. The hope of restruc-
turing the system is not new. Proposals for doing away with
sovereignty appeared in Europe as long ago as the thirteenth
century, and by the seventeenth century these proposals were
explicitly designed to prevent war.3 This should not be sur-
prising. War is a recurrent problem among sovereign com-
munities. The logical solution to the problem is therefore to
deprive these communities of their independence.

Schemes for disarmament are also familiar. They became es-
pecially prominent after the first of the three modern military
revolutions. At the end of the Napoleonic wars, Czar Alexan-
der I of Russia suggested that the armies of all the major Euro-
pean powers be reduced in number. The response of the other
European leaders echoed that of the Athenians to the Spartan
proposal for refraining from building fortifications and that of
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26 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
the Soviet Union to the Baruch Plan. They regarded it at best
as impractical, at worst as a ploy to secure a strategic advan-
tage for Russia.4

Alexander's scheme faded away, but the impulse for dis-
armament that the Napoleonic wars had inspired grew in
strength. Peace societies began to be organized in Britain and
the United States, which agitated for the abolition of arma-
ments.5 By the end of the nineteenth century, the idea of abol-
ishing armaments had gained sufficient popularity and legiti-
macy for disarmament conferences to attract representatives of
all the world's great powers. None, however, was willing to
take the step necessary to bring it about: relinquishing sover-
eignty.

The mechanical revolution in warfare that took place during
World War I gave even greater force to the disarmament im-
pulse. The carnage in the trenches made the task of abolishing
weapons (as well as the related task of abolishing war) seem
more pressing than ever. Disarmament was one of the preoc-
cupations of the League of Nations and was the subject of ex-
tensive discussion in the interwar period. A few nations, nota-
bly Britain, did actually scale down their armaments, but well
before September 1939 the failure of this second revolution in
warfare to lead to disarmament was plain.

It has been the achievement of the three modern military
revolutions to elevate disarmament to a place of ever-increas-
ing importance on the agenda of international politics. The
pattern has been the same in each case. The revolution has
occurred in wartime. After the war, attempts have been
launched to prevent a repetition of the unexpected and wholly
unwelcome slaughter by abolishing all weapons. Disarma-
ment has invariably been linked, sometimes explicitly and al-
ways at least tacitly, to the abolition of sovereign states.

The pattern shows some change over time. During a century
and a half the disarmament impulse has become stronger. The
cries for the abolition of weapons have grown louder, the pro-
posals more numerous. They have received increasingly re-
spectful attention from national leaders. At the outset of the
nineteenth century the dream of disarmament was the prop-
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The disarmament impulse 27
erty of a few eccentric visionaries (a category that, as his sub-
sequent personal history confirms, included Alexander I, Czar
of all the Russians). By the middle of the twentieth century,
powerful national leaders had become its proponents.

For 150 years, however, one thing remained constant - fail-
ure. The dream remained just that. The increasingly destruc-
tive potential of the weapons at the disposal of nation-states
has never persuaded these states to give up their sovereign
prerogatives to make certain that the weapons are not used.

This, then, is one way that nuclear weapons have affected
the international system: They have rekindled the impulse for
disarmament that the two preceding military revolutions in-
spired. This impulse has led to proposals that foundered on
the same rock as their predecessors: To be carried out they
required a revolution in the structure of the international sys-
tem, an alteration in the basic condition of international poli-
tics that has never taken place. In the wake of this failure after
1945 the United States and the Soviet Union have each
equipped themselves with thousands of nuclear explosives.

This is not to say, however, that where total disarmament is
impossible full-scale deployment is inevitable. There is a
status for weaponry that falls between the two. It is the status
of a class of armaments that resemble nuclear weapons in im-
portant ways. These are weapons that have direct toxic effects
on humans, animals, and plants, and are commonly known as
"chemical weapons."

Both nuclear weapons and chemical weapons are the fruits
of scientific revolutions - quantum leaps forward in the hu-
man understanding of the material world. Nuclear weapons
arose from the revolution in physics that took place in the first
decades of the twentieth century; chemical weapons arose
from earlier scientific discoveries that gave birth to the mod-
ern field of chemistry. Both emerged from special programs of
research and development undertaken by scientists in war-
time - chemical weapons during World War I, nuclear
weapons during World War II. The first model in each case
was a dramatic but not a truly revolutionary development in
warfare. Just as the first two fission bombs have been sue-
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28 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
ceeded by thousands of much more powerful fusion explo-
sives, so the V-agents, or "nerve gases," of the present are on
the order of a thousand times more effective than the chlorine
and mustard gases of World War I.6

Chemical weapons of the most deadly type, like nuclear
weapons, are "potentially unconfined in their effects." Thus,
like nuclear weapons, they are in the special category of
"weapons of mass destruction."7 As with nuclear weapons,
there have been efforts to abolish chemical armaments. They
have bumped up against a familiar obstacle: the unwillingness
of the Soviet Union to agree to provisions for inspection satis-
factory to the United States.8

Yet there are significant differences between nuclear and
chemical weapons. The world has a considerable supply of
both, but it is closer to being rid of chemical than of nuclear
weapons. The point is certainly arguable, but on a hypotheti-
cal (and difficult-to-construct) scale with disarmament at one
end and full-fledged assimilation at the other, a case can be
made that chemical weapons stand closer to disarmament
than do nuclear weapons.9

It is true that chemical weapons have been used more often
than nuclear armaments. But nuclear weapons are in other
ways more central to international politics. There are, after all,
elaborate, expensive, and publicly announced and justified
nuclear weapons programs. Both the United States and the So-
viet Union base the defense of their borders and of their inter-
ests abroad on, and have contrived their strategic doctrines in
accordance with, nuclear weapons. Chemical weapons are
very much on the periphery of their foreign policies. Accord-
ing to American defense officials, Soviet chemical weapons
are deployed in forward areas in Europe and along the Chi-
nese border, but the NATO chemical stockpiles are located
mainly in the continental United States and would be difficult
to transport to Europe for use during wartime.10 Moreover, a
few countries, notably Britain, have actually destroyed their
stockpiles of chemical munitions. Nothing of the sort has hap-
pened with nuclear armaments. Fewer states are now
equipped with chemical weapons than in the past.11 Although
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Cultural restraints 29
the world worries that membership in the "nuclear weapons
club" will expand, the "chemical club" is losing members. It
is, of course, impossible to estimate with any precision, but it
is fair to suppose that a nuclear war between the United States
and the Soviet Union is likelier than a conflict in which large-
scale casualties are caused by the use of chemical weapons.

The principal impact of nuclear weapons on the interna-
tional system was the rekindling of the impulse for disarma-
ment. This failed. The reasons for its failure are familiar and
plain. A modest measure of disarmament without the aboli-
tion of sovereignty - that is to say, greater restrictions on
weapons than presently apply to nuclear armaments - is, how-
ever, possible, as the case of chemical weapons attests. What
accounts for the difference between these two weapons of
mass destruction? Why is there less nuclear disarmament
than, given the example of chemical weapons, there might be?

The difference has two principal causes. Two kinds of re-
straints, with deep historical roots, which make possible a
measure of disarmament along with the persistence of sover-
eignty, apply more firmly to chemical than to nuclear
weapons. These restraints differ according to social origins.
They emanate from different social locations. Cultural restraints
arise from sentiments, held in society at large, that are expressed
in laws, customs, theology, and secular moral arguments.
They have to do with ideas of right and wrong and with
notions of what is forbidden and what is permitted. Institution-
al restraints stem from groups that do the society's fighting
and have to do with considerations of usefulness on the field
of battle. In both cultural and institutional terms chemical
weapons have been more restrained than nuclear armaments.

Cultural restraints
Limits on war arising from considerations of right and wrong
are a perennial feature of human society. Thucydides records
the debate between the Athenians and the citizens of the is-
land of Melos about the rights and responsibilities of large and
small nations. The Athenians contend that moral standards
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30 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
are irrelevant; or, rather that might makes right: 'The strong
do what they have the power to do, the weak accept what they
have to accept."12 Then they proceed to do what they have the
power to do: They conquer Melos, kill its male citizens, and
send its women and children into slavery. But they feel
obliged to justify their policy as obedience to the universal
law of international politics. Earlier in Thueydides's chronicle
they decide to reverse an order to visit the same punishment
on the citizens of Mytilene, on the grounds that it is a "great
and cruel decree/'13

In medieval Europe the Roman Catholic Church posited
elaborate rules of warfare, which it called upon Christian
states to follow. Often they did.14 In modern times, interna-
tional organizations and conferences have produced a vast
body of international law. No agency with the power to en-
force these laws has come into being. They are not, however,
entirely irrelevant to international practice, because they often
reflect public sentiment, which in the modern era has some
influence on what governments do.

Cultural restraints on war are of two basic types: those that
bear on the question of when to fight, and those that govern
how to fight. There are restraints, that is, on the ends and on
the means of war.15 The choice of weapons falls into the sec-
ond category. This second kind of restraint has proved to be
firmer for chemical than for nuclear weapons.

A special kind of moral opprobrium is reserved for chemical
armaments. They are said to be the subject of "deep-rooted
and widespread inhibitions" and to arouse a "deep psycho-
logical aversion among the majority of people, including the
military/'16 Leaks of nerve gas stored on the island of Okinawa
touched off anti-American riots in Japan.17 A plan to ship sim-
ilar weapons across the United States by rail caused a public
outcry.18 The use of CS or tear gas in Vietnam was so contro-
versial that whether or not it should be permitted became, in
the public debate, a separate issue from the Tightness of the
war itself.19 Allegations that the invading Soviet army was us-
ing lethal and nonlethal chemicals in Afghanistan caused an
international uproar.20
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Cultural restraints 31

Nuclear weapons inspire distaste, even revulsion, but not to
the same extent as chemical weapons. The transportation of
nuclear weapons across the continental United States, for ex-
ample, has not provoked the kind of public opposition that the
movement of chemical munitions created. The European
members of NATO have protested the American deployment
of both nuclear and chemical weapons in their countries. They
have, however, registered opposite protests in the two cases,
demanding that a full complement of nuclear weapons remain
and lobbying for the removal of chemical armaments.21

Agreements regulating the possession of nuclear weapons
have been negotiated, which tacitly concede that these arma-
ments are a permanent feature of international politics. The
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) have left the United
States and the Soviet Union with huge nuclear stockpiles, and
although both sides have paid lip service to the goal of reduc-
ing their arsenals, reductions have not taken place. The Non-
proliferation Treaty of 1970 affords even more explicit recog-
nition of the role of nuclear armaments in international
politics. It officially designates two categories of states: those
with, and those without nuclear weapons at the time of ratifi-
cation. The second class implicitly brands the possession of
nuclear weapons legitimate, although the treaty does pay rhe-
torical homage to disarmament as an ultimate goal. There is
nothing comparable for chemical weapons. Partial restric-
tions, of the sort that have been imposed on national nuclear
arsenals, as distinct from total disarmament, have not received
serious consideration.

The 1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits the use of chemical ar-
maments. Virtually every major country has signed it. Almost
all have coupled adherence with the condition that they will
observe its terms only as long as others do so as well. They
have thereby made, in effect, a "no first use" pledge for chemi-
cal weapons, promising not to launch a chemical attack except
in response to one.

On the other hand, the United States has insisted on retain-
ing the right to initiate nuclear combat.22 During the 1963 con-
gressional debate over the Limited Test Ban Treaty, State De-
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32 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons

partment legal officials gave assurances that although the
accord prohibited atmospheric nuclear explosions for experi-
mental purposes, it did not make such explosions in wartime
illegal.23 This judgment stands in sharp contrast to the fact
that, since World War I, "no state has ever expressed the opin-
ion that it could legally initiate the use of CBW [Chemical and
Biological Weapons], and the opposite conviction has often
been stated, even by states which were not parties to the Ge-
neva Protocol."24

Norms governing how, as distinct from when, to fight can
themselves be divided into two separate categories that fur-
ther illustrate the differences between the cultural restraints
on chemical and nuclear weapons. The first category consists
of generally accepted rules or customs regarding how it is per-
missible to kill in warfare; the second involves norms, both
tacit and explicit, concerning whom it is proper to kill.25 The
first category consists primarily of simple prohibitions against
particular kinds of weapons. The second is more complicated.
Historically it has included the principle of utility, which
holds that force should not be used for purposes other than
winning the war, and the principle of proportionality, accord-
ing to which the harm done by the use of force should not
grossly outweigh the benefits gained. Norms governing whom
soldiers may kill have also, in the Western tradition, generally
included a prohibition against killing noncombatants, modi-
fied by the "double effects" rule, where civilian casualties
cannot be avoided. Together these three rules, which have ap-
peared as customs or international laws since medieval times,
constitute what Michael Walzer has called the "war conven-
tion."26

The cultural restraints on chemical weapons fall, as noted,
into the first category. They have a history, which predates the
1925 Geneva Convention, of being considered flatly illegal to
use.27 For a time, during the Vietnam War, the American gov-
ernment asserted that chemical weapons belonged in the sec-
ond category. The American use of tear gas in Vietnam was
justified by the United States on the grounds that because it
was not lethal and was employed only to control riots and not,
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Cultural restraints 33
properly speaking, in combat, the Geneva Protocol (which the
United States had not yet signed) did not apply. In 1975 the
United States abandoned this position, conceding a broad un-
derstanding of the terms of the Geneva Protocol and finally
signing it.28

Nuclear weapons belong in the second category of rules
concerning how to fight. The general attitude has not been
that it would always be wrong to use them, as has been the
case with chemical armaments, but rather that it would be
wrong to use them if this use violated the precepts of the war
convention. Those who have examined the matter have, on the
whole, concluded that in practice any use of nuclear weapons
would inevitably violate these precepts. A nuclear attack
could probably not discriminate between soldiers and civil-
ians because the radius of destruction of even a modest nu-
clear explosive would be so great. Nor could there be any
guarantee that the destruction inflicted would be confined to a
level that any set of political goals could justify; the danger of
escalation into an armageddon would always be present. But
if both were possible, if the limitation of nuclear destruction
could be achieved, the use of nuclear weapons would be ac-
ceptable - to judge by prevailing attitudes toward them so far
- in a way that the use of chemical weapons would not.

Attempts have been made to fit nuclear armaments into the
terms of the war convention, especially in the second decade
of the nuclear age. The American government designed and
produced "tactical" nuclear weapons, intended to be suitable
for battlefield use, and posited a "counterforce" targeting doc-
trine expressly designed to avoid civilian deaths as far as pos-
sible in a nuclear war.29 Theologians and philosophers tried to
square the reigning strategic doctrine of deterrence - by which
the United States threatened to kill millions of Soviet citizens
- with the war convention, no reading of which would justify
carrying out such a threat.30 The results of their efforts are not
altogether impressive, but they were made. No comparable ef-
forts were made for chemical armaments.

The second category of norms governing how to fight,
which stipulates whom soldiers may kill, may be more endur-
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34 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
ing than the first, the prohibitions on how they may kill. The
first are perishable, particular to time and place. They are of-
ten overridden. The prohibitions against the use of chemical
weapons have been overridden, and more than once. Even
when observed, they may make no difference in the conduct of
war; the victim of a grenade is as dead as if a forbidden dum-
dum bullet had killed him. In this sense, the second class of
restraints is more formidable than the first.31

But while they stand, restraints of the first category are more
restrictive than those of the second. They are certainly more
restrictive of the use of particular weapons, if not of the gen-
eral conduct of war. Restraints in the first category are taboos;
they may fall, but while they last they brook no exceptions.
Those in the second category are guidelines. There are cir-
cumstances in which it would not be wrong to use nuclear
weapons. These circumstances, in which nuclear usage meets
the requirements the guidelines establish, are imaginable if
not plausible. In this sense, the cultural restraints on chemical
weapons are stronger than those on nuclear weapons.

Perhaps the best evidence that this is so comes from two
occasions on which nuclear weapons were the subject of
broad public concern. On the whole, there has been little pub-
lic response to the competitive accumulation of nuclear weap-
onry in which the United States and the Soviet Union have
engaged since World War II. Protests have regularly come
from a handful of people and a few organizations, as well as
from the rostrum of the United Nations. The American and
Soviet governments have, however, been able to do more or
less as they pleased where nuclear weapons were concerned,
with two exceptions.

In the 1950s there was public disquiet over the radioactive
fallout from nuclear weapons tests that the United States and
the Soviet Union were conducting. Scientists warned that the
tests produced cancer-causing strontium 90, which seeped
into milk through the grass eaten by cows. The American gov-
ernment insisted that testing posed no serious health hazard.
The scientists disagreed. The controversy became front-page
news. Petitions were circulated and protest marches staged.
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Cultural restraints 35
The campaign against nuclear testing was international in
scope; radioactivity, after all, did not respect national bounda-
ries.

The issue played a part in the 1956 presidential election.
Dwight Eisenhower, who favored the continuation of testing,
won. But by 1959, polls showed that a majority of Americans
wanted the tests stopped,32 and this forced a change in gov-
ernment policy. The United States ceased testing, and with
the 1963 accord with the Soviet Union the ban on experimen-
tal nuclear explosions everywhere except underground be-
came permanent.

The second occasion on which public sentiment shaped nu-
clear policy was the controversy, in 1977, over the "neutron
bomb/' Nuclear weapons cause damage by three means; blast,
heat, and radiation. The first two leveled Hiroshima and Naga-
saki. The third produced cancer in thousands who survived.
(The danger from nuclear tests, which were simply bomb
blasts in uninhabited regions, was from radioactivity.) The
United States proposed to deploy a nuclear explosive in
Europe that would have minimal blast and thermal effects but
was capable of generating considerable radiation. It was called
the "enhanced radiation warhead" and became known com-
monly as the "neutron bomb," after the radioactive particles
that it would emit. The prospect of neutron bombs stationed
throughout Western Europe provoked indignation from pub-
lic officials, editorial writers, and members of the scientific
community on both sides of the Atlantic, as the placement
of several thousand nuclear weapons of different design had
not. The American President, Jimmy Carter, felt compelled to
hedge his original plan to deploy them.

The two episodes have a common theme. In both cases, the
nuclear weapons that aroused broad public opposition were,
in effect, chemical weapons. Radiation causes damage in the
same way as the substances that chemical munitions release -
entering through the respiratory system or the skin and caus-
ing toxic effects that are sometimes immediate and sometimes
delayed. Both are Trojan horses of the human body: They slip
inside and then attack. Nuclear testing and the neutron bomb
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36 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
posed the danger not of being blown up but of being poi-
soned.33 Nuclear weapons have proved most objectionable,
and most subject to cultural restraints, when they have been
chemical weapons.34

The controversy about nuclear-generated electric power re-
inforces the point. Again, nuclear power is more unpopular
than nuclear weapons have ever been.35 The danger from a
nuclear power plant is the leakage of radiation; it is physically
impossible for light-water reactors to explode. Bombs are, of
course, designed to explode. Yet nuclear power has stirred
more controversy.

To some scientists, at least, this opposition has seemed
anomalous, because "the chance of mass destruction by an
atomic war is several orders of magnitude larger than that of
imagined accidents which might occur with nuclear plants/'
The nuclear power controversy therefore "seems to be a diver-
sion from the more acute problems."36

In this sense, the existence of firmer cultural restraints on
chemical than on nuclear weapons is also anomalous. For just
as the fallout from testing or from a reactor accident is less
dangerous than the blast of a bomb,37 so chemical weapons are
potentially far less destructive than nuclear armaments. Fis-
sion and fusion explosives seem inevitably to be weapons of
mass destruction, despite efforts to produce less catastrophi-
cally devastating varieties. It is, by contrast, entirely possible
to make chemical weapons of far more modest power; indeed,
they have been made. It is possible to produce chemical muni-
tions that are, arguably, humane in their effects, weapons that
hold out the possibility of "war without death." Such
weapons have had enthusiastic proponents.38

There is another reason for expecting cultural restraints to
be more binding for nuclear than for chemical weapons.
Chemical weapons have been used. Nuclear weapons have, of
course, been used as well. But chemical weapons have been
used more often — over a longer period of time during the war
in which they were introduced and subsequently in other con-
flicts as well. If chemical weapons are more restrained than
nuclear weapons, their use is also more familiar.
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This seems a contradiction. In fact, the second may be the

cause of the first. Familiarity may breed restraint. There is evi-
dence for this hypothesis. The experience of World War I did
create inhibitions that operated during World War II. Ironi-
cally, the World War II leader with the most direct experience
of chemical weapons, and for whom the inhibitions were most
firmly grounded in personal revulsion, was Adolf Hitler, who
had been gassed during his tour of duty as a corporal in the
Austrian army. The memory of this episode apparently af-
fected his thinking, at least in the early years of the war.39 Of
course Hitler had no scruples about asphyxiating millions of
defenseless civilians.

On this theory, the cultural restraints on nuclear weapons
should be strongest where these weapons have actually been
used, in Japan. There is evidence that this, too, is the case.
Relative distaste for nuclear armaments among different coun-
tries is not easy to measure, but it is clearly powerful among
the Japanese. A Japanese nuclear arsenal would offer certain
strategic advantages (as well as disadvantages). A deeply
rooted phobia against acquiring one has so far ruled out even
the serious discussion of such a policy. The Japanese govern-
ment has proclaimed three nonnuclear principles: Japan will
not manufacture nuclear weapons, will not possess nuclear
weapons, and will not allow such weapons into the country.40

Public opinion polls show overwhelming support for these
principles.41

If chemical weapons are more familiar than nuclear
weapons, it is still true that only a small number of people in
this century have known them at first hand. Approximations
of the effects of chemical armaments, however, are part of ev-
eryday life in a way that is not true for nuclear weapons. Men
undergoing basic training in the U.S. Army are exposed to
noxious fumes. Those caught up, by accident or by design, in
civil disturbances sometimes have had the opportunity to in-
hale tear gas. Virtually all city dwellers come in contact with
monoxide from automobiles, pesticides sprayed in gardens
and parks, and pollution from factories. We all have some per-
sonal basis for an aversion to harmful chemicals.
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38 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
"We" here means citizens of industrial countries. But even

nonindustrial societies have deep-seated and often formally
recognized aversions to toxic substances. The poison taboo re-
curs through time and across cultures.42 "Poison and disease
can unnerve people to an extent which other dangers cannot;
and the outbreaks of mass hysteria and the superstitions
which they have provoked in the past are well recorded."43

This suggests that restraints on chemical weapons may be
deeply and broadly based in human culture. They may be re-
lated to taboos that serve the basic human need of ordering the
universe, of drawing boundaries for human activity.44

Chemical weapons may offend this deep-rooted sensibility
by transgressing two boundaries. One separates sickness from
health or, to put it in slightly different terms, the soldier from
the doctor. The warrior injures by assault. The doctor, or the
cultural equivalent, the shaman or priest, heals by providing
medicine that is ingested. Chemical weapons fuse the two.
They seek the results of the warrior by the methods of the doc-
tor. Because this process is disruptive of normal social bound-
aries, it seems particularly pernicious. It is certainly true that
in a wide variety of literature, from Shakespeare to Indian
myths, the poisoner is a particularly foul villain, whereas the
warrior is often a hero.

The second fundamental distinction that chemical weapons
may violate is that between war and peace. Battle is ordinarily
bounded in time and place. Its accompanying signs are clear:
the din and clatter of combat and missiles of varying sizes and
deadliness flying through the air. With silence, with the
sheathing of swords and the dying away of gunfire - usually,
historically, at nightfall - comes peace. Chemical weapons
permit no such clear division. The poisons they release linger
on the battlefield, drift beyond it, and do their work long after
the firing has stopped. Radioactivity, the chemical product of
nuclear weapons, causes cancers that appear years after it has
been released. Its effects can even show up generations later.

The aversion to chemical weapons may be even more
deeply rooted in human nature itself. The discipline of socio-
biology holds that much of human behavior has a genetic

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.003
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Cultural restraints 39
basis.45 The mind, according to this view, has undergone the
same evolutionary process as the rest of the body. Behavior,
like physical characteristics, evolved through natural selec-
tion: Traits useful for reproductive success were more likely
than others to persist, and thus came ultimately, over genera-
tions, to predominate.

An inbred aversion to toxic substances would certainly im-
prove its possessors' chances to survive and reproduce. The
species Homo sapiens and its forerunners have always been
prey to poisons. Some internal alarm system may have
evolved, which chemical weapons trigger. Poison is an old
enough danger, in evolutionary terms, for a genetic defense
mechanism against it to develop. Explosions are of much more
recent provenance. Dating them to the first Chinese experi-
ments with gunpowder makes them no more than two thou-
sand years old. In biological time this is a split second; it
seems unlikely that any significant evolutionary development
in human beings has taken place in the last ten thousand
years.46 The supposition that an aversion to chemical weapons
has a genetic basis, whereas distaste for nuclear armaments is
not so ingrained, is in keeping with the biologist Edward O.
Wilson's observation that phobias "are most often evoked by
snakes, spiders, rats, heights, close spaces, and other elements
that were potentially dangerous in our ancient environment,
but only rarely by modern artifacts such as knives, guns, and
electrical outlets."47

Cultural restraints on chemical weapons may be deeply
rooted, perhaps in human chromosomes themselves. They are
not, however, so formidable as to be impossible to override.
They have been overridden, in World War I and afterward.
Other weapon taboos, against the long bow, for instance,
have alsa been overridden. The heat of battle melts resistance
to armaments that had seemed too hideous to use in peace-
time. The enemy seems uglier and less human, the laws of war
less worthy of respect than before.

Cultural restraints are effective when restraints of other
sorts buttress them. These other restraints may originate in the
institution that comes to the fore whenever war breaks out. In
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40 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
wartime, warmakers tend to prevail over lawgivers when they
clash. "When the crunch comes," one observer of the Ameri-
can government noted, "the Pentagon sets the requirements
and [the Department of] State finds the reason why it's le-
gal."48 During fighting and in planning for war, however,
chemical weapons have seemed to the Pentagon and its equiv-
alent institutions in other countries less appealing, less useful,
less urgently required than nuclear weapons.

Institutional restraints
Institutional restraints on weapons - when soldiers or armies
choose for one reason or another not to use particular arma-
ments - are as old as cultural ones. They were especially
prominent in Europe in medieval times, when the knightly
class, which carried on warfare, shunned certain weapons as
unsuited to what was for them a vocation. French nobles in
the fourteenth century, for example, deliberately fought dis-
mounted "out of considerations of pure gallantry; a dis-
mounted knight could not flee to save himself but had to stand
and fight."49 It was often more important to be faithful to the
code of chivalry than to prevail in battle. Honor and style
reigned supreme. Perhaps the most striking triumph of courtly
values was the reversion of the Japanese samurai from fire-
arms to the sword between the sixteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. The sword regained favor because it more readily dis-
tinguished the noble from the peasant than did the gun and
was more graceful to use.50

Inventors of new weapons have been known to have reser-
vations about what they have wrought, and to try to hold back
or even destroy their creations. The Englishman Roger Bacon
concealed his thirteenth-century formula for gunpowder. Nic-
colo Tartaglia, the father of modern ballistics, at first kept se-
cret some of his work - until the Turks invaded his native It-
aly. John Napier, a sixteenth-century Scottish mathematician,
was another who made military discoveries and then at-
tempted to conceal them.51 Of course, the inventors of new
weapons have also been their enthusiastic champions. The

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.003
https://www.cambridge.org/core
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young Leonardo da Vinci offered his services as a designer of
cannons, siege works, and fire throwers.52 Scientists con-
ceived, developed, and promoted both nuclear and chemical
weapons, neither of which initially had strong military spon-
sorship.

In neither case is there a clear line of demarcation between
institutional and cultural restraints. The resistance of warriors
and the reluctance of inventors were grounded in consider-
ations of right and wrong. Knighthood was so bound up with
cultural norms that it was "almost indistinguishable from the
ecclesiastical orders/'53

Since the Napoleonic period the military has changed dra-
matically. Soldiers have become professionals. They have
come to prize efficiency above courtliness. Their goal is not to
fight well according to standards that are ultimately aesthetic
but to win. Inventors have become professionals as well. Mili-
tary research and development is a regular activity of organ-
ized groups of scientists rather than the sporadic product of
ingenious individuals. Ideas of right and wrong still count for
something. American scientists opposed the development of a
fusion bomb on the grounds that it would, in the view of some
of them, pose "extreme dangers to mankind."54 Military men
still have scruples about war in general and the weapons with
which it is fought, including chemical weapons. In World War
I "many military people found the notion of fighting with poi-
son highly distasteful to their professional codes of behav-
ior."55 The most powerful restraints on weapons that have
their origins in the armed forces, however, are of two different
sorts.

One kind stems from bureaucratic considerations. Large or-
ganizations, bureaucracies, tend to operate so as to maintain
themselves: The goal of self-preservation assumes an impor-
tance in the workings of the organization equal to, sometimes
greater than, the task that it was created to perform. Modern
armed forces are no exception. New weapons or practices that
endanger the institution's well-being, that disrupt standard
operating procedures, and especially that threaten to render
the organization itself obsolete tend to provoke bureaucratic
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42 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
resistance. The U.S. Air Force, for example, has shown a tena-
cious fondness for the manned strategic bomber, whose com-
parative efficiency the advent of the intercontinental ballistic
missiles has made dubious.56

The second modern institutional restraint involves consid-
erations of military efficiency. A weapon may be discarded or
never adopted at all by the armed services because the mission
to which it is fitted is deemed unnecessary, or because that
mission can be better performed in some other fashion. The
medieval knight cared about the shape of the sword he bran-
dished and the workmanship that went into its design. The
modern general cares about how well the sword will cut, and
also about whether there is a cheaper, more convenient, more
reliable way to dispatch an opponent.

Bureaucratic momentum, at least in the United States, has
worked against the restraint of chemical weapons. The army's
Chemical Corps, which was created after World War I, has
consistently lobbied for preserving and expanding the Ameri-
can stockpile of chemical munitions. The motive has been bu-
reaucratic; without these armaments the Chemical Corps
would have no role and might well disappear.57 Its efforts
have had some success. It brought the military as a whole, as
represented by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, around to the position
that the option to use tear gas ought to be preserved during the
intragovernmental debate on chemical weapons and the Ge-
neva Protocol between 1969 and 1975. The Joint Chiefs' sup-
port for chemical weapons was tepid, however, and the gov-
ernment adopted the contrary position. With little enthusiasm
for them among military men in general, the cultural restraints
on chemical weapons outweighed the pressure in their favor
that the Chemical Corps was able to bring to bear. The mili-
tary's lack of enthusiasm stemmed from the difficulties chemi-
cal weapons present for battlefield use, which is the second
kind of modern institutional restraint on armaments.

As a battlefield weapon chemical munitions have several
drawbacks. One was understood well before the First World
War. An early proponent of chemical warfare was the British
Admiral Thomas Cochrane. Several times during the first half
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of the nineteenth century he proposed that the Royal Navy use
sulfur gas against Britain's enemies. His suggestion was con-
sistently rejected, in part on the grounds that success would
depend heavily on forces beyond the navy's control, like
winds, tides, and currents.58 When chemical weapons were
actually introduced this proved to be a telling handicap. The
effectiveness of chemical armaments depends particularly
upon the weather. A current of wind blowing too weakly or
gustily, or in the wrong direction, can carry away or dilute to
harmless strength a chemical payload, or even send it back to
poison the forces that have launched the attack. The weather
cannot be controlled or even predicted accurately far in ad-
vance. So, advance planning - a staple of the military art - is
difficult, if not impossible, for chemical warfare.59

The weather affects the use of weapons of all types. It is part
of what Clausewitz called the "friction of war/' the thousand
small things that can go wrong on the battlefield to interfere
with the carefully drawn plans of the commander. But of all
weapons, chemical ones are the most strongly affected by fric-
tion, including the weather, and nuclear ones the least. Nu-
clear explosives are so powerful, and both the United States
and the Soviet Union have so many of them, that neither er-
rors, malfunctions, nor unexpected and unfavorable climatic
conditions would prevent the infliction of enormous damage
in a nuclear attack. By contrast, an ill wind could completely
disrupt a chemical assault.

The use of chemical armaments, moreover, is incompatible
with certain battlefield tactics. The site of a chemical attack is
contaminated and so cannot easily be occupied by advancing
troops. Chemical weapons are therefore not suitable for mo-
bile warfare. (The chemical-equipped attacker faces a double
pitfall: If he follows up his assault too soon, the lingering
chemicals may keep him from making headway; if he ad-
vances too late the effect may have worn off and the enemy
regrouped.)60

A nuclear battlefield would also be uninhabitable. Radia-
tion would linger even after the blast and thermal effects had
spent themselves. Chemical weapons, however, present some
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special additional strategic difficulties. Deploying them (as
distinct from using them) is potentially dangerous. Chemical
weapons are not conveniently portable. Imperfections in their
containers can be fatal to those handling them. During World
War I, workers in chemical munitions plants suffered high
rates of disease and injury.61

Admiral Cochrane's suggestions for using sulfur gas
prompted another reservation. Britain, it was objected, might
not be able to retain a monopoly on the technique, once hav-
ing introduced it.62 The objection holds good today. The antic-
ipated reaction of other military forces makes chemical
weapons unappealing to military institutions. Here, too, there
is a difference with nuclear weapons.

There have been historical dialectics between offense and
defense for both types of armaments, but these dialectics have
had opposite outcomes, which in turn have had different ef-
fects on the willingness of armed forces to adopt the two kinds
of weapons. For chemical weapons, the defense has on the
whole kept pace with the offense. More efficient ways of pro-
tecting soldiers against them have usually followed the ap-
pearance of deadlier poisons. The first chemical weapons
were respiratory agents, which entered the body through the
lungs. To withstand them, respirators, or "gas masks," were
developed - with increasingly effective filters. So successful
were the gas masks ultimately produced in World War I that
by the war's end chemical weapons were regarded as only
marginally useful in combat. Percutaneous gases, which
seeped into the body through the skin, were also synthesized.
Mustard gas is a percutaneous agent, and so are the newer,
deadlier "nerve gases." But these too can be largely foiled by
the use of protective clothing, shelters, filtered air intake
valves on moving vehicles like tanks, and chemical counter-
measures. Defense against attack with such gases is expensive,
makes fighting awkward, and requires a high level of training
and coordination. But it is possible - for soldiers, if not for
civilians.63

One army contemplating a chemical attack on another
might well reckon that the tactic was not worthwhile if it
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knew that the adversary had taken protective measures. The
prospect would appear even less inviting if the other side
could retaliate in kind. Chemical warfare between two armies
equipped for both offense and defense would be a clumsy and
slow engagement, with the soldiers rigged out like astronauts
on the moon. Every battle involves uncertainty. In a chemical
battle, however, not only would the outcome be in doubt but
the decisions about which tactics to employ would be matters
of guesswork without basis in experience. Like the lunar land-
scape, the chemical battlefield would be a forbidding environ-
ment, and commanders have never been eager to enter it.

Strategic restraints
Institutional restraints on chemical weapons apply chiefly to
the United States and the Soviet Union, whose stores of chem-
ical armaments, although not a match for their nuclear
weapons stockpiles, are considerable.64 Each country also
sponsors an ongoing program of research and development in
chemical munitions. The Soviets, in particular, seem to have
made countermeasures against chemical attack a standard fea-
ture of the training that their forces in Europe receive, al-
though this training is pertinent to nuclear attack as well,65

and in the late 1970s NATO launched a major program to pro-
tect its forces against chemicals.66 Other members of the inter-
national community have different reasons for abjuring a ma-
jor commitment to chemical weapons. Some are political.
Allies of the United States and the Soviet Union believe that
they can call on the chemical arsenals of the two military gi-
ants if necessary. Western European nations could easily
equip themselves with nerve gases; the British and the Ger-
mans, after all, were the pioneers in making chemical muni-
tions. They rely, however, on their North American ally.

Not all countries can rely on Soviet or American protection.
Many of those outside the penumbra of great power protec-
tion, however, do not have the technical sophistication to
manufacture the deadliest chemical munitions. Most possess
neither the requisite chemists nor chemical industries. These
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46 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
are important reasons why these states do not acquire nuclear
weapons as well.67 And one of the institutional restraints on
chemical weapons is the same as the principal limitation on
nuclear armaments: the anticipated response of other coun-
tries.

The nuclear weapons policy and the chemical weapons pol-
icy of the United States influence those of the Soviet Union,
and vice versa. In both cases, each country deters the other. In
the case of chemical weapons, however, deterrence takes
place through the threat of effective defense as well as retalia-
tion. And for chemical weapons, deterrence is effective earlier
in the life cycle that runs from the scientist's idea to the sol-
dier's weapon. Neither country is particularly well armed in
chemical terms, at least in comparison with what either could
achieve if it chose to emphasize chemical munitions. So al-
though the United States and the Soviet Union deter each
other from the use of nuclear weapons, what is deterred in the
case of chemical weapons is in some measure their develop-
ment and deployment.

The resemblance between the arrangements regulating nu-
clear weapons at which the world has arrived and the distribu-
tion and disposition of chemical armaments is plain. There is
more than a resemblance between the two arrangements; there
is a connection.. That connection is the final, and perhaps the
most important, cause of the difference in the status of the two
contemporary weapons of mass destruction.

In 1970 Denis Healey, the British Defence Minister, ex-
plained to the House of Commons the reason for NATO's dis-
interest in - and Britain's renunciation of - chemical
weapons: "If the House really considers the situation, I believe
that it will recognize that it is almost inconceivable that en-
emy forces would use chemical weapons against NATO forces
except in the circumstances of mass invasion - in which event
more terrible weapons would surely come into play."68 Nu-
clear weapons overshadow - dominate - chemical weapons.
Here history repeats itself. Before 1945 as well as after, the fate
of chemical weapons was determined not only by the dialectic
between cultural restraints and the exigencies of war, and be-
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Strategic restraints 47
tween offensive and defensive developments, but by the dia-
lectic between progress in chemical armaments and advances
in other kinds of armaments as well. Then, as now, chemical
weapons lagged behind.

Between the two world wars the development of the air-
plane and the tank dramatically widened the possibilities for
mobile warfare. For defeating opposing armies and capturing
defended territory they were much more effective than the
gases that had been developed between 1914 and 1918. Thus
they were better military investments. They were, to use the
contemporary term, more "cost-effective" than chemicals.69

Nerve gases are powerful. Fusion explosives are much more
powerful. The moment between 1918 and the present when
the use of chemical weapons looked most promising came in
the summer of 1945. Germany had surrendered, and the
United States turned its full attention to the Pacific. The
Americans had two goals. The first was the unconditional sur-
render of Japan. The second was to compel surrender without
an invasion of the Japanese archipelago, which loomed as
long, costly, and bloody. A shock, to persuade the Japanese
that holding out would be not only futile but catastrophic, was
required — a shock that could be administered without risk to
Americans. A chemical attack might have served this purpose.
The government of the United States chose instead the bombs
that struck Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

The question of how far nuclear weapons dominate all other
armaments, not just chemical ones, has been central to the
strategic debate in the United States since 1945. One view has
held that they completely overshadow lesser armaments,
which are of little consequence in preventing war. This "abso-
lute* ' definition of the character of deterrence led to a defense
doctrine of "massive retaliation," which placed the emphasis
of American military policy on nuclear armaments. The con-
trary view - that because the two giant nuclear stockpiles
cancel each other out armaments of lesser potency remain im-
portant, a "graduated" or "proportional" estimate of the
requirements of deterrence - yielded the doctrine of "flexible
response," which posited the need for a NATO force capable
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48 Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons
of waging war with nonnuclear as well as nuclear weapons.

Early in the nuclear age, with the Eisenhower administra-
tion's "New Look," the first view held sway. The Kennedy
administration made the second the reigning orthodoxy, and
so it has more or less remained.70 But even under this second
definition of the requirements of deterrence, chemical
weapons are not attractive candidates for deployment, both
because of their battlefield drawbacks and because they are
sufficiently different from the familiar weapons of war that
their use might trigger the use of nuclear armaments.71

What would the world look like without nuclear weapons?
Would chemical weapons receive more attention? Would they
be central, or more central, to international politics? Would
the United States and the Soviet Union have set aside the cul-
turally rooted restraints that chemical munitions inspire and
invested more heavily in research to overcome their disadvan-
tages as battlefield weapons? There is, of course, no way of
knowing.72 Now, however, the two great powers "have so
many other weapons, nuclear and conventional, deployed
against each other that their chemical and biological weapons
appear to be largely superfluous."73

What prospects do the restraints on chemical weapons hold
out for further restrictions on nuclear armaments? How far, if
at all, might the causes of such chemical disarmament as ex-
ists be enlisted to push nuclear weapons closer to disarma-
ment than they now stand on the hypothetical scale that runs
from acceptance to abolition? The answer appears to be not
very far, if at all.

Insofar as the cultural revulsion to chemical weapons is
contained in human chromosomes, it cannot be artificially im-
planted, at least not in less than a thousand or so generations.
Insofar as it arises from shattering experience at first hand, a
nuclear war might bring nuclear weapons up to the level of
distaste in which chemical weapons are held, but such a war
is scarcely to be desired for that reason.

As for institutional restraints, it is hard to see how nuclear
weapons could acquire the unreliability that makes chemical
armaments unattractive to the professional military. They
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Strategic restraints 49
pose the opposite problem. They are too devastatingly effec-
tive at producing death and destruction, rather than too ineffi-
cient at these basic military tasks, to risk using. Extensive ex-
perimentation has so far failed to produce effective defenses
against nuclear weapons, and it is not likely that any defenses
that are developed could be formidable enough to render the
military value of these explosives negligible.

Domination is, in theory, a more promising route to the dis-
appearance of nuclear weapons. It is the normal fate of arma-
ments. Chain mail, the pike, the muzzle loader, and countless
other instruments of mayhem of the past have been super-
seded and relegated to museums. The technical progress that
has made possible the three modern military revolutions has
speeded up the process of abandoning some weapons upon
the creation of other, better ones. Revolutions by definition
sweep away the old order and give birth to a new one. So it has
been with the Napoleonic, the industrial, and the nuclear rev-
olutions in warfare. Chemical weapons may be seen as a prod-
uct of the second military revolution that has been rendered
obsolete by the third.

Will the march of technical progress go on to produce yet
another military revolution? Will human ingenuity, in its
modern form, science, produce instruments of warfare that
will stand in relationship to nuclear weapons as nuclear
weapons stand to chemical ones? This seems unlikely. The
laws of physics as they are presently understood do not leave
room for a more potent reservoir of energy than nuclear fusion
- which is, after all, the means by which energy is produced in
what is for human beings its ultimate source, the sun. But
even if there is another military revolution awaiting mankind,
and even if it achieves at last what the Baruch Plan and its
successors vainly sought — the abolition of nuclear weapons —
its advent will be, at best, a mixed blessing.
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The Balance of Power in
the Nuclear Age
The balance of power
Like disarmament, the balance of power is a systemic response
to the need for order. Unlike disarmament, the balance of
power cuts with rather than against the grain of international
politics. Disarmament would require the restructuring of the
international system according to the principle of hierarchy.
The balance of power takes advantage of the system's natural
anarchy, and of the impulses for self-aggrandizement and self-
defense to which anarchy lends itself. Rather than calling for a
drastic change in the way that states conduct their affairs, the
balance of power, defined as the tendency of the international
system toward an equilibrium in which no single state domi-
nates the others, is a means by which the characteristic behav-
ior of states yields a kind of harmony.1 It is an ancient feature
of politics among sovereign political communities, which the
nuclear revolution has helped to revive.

Thucydides records three occasions on which efforts to es-
tablish hegemony were thwarted. As his story begins, a coali-
tion of Greek city-states has repelled an invasion by Persia.
Then, when the Athenians bid to dominate Greece, other city-
states coalesce to stop them.
So finally the point was reached when Athenian strength attained a peak
plain for all to see and the Athenians began to encroach upon Sparta's allies.
It was at this point that Sparta felt the position to be no longer tolerable and
decided by starting this present war to employ all her energies in attacking
and, if possible, destroying the power of Athens.

People's feelings were generally very much on the side of the Spartans, es-
pecially as they proclaimed that their aim was the liberation of Hellas. . . .
So bitter was the general feeling against Athens, whether from those who
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52 The balance of power in the nuclear age
wished to escape from her rule or from those who feared that they would
come under it.2

The third instance in which the anarchical system arranges
itself so as to prevent the dominion of a single power comes
with the Athenian invasion of Sicily. Part of the enduring
value of Thucydides's chronicle lies in the speeches he attrib-
utes to the leaders of the different states as they decide their
policies - speeches that, in giving reasons for what is decided,
spell out the logic of international behavior in general. The
Sicilians' deliberations provide an example. Bitter political
quarrels have divided their island's city-states. Hermocrates
of Syracuse proposes that they put aside their differences and
unite to fight against the Athenian invaders.
If we are sensible, we should realize that this conference is not simply con-
cerned with the private interests of each state; we have also to consider
whether we can still preserve the existence of Sicily as a whole. It is now, as
I see it, being threatened by Athens, and we ought to regard the Athenians as
much more forcible arguments for peace than any words that can be spoken
by me . . . We should realize that internal strife is the main reason for the
decline of cities, and will be so for Sicily, too, if we, the inhabitants, who are
all threatened together, still stand apart from each other, city against city.
Having grasped this point, we should make friends, man with man and city
with city, and should set out on a united effort to save Sicily as a whole.3

Hermocrates harbors no particular animus against Athens.
Great powers, he says, always strive to dominate, "Now it is
perfectly understandable that the Athenians should have
these ambitions and should be making their plans accord-
ingly. I am not blaming those who are resolved to rule, only
those who show an even greater readiness to submit."4 Her-
mocrates urges unity on his fellow Sicilians for the purpose of
resistance. This is the logic of collective action: We must all
hang together or assuredly we will all hang separately. In in-
ternational politics it is the logic of the balance of power.
Great powers assert themselves; others resist, to preserve their
independence; the result is a kind of order.

The balance of power seemed a force of almost Newtonian
precision, power, and regularity in the seventeenth century,
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The balance of power 53
when the term first came into common usage.5 Rousseau de-
scribed it as a kind of mechanical marvel:
The actual system of Europe has precisely the degree of solidity which
maintains it in a constant state of motion without upsetting it. The balance
existing between the power of these diverse members of the European soci-
ety is more the work of nature than of art. It maintains itself without effort, in
such a manner that if it sinks on one side, it reestablishes itself very soon on
the other.6

The balance was not, of course, a work of nature. States do
not act mechanically. They have motives, which produce for-
eign policies. A more appropriate metaphor comes from one of
the intellectual giants of Rousseau's, not Newton's century -
Adam Smith. Equilibrium in international politics is like
Adam Smith's market. Both involve anarchical systems. In
both cases individual acts have an overall consequence that
differs from the intentions of any of the actors. The systemic
result is a byproduct of what the constituent parts do. In the
market, individual selfishness or, to put it as economists do,
the tendency of each individual to maximize his economic po-
sition yields equilibrium - the optimal pattern of production
and consumption. In the international system the self-asser-
tion of the states similarly yields equilibrium defined as the
absence of hegemony.7

Adam Smith's century, the eighteenth, was one of the great
ages of the balance of power. From the Treaty of Utrecht to the
French Revolution the principal powers of Europe were in
equilibrium. This is not to say that foreign policies were in-
variably peaceful. Wars were fought, but they were limited in
destructive violence, and no putative conqueror, like Louis
XIV, appeared. The nineteenth century is commonly regarded
as the other heyday of the balance of power. From the defeat of
Napoleon to the outbreak of World War I no single state domi-
nated Europe, and none truly threatened to do so.

With World War I the age when equilibrium could be
achieved through the balance of power came to a close, or so it
is often asserted. In the twentieth century such a system is
commonly regarded as "inoperable."8 It is true that in the
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54 The balance of power in the nuclear age

years immediately following 1914 the international system
knew little repose, and that twenty years after World War I
another global conflict erupted. It is true, as well, that since
the end of the Second World War international politics has
been dominated by two mighty states rather than the several
great powers of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Yet since 1945 the international system has achieved a kind
of equilibrium that in important respects resembles its condi-
tion in the two previous centuries. Neither the United States
nor the Soviet Union has pushed the other aside and domi-
nated the international system. Each has striven to check the
other's ambitions and to match its military might. The world
has not been wholly peaceful since the end of World War II,
but there has been no convulsive conflict like the Napoleonic
wars or the two world wars of the twentieth century. If the
balance of power is defined by the condition of the interna-
tional system rather than its composition - in behavioral
rather than formal terms - then the system since 1945 has been
as "balanced" as it was before and after Napoleon.9 Out of the
same fundamental condition, anarchy, came the same general
result - equilibrium, defined as the absence of preponderance.

Although the number of major powers distinguishes the
twentieth- from the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century inter-
national systems, there is another important difference that
sets the nineteenth- and twentieth-century systems apart from
that of the eighteenth. In the eighteenth century, equilibrium
came about in a haphazard fashion as the result of the uncoor-
dinated policies of the European powers. In the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries the leading states, even those that
were adversaries, have cooperated to achieve it. In the eigh-
teenth century no state managed to dominate the others. In the
nineteenth and twentieth the major powers have taken limited
steps to restrain their efforts to achieve domination. Since the
Napoleonic wars there has been a conscious management of
military might to forestall disequilibrium.

There is a second, related difference having to do with the
prevailing attitude toward war. War was a part of the normal
working of the eighteenth-century balance. It was one way,
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sometimes the only way, to keep one state from dominating
the others. Armed conflict did not cease after 1815, but war
ceased to be considered a routine part of international poli-
tics, as it had been previously. Neither the nineteenth- nor the
twentieth-century balance of power systems has been free of
war. But the leading states of both systems have been less ea-
ger for it, and have tried to limit it. Equilibrium has come to be
more broadly defined than in the eighteenth century, to in-
clude not only the prevention of hegemony but also the avoid-
ance of a general war - a war involving all the principal states
- through the practice of mutual restraint in the conduct of
foreign policy.

In the eighteenth century the balance came about through
the natural, or at least the traditional, impulses of states in an
anarchical system; in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
although far from suppressing those impulses, nations have
placed some limits on them. In the eighteenth century each
state acted solely on the basis of its own interest, although this
might lead to collaboration with another state in order to
thwart a third. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries they
have acted partly, although far from exclusively, on the basis
of some idea of the interest of the system as a whole, as if
aware of the mechanics of the eighteenth-century system and
resolved to make it work more smoothly. In the eighteenth
century the favored instrument of the balance of power was
war; in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries it has been di-
plomacy.10

The first modern military revolution - the Napoleonic -
marks the break between the balance of power systems with
and without conscious arrangements among the major powers
to sustain equilibrium. Indeed, the series of dramatic and un-
expected increases in usable military power that began with
Napoleon caused the shift from one to the other. The modern
military revolutions made general war - and therefore, insofar
as it entailed general war, the unfettered workings of the bal-
ance of power - too costly to permit. In both the Napoleonic
wars and World War II the balance worked, but at a terrible
cost in life and treasure.
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56 The balance of power in the nuclear age
By 1812 Napoleon had made himself master of Europe. Only

Britain continued to resist him. He had defeated Austria at
Austerlitz and had struck an uneasy peace with Russia at the
famous meeting with Alexander I on a raft at Tilsit. He was not
satisfied. He tried to extend his reach, and reached too far. He
invaded Russia but was battered and thrown back, as much by
the murderous Russian winter as by the Czar's troops. After
his rout from Russia, Prussia turned on him as well. Finally
Austria moved from a tacit alliance with France to neutrality
to membership in the grand anti-Napoleonic coalition. But the
defeat of Napoleon took years - and several major wars. Al-
though it worked, the balance of power worked in protracted,
costly, and brutal fashion. Although they had won, the victors
realized that another such victory would undo them.

In 1941 Hitler stood in Napoleon's shoes. He too struck
against Russia. He too came close to victory; he reached not
Moscow itself but the outskirts of the city. The Russian winter
and the Russian army, in concert with Britain and the United
States, finally defeated him. The victors of World War II un-
derstood that, devastating though that conflict had been, the
next one would be infinitely more destructive if it involved
the extensive use of the weapon that had been perfected too
late for the war against Hitler and so had been used to attack
two cities of Hitler's Asian ally, Japan - the atomic bomb.

The analogy with the market is useful for illustrating the
effect of the Napoleonic and nuclear revolutions on the bal-
ance of power. The nineteenth- and twentieth-century balance
of power systems stands in relationship to that of the eigh-
teenth century somewhat as the managed economy of the
twentieth century (which is often associated with the thought
of John Maynard Keynes) stands in relationship to Adam
Smith's laissez-faire market. For the liberal capitalist econo-
mies in the twentieth century as for international politics in
the nineteenth, the unfettered workings of the system became
intolerable. The economic analogy to the modern military rev-
olutions is the business cycle, which led to a series of slumps
culminating in the Great Depression of the 1930s. Keynes
found an inherent tendency for these slumps to occur - for the
economy, that is, to move out of equilibrium, with production
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The balance of power 57
dropping and people thrown out of work. Economic activity
might eventually pick up and equilibrium at the level of full
employment be restored. The cost in human suffering in the
meantime, however, came to be regarded as intolerable, just as
the victors - and survivors - of the Napoleonic wars and
World War II believed that the next war would be too costly,
even if equilibrium ultimately returned. Keynes prescribed
limited governmental intervention in the economy to prevent
the fluctuations of the business cycle. Similarly, in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries the great powers have resolved
upon limited intervention in the workings of the international
system, in the form of explicit cooperation, to avoid repeating
the wars that they had just fought.11

The members of the victorious anti-Napoleonic coalition
feared another war because they believed that the death and
destruction that it would cause would be too great to sustain.
They had seen what new and powerful armies like Napoleon's
grand armee could do. Death and destruction on a large scale
were not unprecedented. Europe had suffered terribly from
war before the age of modern military revolutions - in the
wars of religion, for instance. There were, however, two other
motives for cooperating to sustain the international equilib-
rium. One was the danger that another Napoleon would arise
and set off in quest of European hegemony. For the first half of
the nineteenth century the other powers, particularly the Brit-
ish, continued to be wary of a revival of the French peril. An-
other consequence of war loomed as particularly dangerous in
the wake of Napoleon: domestic revolution. Thucydides had
observed it:
Practically the whole of the Hellenic world was convulsed, with rival parties
in every state - democratic leaders trying to bring in the Athenians, and
oligarchs trying to bring in the Spartans . . . revolutions broke out in city
after city, and in places where the revolutions occurred late the knowledge
of what had happened previously in other places caused still new extrava-
gances of zeal.12

Napoleon had shaken the old order. By defeating him, the con-
servative powers had, just, managed to hold the forces of liber-
alism and nationalism at bay. Another such war, they feared,
would mean the collapse of the ruling authorities all across
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58 The balance of power in the nuclear age
Europe, which almost everywhere on the continent were mo-
narchical and dynastic, not liberal and national.

The order that the conservatives had sought to defend was
gone by 1945, swept away by World War I; so since 1945,
therefore, the incentive to cooperate in avoiding war so as to
forestall the forces that threatened the old order has been miss-
ing. There is one partial exception. Since 1945, the Soviet Un-
ion has re-created an illiberal multinational empire. It differs
from the vanished empires of the Habsburgs, Romanovs, and
Ottomans in that it has a stronger geopolitical position; it
dwarfs all but one other member of the international system; it
has a single predominant nationality and a formidable mili-
tary force; it has a more attractive ideology (although the ap-
peal of Marxism-Leninism is a rapidly wasting asset); and it
has a state apparatus whose resources for repression and self-
perpetuation exceed anything known to the nineteenth-cen-
tury emperors.

Still, the signs of the decay that ultimately undid the em-
pires that went to war in 1914 are evident: apathy in the domi-
nant nationality and discontent among the minorities, a lag-
gard economy, and an overweening, suffocating bureaucracy.
(It is no accident that one of the major literary forms of the
central European empires, the mordant satire of Gogol and
Kafka, has reappeared in the Soviet Union.) No doubt the So-
viet leaders, if they think about the matter, worry that the rule
of the Communist Party in the Soviet Union and Eastern Eu-
rope could not survive World War III. But it is far from clear
what could survive a major nuclear conflict. The level of de-
struction that nuclear weapons can inflict is such that no so-
cial, political, or economic system, no matter how firmly
grounded in popular consent, could be certain of emerging
intact from a war in which they were used extensively. In the
nuclear age we are all Habsburgs.

If one achievement of the three modern military revolutions,
therefore, has been to bring to the fore of international politics
the impulse for disarmament, another is to have prompted a
shift from a laissez-faire to a managed balance of power sys-
tem. Here the nuclear revolution has re-created the effect of its
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Origins 59
Napoleonic predecessor. But in each case the shift was a two-
step process. After both the Napoleonic wars and World War II
the victors tried at first to go further, to create an even greater
degree of order, through firmer solidarity and closer coopera-
tion among the great powers, than a managed balance of
power provides.

The Vienna system and the
nuclear system: origins
The two managed balance of power systems had similar be-
ginnings. Each grew out of a victorious coalition formed to
fight a powerful state that threatened to dominate Europe and
the world. In the early years of the nineteenth century Britain,
Austria, Prussia, and Russia finally overcame Napoleon. In the
twentieth the United States, the Soviet Union, and Britain de-
feated Hitler, the other European conquerer of modern times.

In both 1815 and 1945 victory yielded the impulse to per-
petuate the coalition, and to elevate it to something more than
a temporary alliance. The wish arose, in both cases, to turn the
wartime partnership into a permanent instrument of peace, a
kind of international police force to maintain the tranquility of
the international system that Napoleon and Hitler had so thor-
oughly upset. After both great wars, the victors proposed to
organize themselves into a kind of "league of the righteous"
that would enforce order in the community of sovereign
states.

The instrument of enforcement in the nineteenth century
was the series of provisions for collaboration by the great
powers that was written into the Treaty of Chaumont of 1814
and affirmed and extended at the Congress of Vienna the fol-
lowing year. The twentieth-century equivalent of these articles
of collaboration was the 1945 Charter of the United Nations.
Each went well beyond the eighteenth-century balance of
power system in its aims and in the degree of coordination
required to achieve them.13 Both plans come under the head-
ing of "collective security," a term coined in the twentieth
century but applicable to the aspirations of the members of the
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60 The balance of power in the nuclear age
anti-Napoleonic coalition as well. A scale of the ways of bring-
ing order to the international system ranging from the least to
the greatest degree of central coordination would have the
laissez-faire balance at one end, then the managed balance of
power system, then collective security, and finally world gov-
ernment with the abolition of sovereignty that is the necessary
precondition, whether or not acknowledged, of disarmament
at the other end. After both wars the victorious powers
dreamed of the fourth way, aimed for the third, and achieved
the second.14

As a practical matter collective security seems to have re-
ceived the serious attention of governments for the first time
in 1804, when British Prime Minister Pitt proposed to Czar
Alexander I of Russia, in the course of negotiating an alliance
to oppose Napoleon, "a general agreement and Guarantee for
the mutual protection and securing of different Powers, and
for reestablishing a general system of public law in Europe,"
which would automatically come into force in case of aggres-
sion.15 Pitt's proposal did not come to fruition, but it was
taken up a decade later by his colleague and disciple, the Brit-
ish Foreign Secretary, Lord Castlereagh.

Castlereagh caused to be included in the Treaty of Chau-
mont articles pledging the signatories to regroup in order to
thwart French designs if these should revive after Napoleon
had been defeated. The treaty also stipulated the specific
quotas of troops to be furnished for this purpose. It was to
remain in force for twenty years, with the possibility of pro-
longation.16 The subsequent treaty forming the Quadruple Al-
liance of Britain, Prussia, Austria, and Russia reaffirmed the
Treaty of Chaumont's terms - and also called for periodic con-
ferences of sovereigns or their ministers to assure that the
treaty was being executed and to "consolidate the intimate re-
lations which today unite the four sovereigns for the good of
the world."17

Castlereagh's favorable view of permanent arrangements for
keeping the peace owed something to British war-weariness.
Britain had been at war with France continually from 1782 to
1815, except during 1802-3. The Royal Navy had thwarted
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Origins 61
Napoleon's attempts to cut off trade between Britain and the
continent. Still, the British were eager for a respite. There was
another reason for Castlereagh's position. It was easier for him
to contemplate close cooperation with the continental powers
because the self-restraint that a policy of collective security
would require all parties to practice would not undercut ambi-
tions for continental expansion. The British, unlike the other
members of the Quadruple Alliance, had none. They required
of Europe only that no state located there become powerful
enough to threaten the British Empire.

Castlereagh's partner in trying to establish provisions for
collective security after the downfall of Napoleon was Aus-
trian Foreign Minister Clemens von Metternich. Austria had
even stronger motives for seeking something more stable than
the eighteenth-century laissez-faire balance than did Britain.
Austria was weak and could gain greater influence through
Metternich's diplomatic skill within a framework for the joint
management of European affairs than its military might alone
was likely to earn. Moreover, Austria required more for its sur-
vival than the absence of preponderance in Europe. Of all the
major powers the Habsburg Empire could least afford more tur-
moil. During the nineteenth century the decrepit' Ottoman
Empire came to be known as the "sick man of Europe." For
sheer shakiness Austria was not far behind. The stirrings of
liberal and national feelings profoundly threatened the illib-
eral, multinational empire, which was a rickety, ramshackle
affair built for a calmer world than the politically volatile
nineteenth century. Continental domination by any single
state threatened Britain's overseas interests; continental up-
heaval threatened Austria's very existence.

The United Nations was also intended to be an instrument
of collective security. Its General Assembly appeared at first
glance to be the embryo of world government itself. The UN
Charter, however, gave considerable power to the Security
Council, which was dominated by the states that, not coinci-
dentally, had formed the victorious coalition in World War II.
This was the twentieth-century equivalent of the Quadruple Alli-
ance of 1815, from which, however, it differed in two respects.
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The fundamental principles of the international system that
the United Nations was supposed to guarantee were precisely
those that Metternich had hoped, through the offices of the
Quadruple Alliance, to suppress. The victors in the Napole-
onic wars had sought to deny national self-determination and
self-government to the people of Europe as well as to resist
French expansion. By the end of World War II these principles
had won universal acceptance, at least in theory. The UN
Charter enshrined them. Even the Soviet Union paid them rhe-
torical homage.

In 1815 the idea of collective security was new. By 1945 it
had won widespread approval - as an idea. In the nineteenth
century the British government objected in principle to mem-
bership in a permanent international organization for peace-
keeping.18 In 1945 all accepted that the international system
needed some version of what Castlereagh, in referring to the
Quadruple Alliance, called "the great machine of European
safety."19

The Quadruple Alliance and the United Nations both
aimed, however, at creating a permanent association of power-
ful states to perpetuate, by force if necessary, international or-
der. Both aspired to more, therefore, than the eighteenth-cen-
tury balance of power system had achieved. Both relied on
what the laissez-faire balance system had avoided - prepon-
derance. The two schemes for collective security envisioned
the preponderance of several states, not one, and for the sake
of declared principles of international order rather than na-
tional self-aggrandizement. But preponderance - the domin-
ion of the strong over the weak (which was supposed to coin-
cide with the dominion of the law-abiding over the miscreant)
- lay at the heart of both plans. Finally, the eighteenth-century
balance presumed conflicts among nations - conflicts of pur-
pose that occasionally translated into conflicts of arms. Con-
flict was what the authors of the Congress system and of the
United Nations expected their creations to moderate, if not al-
together eliminate.

Neither experiment in collective security succeeded. Both
failed for the same reason - the absence of an underlying polit-
ical consensus about the character of the postwar world. Both
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Origins 63
involved enforcing order in the international system, but in
neither case was there an agreed-upon definition of the proper
order to enforce once this ceased to mean the downfall of Na-
poleon and Hitler. War, and a common enemy, knit both coali-
tions together. Once peace came both fell apart.

The famous Hundred Days during which Napoleon re-
turned from Elba to France, raised an army, and was ulti-
mately and finally defeated at Waterloo illustrates the indis-
pensable role of a common danger. When news of Napoleon's
escape reached Vienna, where the four victorious powers had
gathered, the coalition was already on the verge of dissolu-
tion. At issue was the question of how to dispose of the Ger-
man province of Saxony and the territories that from time to
time had composed the state of Poland. Prussia and Russia
wished to incorporate them. Britain and Austria were op-
posed, and were in the process of making common cause with
France - represented at Vienna by Foreign Minister Charles
Maurice de Talleyrand - to resist the designs of their erstwhile
allies. This would have reversed the wartime alignment as
dramatically as did the Soviet-American split in 1945, and
would have doomed forthwith the chances for a postwar order
based on collective security.

The renewed danger reactivated the grand coalition. Even
then, however, it did not endure, although it did not collapse
immediately after Napoleon was defeated. The Congress of Vi-
enna proved to be the high point of great power solidarity. In
the subsequent meetings of the great powers, at Aix-la-Cha-
pelle in 1818, at Troppau in 1820, at Laibach in 1821, and at
Verona in 1822, the extent of their differences became increas-
ingly clear. The year 1822 is sometimes counted as the end of
the coalition, because it marks Castlereagh's last bow in Euro-
pean diplomacy. He died that year and was succeeded as For-
eign Minister by George Canning, who had taken no part in
the attempts to perpetuate the wartime alliance and who had
little sympathy for the project. The failure of collective secu-
rity was apparent well before then, however.

At Aix the terms of great power collaboration came into dis-
pute. Britain disagreed with the other partners about the kind
of international order to be created. Austria, Russia, and Prus-
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64 The balance of power in the nuclear age
sia proposed a permanent crusade against radicalism, entail-
ing intervention wherever dangerous strains of nationalism or
liberalism flourished. Although Castlereagh placed considera-
ble value on the solidarity of the coalition, he made it plain
that Britain could not be part of such a grouping.20 Britain's
insular conception of security required simply preventing the
hegemony of any single European power. For this the British
were willing to fight. The continental definition encompassed
the preservation of Europe's traditional social and political or-
der against the challenge of the ideologies that the French
Revolution had set loose. Austria, Russia, and Prussia were
determined to defend this cause by force of arms; the British
were not.21

Politics as well as geography conditioned these different
outlooks. In 1815 Britain was the most liberal and most stable
of the world's major powers. The British feared liberalism and
nationalism less than the continental empires did, and had
less to fear from them. The crucial year for the British political
system in the nineteenth century is not 1848, as it is for the
other states - each of whose political development was deci-
sively influenced by the continent-wide revolution of that
year and their respective reactions to it - but 1832, when an
act of Parliament broadened the franchise. The British op-
posed the continental definition for reasons of foreign policy
as well. They feared that intervention to quash uprisings
against the established order would in practice be a way of
extending Russian influence.22

After 1945 the wartime alliance proved even less durable
than after 1815. The failure of the provisions for collective se-
curity after World War II was, in a sense, anticipated by the
UN Charter itself, which gave each permanent member of the
Security Council (the United States, the Soviet Union, France,
Britain, and Chiang Kai-shek's China) the right to veto, unilat-
erally, any of its decisions. The anti-Napoleonic alliance fell
apart gradually — and with less bitterness among its members
than among those who formed the coalition that fought Hitler,
which ruptured abruptly and with rancor. The breakdown of
the wartime alliance led in the twentieth century, as it had not
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in the nineteenth, to bitter hostility between the former part-
ners. After the Napoleonic wars Britain declined to take a per-
manent part in European affairs. As midcentury approached,
Britain and France often took similar positions on diplomatic
issues, and were sometimes at odds with the three eastern em-
pires, creating an alignment of "the two and the three."23 But
the British and the French also differed on important issues.
After World War II the United States and the Soviet Union
switched almost overnight to firm opposition to one another's
international aspirations. At issue was not, as in the nine-
teenth century, whether the wartime allies would cooperate to
fight third parties; it was whether or not they would fight each
other.

In neither case, however, did the international system re-
turn to the wholly decentralized pattern of the eighteenth cen-
tury. If not forward to collective security, neither did interna-
tional politics move all the way back to a laissez-faire balance
of power system. If political differences pulled the major
powers apart, a common fear of war drew them together. Nei-
ther coalition disbanded completely. What emerged, after
1815 and 1945, was a modified, managed balance, with a mea-
sure of cooperation among the leading states and some rules to
govern their interaction that went beyond the avoidance of he-
gemony. The managed balance was, in both cases, a failed ver-
sion of collective security. In neither was there a sufficiently
broad, firm consensus about the shape of postwar politics for
the victorious coalition to survive in peacetime. But there was,
in both instances, a consensus in favor of the two things that
set the managed apart from the laissez-faire balance: the need
for limited cooperation, along with inevitable and sometimes
fierce competition - and this was recognized even when coop-
eration was difficult to achieve - and the need not only for a
rough equilibrium of military might among the major powers
but for restraint in the conduct of their foreign policies as
well.24

The habit of consultation among the leading powers per-
sisted even after the dissolution of the Quadruple Alliance.
Throughout the nineteenth century and into the twentieth
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they came together, not regularly but when the peace of the
continent seemed to require it. This habit was formed at the
Congress of Vienna, and the nineteenth-century managed bal-
ance of power system may therefore be called the "Vienna sys-
tem."

Similarly, the habit of collaboration between the United
States and the Soviet Union, and the joint determination to
keep their conflicts within bounds, survived even after it be-
came apparent that, as an instrument for collective security,
the United Nations was ineffective. The machinery of the
United Nations, however, had little to do with this. The fact of
nuclear weapons is the source of this cooperation. As their
arsenals, and the mutual threats that these pose, have grown,
so have Soviet-American habits of collaboration and common
commitment to restraint. So the managed balance of power
system since 1945 has been a "nuclear system."25

Between the Napoleonic wars and World War II, Europe was
caught up in another violent conflict. The war of 1914-18 also
produced a military revolution. In 1918, as in 1815 and 1945,
the victorious coalition resolved to create international insti-
tutions that would prevent similar wars in the future. The
result was another scheme for collective security - the League
of Nations. The League, like the Vienna system and the United
Nations, failed to fulfill the hopes that had launched it, and for
the same reason: There was no consensus on the governance
of the postwar world.

But the work of the peacemakers who gathered at Paris in
1919 did not lead to a managed balance of power system, as
had happened a century before. Moderation, which is central
to such a system, was in short supply at Versailles. The
slaughter of war had inflamed popular passions, forcing the
representatives of the victorious nations to try to extract from
Germany terms of settlement harsh enough to justify the cost
of victory. The Germans were never reconciled to these terms,
and the Great Depression brought to power a German govern-
ment dedicated to overturning the postwar settlement. More-
over, the United States withdrew and the Soviet Union (as
Russia had become in 1917) was barred from active participa-
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tion in European affairs, and Britain tried to stand aloof. Al-
though Britain and the Soviet Union did move back into the
thick of interwar international politics, the United States re-
mained more or less in isolation until 1942. American power
thus did not count in the balance. The fundamental require-
ment for a balance of power system, of either the laissez-faire
or the managed variety, was therefore missing after World War
I. The Vienna system and the nuclear system involved cooper-
ation and self-conscious moderation among the major powers,
as the eighteenth-century balance did not. But all three de-
pended, in the first instance, on a distribution of military force
favorable to equilibrium.26

The Vienna system and the
nuclear system: workings

The conscious management of the distribution of power was
central to both the Vienna and the nuclear systems. Calculat-
ing power and bargaining over its apportionment distinguish
these managed balances from their laissez-faire predecessor.
In the nuclear age effective power is difficult to define, let
alone measure. This was true, although to a lesser extent, in
the nineteenth century as well. To determine how powerful
each of them was, the peacemakers at Vienna used a method
upon which the principal states of the nuclear system came to
rely as well: They made their yardstick one source of power,
on which the most recent military revolution had been based,
which contributed significantly to a state's military strength
and therefore which symbolized that strength, and could be
measured. In the nineteenth century the source of military
might was territory and population. The larger the pool of
manpower on which a state could draw, the more powerful its
army was likely to be.27 In the twentieth century the dimen-
sions of the nuclear arsenals of the United States and the So-
viet Union serve as the indices of their power.

Keeping the power of the major European states in some sort
of equilibrium was a major preoccupation of the Congress of
Vienna. The men who gathered there hoped to provide for the

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.004
https://www.cambridge.org/core


68 The balance of power in the nuclear age
peace of Europe through collective security arrangements. But
while trying to establish them they also made certain that the
postwar territorial settlement gave no European monarch the
means to follow in Napoleon's footsteps. So conscious was
Metternich of the need for equilibrium that he was prepared to
welcome France back into the postwar system in order to
counterbalance any imperial ambitions Russia might harbor.
He was even willing to countenance a France ruled by Napo-
leon, so long as the emperor relinquished his conquests and
promised good behavior.28 After the Hundred Days the return
of Napoleon was out of the question. Still, by the grace of the
victors France emerged from the Congress of Vienna larger
than before the revolution.29

Metternich and Castlereagh's obsession with equilibrium
provoked the dispute that almost split the coalition into two
hostile camps until Napoleon's escape from Elba over-
whelmed all other issues. The two believed that to grant Prus-
sia's claims on Saxony and Russia's on Poland would make
each too strong.

At Vienna and after, the sovereigns and their deputies ap-
portioned territory and populations with mathematical preci-
sion.30 They were mindful of the interests of the major powers
and heedless of the interests of the lesser ones. The Vienna
system was operated by and for the strong, always without
regard for and sometimes at the expense of the weak, who of-
ten found chunks of their territory broken off and assigned to a
different state, all in the interests of equilibrium.31

Inequality is also a feature of the nuclear system. The Strate-
gic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), like the great power con-
ferences of the nineteenth century, serve as a forum for the
close monitoring of the distribution of power that is central to
a balance of power system. Only the United States and the
Soviet Union take part. Inequality is less perilous for the lesser
members of the international system than it was in the nine-
teenth century because crucial sources of military might lie
within national borders. Neither the Soviet Union nor the
United States needs to seize territory from a third country to
offset the other's strength. The weak are further protected by
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the fact that inequality is a less readily accepted feature of in-
ternational life in the twentieth century than previously.
Every nation-state is now regarded as legally entitled to a
full panoply of sovereign rights, although of course some are
considerably more equal than others. In the nineteenth cen-
tury, when Europe consisted of several hundred states (many
of them tiny principalities like modern Monaco and Andorra),
along with the major powers, equality was not even a polite
fiction.

In SALT the United States and the Soviet Union have ar-
gued and bargained over how powerful each is, and ought to
be, as did the congregants at Vienna. Because the two nuclear
arsenals reside, for the most part, within the borders of the two
countries, their dimensions have not always been as easily cal-
culated as was the extent of the territory that the great powers
of the nineteenth century possessed. Reconnaissance satel-
lites, however, have given the two giants of the nuclear system
the equivalent of the Vienna system's maps. In neither system
of managed balance of power, it should be noted, was the al-
lotment of power wholly determined by negotiation. Unilat-
eral decisions - to occupy territory or to build weapons -
counted for much more. Cooperation was for the purpose of
making adjustments at the margin.

Although the apportioning of territory among the major
powers in the nineteenth century began at the Congress of Vi-
enna, the SALT talks did not start until twenty years after the
Soviet Union first acquired nuclear weapons (which in turn
was four years after Hiroshima). This was partly because the
break between Hitler's conquerors after 1945 was much more
acrimonious than the falling-out among Napoleon's oppo-
nents. Both the United States and the Soviet Union kept
a close watch on the nuclear might of the other from 1945
on, but explicit cooperation to strike a balance between them
was two decades in coming. The delay took place, as well, be-
cause two decades were required for the two sides to feel
roughly equal in nuclear terms, equality being the necessary
condition for equilibrium in a system of only two major
powers.
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The nineteenth- and twentieth-century systems differed

from that of the eighteenth not only in that they involved a
degree of conscious management but in what was managed in
each case: not only the distribution of military power but the
foreign policies of the leading states. In each case, there were
two complementary modes of regulating foreign policies:
meetings to resolve particular disputes and informal rules of
conduct that the great powers observed.

During the nineteenth century the European heads of gov-
ernment met occasionally, and the foreign ministers more fre-
quently, when territorial disputes threatened the peace.32 The
twentieth-century version of great power collaboration to keep
minor crises from becoming major wars has been less formal.
In the nineteenth century the main source of military power
and one of the main causes of war were one and the same: the
control of territory. A conference that decided the first went a
long way toward preventing the second. Since 1945, however,
the greatest danger of general war has not usually come from
prospective imbalances between the American and Soviet nu-
clear arsenals. It has come from political disputes. But in a
bipolar system these tend to be difficult to compromise, be-
cause one great power's loss is often the other's gain. More-
over, lesser countries are less malleable now than they were in
the past. The eighteenth-century great powers could carve up
Poland as they pleased; those of the nineteenth could hive off
sections of the Ottoman Empire. It is far less easy to divide
territory today.

Nonetheless, the United States and the Soviet Union have
cooperated to manage troublesome political issues. They have
participated in the division of Korea, of Indochina (for a time),
and of Germany. They have even tacitly - indeed, explicitly
since the 1975 Helsinki Accords - divided the entire continent
of Europe. Their deliberations produced a neutral Austria in
the center of that continent. They have colluded informally to
keep the Middle East wars from drawing them into confronta-
tion with each other.

As well as concerting to pacify troubled parts of the world
the great powers of Vienna and the nuclear systems observed
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particular rules of interaction. These were not positive laws,
which command obedience because an agency exists to en-
force them. Neither, however, were they simply patterns that
were produced by the unintended results of individual foreign
policies pursued for other reasons, like the harmony of Adam
Smith's market.33 In both cases the norms of foreign policy
qualify as rules because they did derive from common under-
standings, because they differed from normal international be-
havior - unchecked self-assertion, in contrast to the self-re-
straint that the rules prescribed - and because they did
explicitly influence the behavior of states.

The nineteenth-century powers followed three related rules.
There was, first, no general war among them - no war, that is,
involving all the major states, like the Napoleonic wars. In-
deed there was no war at all pitting any great power against
another until the Crimean War of 1854. In the wars of German
unification, Prussia fought with Austria in 1866 and with
France in 1871; in neither case did a third party intervene.
Perhaps the greatest threat of general war between the Con-
gress of Vienna and the end of the century arose from the Rus-
sian attack on Turkey in 1877. The Congress of Berlin ended
the threat by preventing the dismemberment of the Ottoman
Empire.

There was also, and this was the second rule, no protracted
and bloody conflict, like the Napoleonic campaigns, of the
sort that could generate the kind of pressure, domestic and
international, under which a monarchy might collapse. None
of the wars of the nineteenth century after 1815 lasted long.
This was partly fortuitous. The wars of 1866 and 1871 were
brief because Prussia won them quickly. The same techniques
that brought swift victory on those two occasions, when em-
ployed on both sides, contributed to a bloodbath in 1914.34

The observance of these two rules was not, however, en-
tirely accidental, but was due also, in part, to the force of a
third: The nineteenth-century wars were waged in the name of
equilibrium. Equilibrium was the purpose for which Britain
fought Russia in the Crimea. Bismarck was more the preserver
than the destroyer of the Vienna system. He did not wish to
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bring all Germans into a single political community, or to re-
duce to insignificance the other principal European states, as
his treatment of Austria after 1866 demonstrated. He took
upon himself the same task at which Metternich had labored
in the first half of the century, that of keeping at bay the forces
of liberalism and nationalism that menaced conservative Eu-
rope. He enjoyed some success. The German unity that he
achieved upheld the monarchical rather than the national
principle. It helped to keep Europe in equilibrium.35 His victo-
ries were welcomed in some quarters as establishing a useful
bulwark against Russian ambitions. Other great powers did
not, on the whole, regard them as dangerous to peace or equi-
librium.36

The central rule of the nuclear system holds that there shall
be no nuclear war. This is tantamount to a rule against general
war. It has been followed. Since 1945, despite the vast store-
houses of nuclear weapons that the United States and the So-
viet Union have accumulated, and despite the manufacture of
nuclear armaments by at least three other states, there has
been no war in which such weapons have been used.

Two corollary rules have governed relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union. There has been no war of
any kind in the heart of the system, the "industrial circumfer-
ence" that comprehends Europe and North America and di-
vides the "primary" from the "secondary" balances.37 Outside
the industrial circumference politics has been more turbulent
than inside. But even here a third rule has obtained: Although
the United States and the Soviet Union have competed strenu-
ously for influence, and although they have sponsored oppos-
ing sides in intensely fought wars, for example in the Middle
East, both have taken pains to ensure that their extra-European
rivalry does not touch off a direct test of arms between them.

Although meetings to resolve particular political disputes
were more formally organized in the Vienna than in the nu-
clear system, there have been more extensive attempts to put
the rules of great power behavior in formal terms since 1945
than before 1914, perhaps because specific disputes have
proved more intractable, perhaps because the penalty for mis-
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conduct has become potentially so severe. In a "Text of Basic
Principles" that accompanied the 1972 SALT agreements, for
example, the United States and the Soviet Union officially rec-
ognized that "in the nuclear age there is no alternative to con-
ducting their mutual relations on the basis of peaceful coexist-
ence' ' and promised to "do their utmost to avoid military
confrontations and to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war."
They endorsed and pledged to continue the practice of "ex-
changing views on problems of mutual interest. . . when nec-
essary at the highest level, including meetings between the
leaders of the two countries/'38 The declaration was not a
charter for a system of collective security. The United States
and the Soviet Union did not promise to agree on important
international questions, only to work to prevent such dis-
agreements as arose from getting out of control. Nor did the
fact that the rules were written down dispose the two great
powers more favorably toward observing them. On the con-
trary, they were written down because they were already be-
ing observed.

For all their similarities, there are differences between the
international system of the nineteenth century and that of the
twentieth, differences that seem to have the potential for inter-
fering with the working of a managed balance of power after
1945. Three particular characteristics of contemporary inter-
national politics are responsible for the view that a balance of
power system is as obsolete in the nuclear age as divine king-
ship or serfdom.

The first characteristic is the number of major powers. From
1815 to 1945 the international system was multipolar; there
were, counting France, five states upon which equilibrium de-
pended. Now there are only two, the United States and the
Soviet Union; the nuclear system is bipolar. This does not
mean that equilibrium cannot be achieved, but it does mean
that it must have different underpinnings. In a multipolar sys-
tem states can maintain equilibrium by combining with
others. In a bipolar system each of the major powers has to rely
principally on its own internal efforts to balance the strength
of the other.39 The fact that it is a nuclear system has made the
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achievement of equilibrium in the postwar bipolar system eas-
ier than it might have been in another era of international poli-
tics. The two great powers have had relatively little difficulty
in keeping up with each other in nuclear terms. In neither case
has it been inexpensive, but neither has the cost of producing
a huge nuclear arsenal been ruinous for either country. More-
over, the special properties of nuclear weapons dilute the im-
portance of keeping precisely even, although both sides have
endeavored to do so. Past a certain level of armaments, the
point at which a nation can be sure of inflicting "unaccepta-
ble" damage on an assailant even after absorbing an all-out
attack, additional nuclear weapons have diminishing value.40

General war can break out in either system, but the likely
pattern is different. Miscalculation - uncertainty about which
states will go to war under what conditions - poses the great-
est threat to equilibrium in a multipolar system. There is less
risk of miscalculation in a bipolar system. Both the United
States and the Soviet Union know who the opponent is. The
danger is rather overreaction: the possibility that a crisis in-
volving both of them - and these are bound to occur - will
escalate into a major conflict.41

The second potential obstacle to equilibrium in the nuclear
age is the vastly enlarged scope of the international system. In
1815 the system included only Europe, at least so far as the
obligations of equilibrium were concerned, and Europe's bor-
ders were precisely defined.42 The present system is not only
larger, it is more diverse. It has reached equilibrium, however,
through a geographic and political distinction between the
primary balance and its secondary counterparts. Within the
boundaries of the primary balance, which encompass Europe
and North America, the two great powers have monitored the
distribution of power between them carefully, and have man-
aged their political relations with supreme caution. In outly-
ing regions the distribution of military might has been less
stable, and relations among states less tranquil. In Africa,
North and East Asia, and the Middle East, local balances have
been the products of both the influence of the great powers,
acting through allies or client states, and indigenous forces.
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These local balances are related, but not wholly subordinate,
to the central balance. The United States and the Soviet Union
have not behaved with quite the restraint and circumspection
that have governed their relations in Europe. But they have
seen to it that their rivalry did not lead to a test of arms.

In this respect the nuclear system is not altogether different
from the Vienna system. The extension of the European sys-
tem began well in advance of the nuclear age. The railroad and
the steamship were agents of expansion long before the day of
the airplane and the intercontinental ballistic missile. By the
end of the nineteenth century, competition among the major
European powers had spread throughout the world. The
scramble for Africa in the 1880s left Britain, France, and Ger-
many owning large parts of that continent. The British domi-
nated the South Asian subcontinent but faced a challenge at
its borders, especially from Russia in Afghanistan - a rivalry
called the "great game" in Kipling's novel Kim, for which it
forms the political backdrop. The crescent of coastal provinces
and archipelagos now known as Southeast Asia was parceled
out among the British, French, and Dutch, and each of the ma-
jor European powers carved its own trading settlements,
called "Treaty Ports," out of the coast of China. Two new
powers made their presence felt in East Asia. Both the United
States and Japan demanded, and received, concessions from
the European states. As for the Americas, for the first part of
the nineteenth century the prowess of the Royal Navy made
them a kind of British protectorate. In the century's final dec-
ades they remained off limits to the Europeans because of the
surging power of the United States. First the British and then
the Americans themselves enforced the Monroe Doctrine.43

The third impediment to equilibrium in the twentieth cen-
tury with which the Vienna powers did not have to cope is
ideology. Diplomatic flexibility was a hallmark of both prenu-
clear balance of power systems. In both, today's friend could
become tomorrow's enemy if the maintenance of equilibrium
required it.44 The international alignments of the eighteenth
century frequently crossed political and religious lines. Mon-
archies allied themselves with republics, Catholic states with
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Protestant.45 Equilibrium took precedence over considerations
of domestic affinity.

At Vienna, as well, the leaders of the major powers put the
achievement of international harmony above their preferences
for the domestic constitutions of European states. This is
sometimes counted as a heroic act of statesmanship, which
made possible the century of peace that followed.46 In truth it
was not difficult for the men at Vienna to rise above ideologi-
cal considerations because these did not deeply divide them.
Britain was not as resolutely illiberal as the three eastern em-
pires, but the British government in 1815 had little sympathy
for continental rebels and retained a positive horror of Napole-
onic ambitions, with which rebellion was associated. British
prime ministers later in the century were more favorably dis-
posed to the liberal cause than Castlereagh had been. Palmer-
ston and Gladstone in particular were anxious to promote it,
especially abroad. Not all prime ministers shared their dispo-
sition, however. Disraeli consistently supported the Turkish
Empire against the national, Christian claims of some of its
subject peoples.47

For most of the century, moreover, Britain had much in
common with the three monarchies. All shared a sense of be-
longing to a single European culture. Almost all their diplo-
matic representatives continued to speak French. Popular
opinion counted for little in shaping policy. The political
class was larger in Britain than on the continent, but even with
the widened franchise it did not reach very far down the social
scale.

By contrast, the nuclear age is more emphatically an age of
ideology. Ideological differences have fueled the rivalry be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United States, helping to rup-
ture their wartime partnership and to incite the ensuing con-
flict between them. The importance of ideology has not,
however, made equilibrium impossible to achieve, because it
coincides with an international system that is bipolar. An
ideological power cannot easily shift its allegiance from one
partner to another; a major power in a bipolar system has no
occasion to do so. The degree of commitment to ideological
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principles of the United States and the Soviet Union since
1945 might have made a multipolar balance of power system
difficult to manage. It has not prevented the attainment of bi-
polar equilibrium.

The case of the People's Republic of China suggests that in
the nuclear age even a multipolar balance of power system
may function smoothly. Although far from indifferent to ideo-
logical principles, at least under the leadership of Mao Ze-
dong, China drifted from solidarity with the Soviet Union to
guarded friendship with the United States - a shift that be-
speaks the triumph of considerations of equilibrium over
those of ideology.

The Vienna system and the
nuclear system: endings
It is of more than passing interest how the nuclear system
might end, or be prevented from ending; or, if not prolonged
indefinitely, how it might change in ways less abrupt than the
manner in which one international system (or one phase of the
ongoing international system) has succeeded another in the
past.

The beginnings of the Second World War have shaped
American thinking about that question. There are military rea-
sons for harking back to December 7, 1941. The march of tech-
nology, especially the advent of nuclear weapons and the
manufacture of intercontinental delivery systems for them,
has brought within the realm of possibility a devastating sur-
prise attack. The American strategic force is deployed so as to
discourage a nuclear Pearl Harbor.48 The origins of World War
II have also deeply influenced the political dimension of
American security policy since 1945. The United States has
remained on guard against another Hitler - that is, against an
aggressor bent on overturning the international order by any
means at his disposal. The lesson Americans learned from the
war was the importance of recognizing and opposing an ag-
gressor early on: The earlier resistance is mounted, the greater
are the chances for success at an acceptable cost. Failing to act
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on the basis of this maxim was the mistake the British and
French made during the 1930s, or so Americans believed after
1945.

It is not, however, the present or likely future intention of
either great power to follow the path of Germany in 1939 or
Japan in 1941. Neither waits anxiously for a gap in the de-
fenses of the other through which to mount an attack. Neither
finds the present international order as intolerable as did the
Third Reich and imperial Japan. On the evidence available,
both are willing to tolerate it. This does not mean that there
can be no World War III. It means that if there is another world
war it will probably come as war came in 1914, despite the
wishes of the participants, despite a system of collective man-
agement to secure equilibrium, and despite a history of re-
straint.

The nuclear revolution in warfare, like the Napoleonic revo-
lution, has led to a managed balance of power system. How
might it suffer, and how might it avoid, the fate of the Vienna
system? Politicians and generals notoriously prepare for the
last war. How likely is it that, in the last quarter of the twenti-
eth century, they will find themselves caught up in a repeti-
tion of the next-to-last one?49

After World War I the question of how the Vienna system
collapsed was the subject of exhaustive investigation, which
continues in the present, although in a lower key. At first the
investigation took the form of a trial: Which of the warring
parties was guilty of starting the conflict? Subsequently, his-
torical research became more like an autopsy, seeking the
deep-seated causes.50 This is where the instructive parallels
are to be sought.

The chronology of disintegration is controversial. The year
1822 is often cited as crucial. It is true that in that year the
Quadruple Alliance dissolved with the death of Castlereagh,
its great British partisan. But these events, as noted, mark the
end of hopes for a Europe governed according to the princi-
ples of collective security and therefore the beginning of the
managed balance of power system of the nineteenth century.
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It is true, as well, that crises and wars rocked the system

from 1848 to 1914, and even the period from 1815 to 1848 was
not wholly tranquil. What is striking in retrospect, however, is
how long and how well it worked. The wars of the nineteenth
century, especially the major wars between 1856 and 1870,
reinforced rather than undercut equilibrium. They were
fought in the name of the system. The Crimean conflict
thwarted Russia without permitting Louis Napoleon to fulfill
his dream of duplicating his uncle's conquests. Britain and
France fought that war for the principle of extending the bal-
ance of power system to the Near East.51 Bismarck's wars
thwarted German liberalism. Certainly some of the forces that
brought down the Vienna system had their roots in the out-
come of these wars. But of the collapse of the balance of power
system Bismarck was an unwitting agent. No stauncher cham-
pion of the European status quo existed, especially after 1871.
When Russia proposed to annex large areas of Turkey in 1877,
the European powers put on the most vivid display of the
working of the system of managed equilibrium since the Con-
gress of Vienna. They convened at Berlin to restrain Russia
and to keep the Ottoman Empire a going, if feeble, concern.

Nor was the Congress of Berlin the system's last gasp. In
1895 Japan was compelled to relinquish gains made at the ex-
pense of China.52 Even well into the twentieth century, as late
as the Balkan Wars of 1912-13 that appear, in retrospect, a
kind of prelude to the great explosion of 1914, the habits, prac-
tices, and attitudes associated with the managed balance sys-
tem were evident in relations among the great powers. To be
sure, there were changes in the way the system operated. Great
power conferences convened less frequently toward the end of
the century; but in moments of emergency, meetings were still
held. Alliances formed, but these had defensive purposes, and
the shared sense of the necessity of preserving the system, the
common commitment to moderation and cooperation, per-
sisted. Still, some changes in the system and in the foreign
policies of the major powers did undermine equilibrium, and
these bear on the life expectancy of the nuclear system.
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The nature of military power changed, especially after 1870,
and this contributed to the breakdown of the Vienna system.
Steel production and railroads took their place beside territory
and population as the sinews of military might. Although the
Europeans did not fully understand the consequences of fight-
ing an industrial war until the fall of 1914, the new precondi-
tions for preparing for such a war - a substantial standing
army, military alliances, and the soaring cost of defense — had
become apparent well before that fateful year.53

Nuclear weapons remain crucial and calculable ingredients
of military power in the last quarter of the twentieth century,
but power is becoming more diffuse and "elusive."54 The nu-
clear stalemate between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion, the rise of economic issues that the distribution of mili-
tary might does not decisively influence, and the growing
ability of lesser countries to resist the entreaties and pressures
of the major powers have combined to make the exercise of
power more difficult and more problematical. Military might,
although scarcely irrelevant, seems to do less for its possessor
now than it did in the past, and is more difficult to measure.55

The nineteenth-century changes in the character of power
were more dangerous to the Vienna system than the present
changes are to the nuclear system. One reason is that the ear-
lier changes shifted the relative balance of strength among the
great powers. The changes in the nature of power also
changed the distribution of power, which favored Germany at
the expense of all the other major European states. After 1870
Germany forged ahead of the other powers in Europe, includ-
ing the original leader, Britain, in the main categories of in-
dustrial development.56

The changes in the nature of power in the nuclear age, by
contrast, seem to affect the United States and the Soviet Union
equally. Neither appears to be drawing a clear advantage over
the other from them.57

The Germans, moreover, pressed to capitalize on the shift in
their favor. Britain and France, which they had passed in in-
dustrial terms, had vast overseas possessions. Germany
wanted a comparable empire, and was predisposed to want
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one by the general climate of opinion of the time - a set of
ideas about international politics that gained currency at the
end of the nineteenth century that emphasized conflict. "So-
cial Darwinism" is a convenient label for the way politicians
and leading citizens in the principal European countries, es-
pecially Germany, came to see the imperatives of foreign pol-
icy — the inevitability of struggle and the need to expand or
wither. Not everyone, of course, was a Social Darwinist, nor
did these ideas determine the maneuverings that led up to the
crisis of July 1914. They provided, however, a backdrop to
those maneuverings, a framework within which foreign policy
decisions were made. Germany was the power most responsi-
ble for the war in that, in keeping with the shifting distribu-
tion of power and the growing stress on the centrality of con-
flict and expansion in world affairs, the Germans attempted to
use their military might to revise the international system's
political arrangements.58

A different climate of opinion accompanies the changes in
the nature of power in the nuclear age. The emphasis is on
cooperation, not conflict. As Stanley Hoffmann put it, "the ulti-
mate perspective is one of solidarity; the dynamics of the
world economy, of world science and technology, is, for better
(growth and welfare) or worse (population explosion, pollu-
tion, depletion, inflation, and recession) a dynamics of inte-
gration. If I push too far, your loss risks becoming mine."59

The counterpart of Social Darwinism in the nuclear age is "in-
terdependence." It has little or no currency in the Soviet Un-
ion, and even in the United States it cannot be called the foun-
dation of foreign policy. Nonetheless the prominence of the
view that force is becoming less, not more, useful does mean
that the changes in the character of power are not taking place
in the same atmosphere of urgency and danger that prevailed
at the turn of the century.

The nuclear system has, however, the potential for an even
more destabilizing change than the shift in the distribution of
military might in favor of Germany that undermined the Vi-
enna system. The emergence of another major nuclear power
could be seriously unsettling. A change in the number of great
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powers in the system is, on the whole, more difficult to accom-
modate than a shift in the distribution of power among the
same number - in the case of the Vienna system, among the
same states. A change from two to three, moreover, represents
the most far-reaching of all such changes in number, from a
bipolar to a multipolar system. Foreign policy calculations
vary considerably from one to the other.60 Of all the possible
multipolar systems, moreover, one involving three major
powers might well be the most perilous, because the change of
allegiance of any one of the principals would always be deci-
sive, as is not the case in a multipolar system.

What are the chances that such an unsettling shift will oc-
cur? Gauging them depends, in the first instance, upon distin-
guishing between the spread of nuclear weapons to countries
that do not now have them - nuclear proliferation - and the
appearance of a third nuclear arsenal comparable to those of
the United States and the Soviet Union. The first possibility is
likely. Since 1945 the diffusion of these weapons has pro-
ceeded apace. In 1980 five states, the United States, the Soviet
Union, Britain, France, and China, had officially declared and
demonstrated that they had nuclear armaments, and two
others, Israel and India, had impressive nuclear credentials if
not the full-fledged status of a nuclear weapon state. The sec-
ond possibility is less likely, at least before the end of the cen-
tury. Two states towered over all the others in 1945. By 1949
they had both acquired nuclear weapons, and they continued
to dominate international politics, despite the appearance of
nuclear armaments in other hands, in 1959, in 1969, and in
1979. Their domination will likely still be a fact of interna-
tional life in 1999.

How much nuclear might would be required to belong to
the class of the United States and the Soviet Union? It is hard
to say precisely, but it is plain that what the other nuclear
weapon states have is not yet enough to qualify. None can be
certain of surviving a preemptive attack by either of the nu-
clear giants with sufficient firepower to devastate the at-
tacker.61 None is formidable enough in nuclear terms to gain
inclusion in the Soviet-American discussions that regulate
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the distribution of military force - the SALT talks. How much
is enough to be a great nuclear power? There is no official
threshold, but presumably the members of the international
community, like the Supreme Court with obscenity, will rec-
ognize it when they see it.

There are three possible candidates for the status of great
nuclear power. Japan has the second largest economy in the
world, and the requisite industrial base and technological
skills. Even if they decided to concentrate on acquiring a first-
class nuclear arsenal, however, the Japanese could not have
one overnight.62 Such a decision is not likely. Japan enjoys the
protection of the American nuclear arsenal and suffers, if that
is the correct word, from an allergy to nuclear weapons that
stems from the experience of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945.

The nuclear force of a unified Western Europe could also be
as large as that of the two great powers, for it could draw on
the resources of an economic entity as big as the United States
or the Soviet Union. The political prerequisite, European
unity, is not, however, on the horizon. The People's Republic
of China, by contrast, has the necessary political unity. It has
the announced resolve to match the two nuclear giants. It even
has the bomb. Ultimately, perhaps, China will make the inter-
national system tripolar. For the present, however, the Peo-
ple's Republic is poor, backward, and, in comparison with
American and Soviet military might, weak.

The appearance of a third major power is not a pressing
problem for the nuclear system. What is a problem is nuclear
proliferation. There is a danger that, when it involves third
countries that themselves have nuclear armaments, the un-
ceasing and inevitable competition between the United States
and the Soviet Union may get out of control. That danger
would exist, however, even if no other countries had these
weapons. Proliferation may make the task of managing their
rivalry more difficult, but it will be the same task that has been
theirs since 1945, which will not be the case if and when an-
other country obtains enough nuclear might to match theirs.
Until such time as the number of great powers goes from two
to three, the prevention of World War III will depend less
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84 The balance of power in the nuclear age
upon maintaining equilibrium between the United States and
the Soviet Union than on their both observing the rules of
moderation and restraint that they have followed so far. This
was true of the Vienna system as well. The changes in the
character of military power that occurred after 1870 did not,
by themselves, touch off World War I. They put strains on the
system and created political tensions that the leaders of the
day failed to master. These leaders failed, in turn, because the
commitment to restraint that had formed such an important
part of the nineteenth-century balance of power system had
weakened.

This was a technical failure. European governments ne-
glected to work out techniques for controlling force: 'There
was a thought vacuum between the military technologist who
concentrated on how to obtain maximum kill and destructive
results in war and the civilian section which did not like to
contemplate the holocaust which would ensue."63 Thus the
railroad timetables for mobilization could not be amended to
allow time for negotiation; Germany's Schlieffen Plan could
not be altered to avoid invading Belgium and making Britain a
belligerent; and battlefield tactics could not, or would not, be
changed to. prevent the wholesale slaughter of advancing
troops by machine guns.

In the nuclear age the need for techniques to control force
has not gone unrecognized. The search for such techniques
has had, however, little success. There is no way of being cer-
tain in advance that, once begun, a nuclear exchange can be
kept short of a holocaust.64 Hence there has been intense inter-
est since 1945 in "escalation," and in delineating stopping
points short of the use of the most powerful of all weapons.65

The great powers of the Vienna system did not look for tech-
niques for controlling force because they did not assume that
it was a matter of urgency to find them. They did not make this
assumption because the prevailing attitude toward war had
changed. War had ceased, by 1914, to be regarded as a horror
to be avoided at any cost. War, even a general European war,
had come to seem a useful instrument of national policy under
the proper circumstances. In the summer of 1914 the Germans
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believed that these circumstances had arrived. This shift had
three causes.

First, the continental perception of the relationship between
war and domestic politics changed. Governments, even impe-
rial governments, began in the latter part of the nineteenth
century to try to capture, rather than to throttle, nationalist
sentiment. War ceased to be regarded as a poison that would
arouse people against their rulers and began to seem an elixir
for enlisting the populace in the service of the regime. The
behavior of Austria-Hungary, Russia, and arguably Germany
in the July crisis arose in part from such considerations. The
point is controversial.66 Whether or not the view of war as a
way out of domestic difficulties was present, however, the
conviction that the war would overturn the existing order and
so had to be prevented, which had been an article of faith at
the Congress of Vienna and for decades afterward, was miss-
ing.

This is not a likely danger to the equilibrium of the nuclear
system. It is hard to imagine a widespread belief that nuclear
war could be politically useful. Neither Soviets nor Americans
would retreat to their shelters in case of World War III with the
panache with which young Europeans trooped to the colors in
1914.

A second reason for the weakening of the European distaste
for war was ignorance. None of the great powers had any clear
idea of what World War I would be like. None anticipated its
carnage. All presumed that it would resemble the swift, deci-
sive, Franco-Prussian War. A more accurate harbinger turned
out to be the longer, bloodier American Civil War, but this no
one realized in 1914. Whereas the Vienna system existed be-
fore the full flowering of the mechanical revolution in warfare,
the nuclear system has come into existence after the nuclear
revolution. The effects of this second revolution, unlike those
of the first in 1914, are plain. They are not likely to be forgot-
ten.

The third cause of the relaxation of the rule against general
war by 1914 is pertinent to the nuclear period. With the pas-
sage of time the memory of the last great war had grown dim.
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86 The balance of power in the nuclear age
The Congress of Vienna and Napoleon were as remote to the
men of 1914 as Lincoln and Shiloh were to the officials in
charge of the Cuban missile crisis, and as the Congress of
Berlin was to SALT II. Men forgot the horror of the Napoleonic
wars and then forgot the memory of the horrors that had been
handed down to them. "Peace, if it ever exists," it has been
said, "will not be based on the fear of war, but on the love of
peace/'67 But such peace as the Vienna system and the nuclear
system have achieved has been based on the fear of war. Inso-
far as that fear is a product of human memory it necessarily
fades over time. The longer the nuclear system succeeds in
maintaining equilibrium, the more precarious, in this sense, it
will become.

The point of comparison is not reassuring. Neither is one
final feature of the Vienna system. It ended. This greatest and
most successful balance of power system, moveover, which
avoided a major war in a stubbornly anarchical international
system for a century, which produced the golden age of Euro-
pean civilization, finished, not gracefully and gradually, but
with a terrible, bloody, catastrophic bang. The nuclear system
has a long way to go to match the longevity of the Vienna
system; and the Vienna system, the pattern of international
conduct that had its roots in the meeting of the anti-Napole-
onic coalition that took place in that central European city,
ended in disaster.
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4
Arms Competition: The
Nuclear Arms Race
and the Anglo-German
Naval Rivalry

Three arms races
Thucydides records that when the Spartans and their allies
resolved to go to war they decided to assemble a fleet of ships
to rival the navy of the Athenians, the masters of naval warfare
in ancient Greece.1 Building armaments is a logical, indeed
the logical, way to prepare for war. It is logical even in peace-
time. The logic stems from the character of the international
system. Because it makes war possible, anarchy produces inse-
curity, which places a premium on military strength. States
have sometimes tried to protect themselves by changing the
system - either radically, through disarmament, or in more
modest fashion, through the establishment of a balance of
power.2 Short of the first, and even in the event of the second,
they have invariably found it advisable to provide themselves
with other forms of protection. There is a story about a visitor
to Israel who asks an Israeli why so many of the people of the
Bible, which preaches peace and tranquility, go about carry-
ing guns. "It is true that the Bible says that on the day of days
the lion shall lie down with the lamb," he is told. "But it isn't
the day of days yet. And even then, I'd rather be the lion than
the lamb."

Most states have preferred to be lions. They can draw
strength from external sources, by forming alliances with
others, or they can use their own resources to build up their
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88 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
military might. (The two are not, of course, mutually exclu-
sive. Both the Athenians and the Spartans did both.) How a
state strengthens itself depends upon the resources at its com-
mand, the technology of the moment, and its security require-
ments.

In arming themselves, states often imitate their putative ad-
versaries. This, too, is logical. Each side wants the most potent
weapons available. In this way the competitive acquisition of
armaments, like the impulse for disarmament and for a bal-
ance of power, springs from the structure of international poli-
tics. The competition between Athens and Sparta is the first
recorded example of it; that between the United States and the
Soviet Union in the acquisition of nuclear weapons is one of
the most recent. It is the feature of the nuclear age whose ef-
fects are most tangible, having produced thousands of giant
intercontinental-range ballistic missiles sunk in concrete bun-
kers in the heartland of each country, hundreds of jet airplanes
capable of transoceanic nuclear bombing excursions, and tens
of thousands of assorted nuclear-capable rockets, aircraft, and
artillery of lesser range, as well as thousands of nuclear explo-
sives that these vehicles can deliver. The competition in ac-
quiring these weapons is probably the longest-lasting in his-
tory. Its root causes, however, are the same as for all previous
arms competitions: Anarchy promotes political rivalry and
both breed insecurity, which encourages self-strengthening,
which in turn often becomes a competitive exercise - a nonvi-
olent version of, as well as a preparation for, open warfare.
The advent of nuclear weapons has led to one of the oldest and
most familiar features of international politics - an arms race.

Arms races, then, are recurrent features of international pol-
itics. But they have occurred more often since the latter part of
the nineteenth century3 than they had before. The reason for
their increased frequency is the industrial revolution. The
arms competition between the United States and the Soviet
Union is itself an industrial (as well as a nuclear) arms race,
because nuclear armaments are industrial products.

Here, a difference between the nuclear revolution in warfare
and the Napoleonic and mechanical military revolutions that
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Three arms races 89
preceded it is important. In the two earlier cases a revolution
in social life took place, of which the military revolution was a
part. The harnessing of nuclear energy was equally momen-
tous for war and diplomacy. Its nonmilitary effect, however,
has been comparatively small. Nuclear weapons have changed
international politics, as the sources of the previous two mili-
tary revolutions did; nuclear energy has not changed the
world.

Behind the Napoleonic revolution in warfare lay the demo-
cratic revolution in Western society, which marked the rise to
political importance of the common man, as distinct from the
nobles and the clergy. The French Revolution replaced the
subject with the citizen, who claimed the full complement of
political rights, most notably the right to participate in politi-
cal life. An army of citizens made possible Napoleon's con-
quests, and the French army, in turn, spread the message of
democracy across Europe and beyond. The old regimes tried
to stem the democratic tide, setting up, among other things,
the nineteenth-century balance of power system as a barrier
against it. In the end they were overcome and swept away.

In our time the democratic revolution has triumphed, at
least rhetorically. The people are almost universally pro-
claimed sovereign. Self-government has become a reality in
many parts of the world, and is a slogan virtually everywhere.
No regime any longer defends inequality, although many
practice it. Even those governments that give their people no
say in politics concede that they owe them a certain standard
of well-being. And even the least liberal regimes recognize
that they need more from their people than passive acquies-
cence in their rule, if only to reap fully the benefits of the sec-
ond great upheaval in human society, one of whose conse-
quences was a military revolution - the industrial revolution.

The second revolution was an even greater earthquake in
human affairs than the first. The democratic revolution altered
the way many political communities were governed. The in-
dustrial revolution affected the daily habits of a large fraction
of the planet's population. It changed where people lived,
how they worked, and what their world looked like. It pro-
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90 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
duced the greatest change in human existence since the Neo-
lithic age, when packs of hunters and gatherers gave way to
agricultural settlers.4 The industrial revolution involved "the
substitution of machines for human skill and inanimate power
for human and animal force/'5 It was not, and is not, an iso-
lated event, but an ongoing process. The history of the indus-
trial revolution is the history of one industry rising to serve as
the engine of the economy and then giving way to another:
textiles, iron, steel, chemicals, and electronics. It is also the
history of successive kinds of power sustaining these indus-
tries: wood, steam, coal, hydroelectricity, oil, and most re-
cently, nuclear energy. So, nuclear power is simply the most
recent stage in a progression that stretches back almost two
centuries. Nuclear weapons, relying as they do on nuclear
power and on sophisticated electronics, are the latest in the
sequence of industrial products.

Outside the military realm the uses of nuclear energy have
so far proved limited. Controlled fission and fusion constitute
a revolution in international politics like those that emerged
from the Napoleonic wars and from World War I. In nonmili-
tary terms, however, in its effect on social life within political
communities, nuclear energy is simply another stage of the
industrial revolution.

Evidence of the industrial character of the nuclear arms race
is its marked resemblance to a previous competition in arma-
ments in the industrial period, between imperial Germany and
Britain in the construction of capital ships - that is, large bat-
tle-ships - in the years leading up to World War I. Next to the
American-Soviet rivalry this is the best-known of all arms
races.6 Like the ship-building competition between Athens
and Sparta, the two industrial arms races had their roots in the
anarchical structure of the international system. All three
grew out of political rivalries. Just as Sparta set out to chal-
lenge Athenian domination of the sea in ancient Greece, so
Britain and the United States were the leaders, and Germany
and the Soviet Union the challengers, in their respective arms
races - although the first challenge, unlike the other two, com-
menced after war had been declared. Both industrial competi-
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Three arms races 91
tions, moreover, were formally arms races; each country offi-
cially geared its weapons programs to match the arsenal of its
rival. In fact, three of the four competitors assembled their ar-
senals according to a specific formula that calculated military
adequacy in terms of the dimensions of the opponent's arse-
nal, a formula that was the equivalent for each arms race of a
formal declaration of war.7

A comparison of the Anglo-German naval rivalry and the
nuclear arms race demonstrates the effect of nuclear weapons
on one of the commonest features of politics among sovereign
states — competition in weaponry. The similarities between
them testify to the extent to which the nuclear revolution has
not changed international politics, but rather has simply
brought another industrial innovation to weaponry. The dif-
ferences between the two, specifically the differences in the
outcomes of the two political rivalries that spawned them -
war in the first instance, the avoidance, so far, of war in the
second - show how nuclear weapons are different from all
other armaments.

Both the American-Soviet and Anglo-German competi-
tions were industrial arms races first of all in that the weapons
the rivals competed to build were machines. The heart of the
industrial revolution was the triumph of the machine. Ma-
chines, like democratic ideas and institutions, had of course
existed long before the nineteenth century. There were wind-
mills before there were steam engines, just as the citizens of
ancient Athens controlled their city's destiny long before the
French assembly seized power from Louis XVI. There were
even formidable machines of war centuries before the indus-
trial revolution.8 Only then, however, did the superiority of
the machine become a fact of daily life. Machines that could
perform a wide variety of tasks, including the tasks of warfare,
far better than men could without them became available in
vast numbers.

War has always had four parts: the operational, the social,
the logistical, and the technical.9 In the eighteenth century the
first was paramount. The best-drilled troops and the field
commander displaying the highest tactical virtuosity usually
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92 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
won the day. Napoleon shifted attention to the second part. He
put an entire society in arms and, fired with the fervor of revo-
lutionary belief, that army subdued most of Europe. Napo-
leon's legacy to the nineteenth century was the mass army.
The European powers began to conscript citizens into their
armed forces and to worry about their comparative rates of
population growth. The industrial revolution made the last as-
pect of war crucial. Technology became the dynamic element.
Industrial backwardness increasingly appeared a dangerous
handicap; it contributed to the defeat of Austria-Hungary and
Russia in World War I.

Machines were adapted less quickly to military purposes
than to other social tasks. The industrial revolution did not
come with full force to warfare until 1914, more than a century
after it had begun. Its uses were recognized sooner for war at
sea than on land. Even navies, however, did not take note of its
possibilities immediately. Through the first half of the nine-
teenth century the British Admiralty scorned steamships in
favor of the familiar sail-driven vessels. By the last quarter of
the century, however, industrial discoveries were being sys-
tematically applied to the building of warships.

There are further similarities between the nuclear arms race
and the Anglo-German naval rivalry, which arise from the
second principal feature of the industrial revolution. This is
change, and change in a particular direction. Not just new
sources of inanimate power, but increasingly large sources be-
came available. Not just machines, but more and more power-
ful machines for bigger and bigger tasks came into use. Previ-
ously, progressive change had been sporadic and accidental.
In the nineteenth century, for the first time, it became regular
and predictable. The century's most important invention, as
Alfred North Whitehead put it, was the method of invention.10

The regularity with which existing machines were improved
and entirely new ones created made for a characteristic indus-
trial cycle: first a technological invention; then its application
to some social task, like warfare, in the form of a new machine;
and finally the displacement of this machine by a better one,
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The industrial arms races 93
as the pattern was repeated. This industrial cycle left a com-
mon imprint on both the Soviet-American nuclear competi-
tion and the Anglo-German naval rivalry.

The industrial arms races
Each arms race was both a quantitative and a qualitative con-
test. In each case, both sides strove both to deploy greater num-
bers of weapons than the other and to make technical advance-
ments more swiftly. Each wanted both more and better
weapons than the other.

The quantitative character of both rivalries stems from the
first major feature of the industrial revolution, the supremacy
of the machine. Machines reduced the importance of human
skill in warfare. The shift from sail to steam-powered warships
meant that adroitness at catching the wind no longer affected
the outcome of battle at sea. The accuracy of a ship's guns
came to depend less and less on the experience, steadiness of
hand, and instinct of the gunner. In the nuclear period virtu-
ally all the human ingenuity goes into the design, and almost
none into the use, of weapons. Nuclear war, should it be
fought, might well be almost exclusively an exercise in the
competitive pushing of buttons.

The tendency of technology to diffuse, and for one country
to be able to imitate the technical achievements of another,
means that the machines of war tend, over time, to be equally
efficient. Victory goes not to the better fighters but to the better
fighting machines; when fighting machines tend to be equally
good, victory increasingly seems to belong to the side with
more machines. Napoleon observed that God was usually to be
found on the side with the bigger battalions. The industrial
revolution made the side with more weapons even surer of the
favor of Providence, and competitors in industrial arms races
equipped themselves accordingly.11

The qualitative aspect of both the Soviet-American and the
Anglo-German arms races springs from the second cardinal
feature of the industrial revolution, the regularity of improve-
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94 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
ment. New models incorporating these regular improvements
made existing warships and nuclear armaments obsolete, be-
cause less capable.

For navies at the end of the nineteenth century and the be-
ginning of the twentieth, "the improved engines, powerful
boilers, irresistible projectiles, and impenetrable armor of one
year were relegated to the scrap heap of the next."12 Progress
was perhaps not quite that swift, and in neither arms race were
older weapons simply discarded. But it is true that the tech-
nology of naval warfare changed almost as much between
1850 and 1900 as it had in the previous ten centuries. Dra-
matic improvements occurred in the propulsion of ships.
When steam engines replaced sails, fleets gained in speed and
maneuverability and became, for the first time, independent of
wind currents.13 The guns mounted on battleships became
larger, with greater range, and had even more explosive pro-
jectiles to fire. Defenses against shells also improved. Ships
acquired progressively thicker, tougher armor plating, but the
means to shield a battleship against their fire did not keep
pace with the improvement of naval guns.

In the nuclear age the fission bombs of 1945 gave way to
fusion explosives less than a decade later, and both the United
States and the Soviet Union devised ways to make these hy-
drogen bombs both vastly more powerful and more compact
than the prototypes. The delivery vehicles for these bombs
changed even more dramatically. Jet aircraft were replaced by
ballistic missiles that could be fired either from land or from
submarines patrolling the bottom of the ocean. In the 1970s
the United States began to develop pilotless drones called
"cruise missiles," which were not as technically elegant as
ballistic missiles but which for that very reason were cheaper
to produce and deploy in large numbers.

The regularity of technical improvement made both the An-
glo-German naval rivalry and the Soviet-American nuclear
race a series of numerical competitions within increasingly
sophisticated categories of armaments: The sequence of quan-
titative arms races in each case made up a qualitative contest.
The expectation that improvement would be regular gave each
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The industrial arms races 95
another common feature: what might be called the "innova-
tion imperative/' Each rival shifted its emphasis from old to
new weapons as a matter of policy, no matter where the com-
petition stood. The leader was as anxious to innovate as the
challenger. Preemption is a logical tactic in an inevitably qual-
itative arms race. It did not become standard practice, how-
ever, until well along in the Anglo-German competition. The
Royal Navy had followed, throughout the nineteenth century,
the policy of always being the second to innovate, so as not to
render existing ships obsolete unless absolutely necessary.14

This policy assumed that technical progress would be grad-
ual, and that if another navy introduced a technical refine-
ment Britain would have ample time to match and surpass it.

The rapid progress in warships in the nineteenth century
undercut these assumptions. In 1905 the British Admiralty de-
cided to build the first all-big-gun battleship, the Dread-
nought. Critics questioned the wisdom of erasing the advan-
tage in warships that Britain had accumulated by introducing
a ship that, because it surpassed all others in fighting poten-
tial, started the competition again from scratch. Sir John
Fisher, the First Sea Lord, maintained in response that the
Dreadnought-style ship was inevitable, and that by having it
first Britain was gaining as much advantage as was availa-
ble.15

By the time nuclear weapons arrived the innovation impera-
tive was a matter of course. Some American scientists did sug-
gest in 1950 that the United States not be the first to develop
the hydrogen bomb. Their opposition was based not on the
assertion that the Soviet Union could not soon fabricate a fu-
sion explosive of its own, however, but rather on the hope that
the Soviets would not do so; the belief that the United States
should not create a weapon of such terrible destructive power;
and the confidence that, because the already existing fission
bomb was so mighty that even a Soviet lead in hydrogen ex-
plosives would not present a threat, the United States need not
be the pioneer in this new kind of weapon.

The innovation imperative led to the reversal, for military
machines, of the original industrial cycle. In that cycle, first an
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96 The Anglo-German naval rivalry

invention would appear, usually as the result of the skill, or
luck, or both, of a solitary tinkerer; then somebody would
grasp its usefulness for war; and finally there would be a new
weapon for military use of it. By the third decade of the nu-
clear age the military in both the United States and the Soviet
Union were specifying the missions that had to be carried out,
and a small army of scientists and engineers was then setting
to work to design the appropriate machines.

The regularity of innovation, and the consequent expecta-
tion that innovation would be regular, led to another charac-
teristic common to both arms races: stage skipping. Because it
was possible to see what needed to be invented it was possible
to imagine the sequence of inventions, the order of the succes-
sive quantitative arms races that would make up the overall
qualitative competition. Thus it became possible to skip stages
in the sequence. The appeal of stage skipping to the challeng-
ing power is that it provides a shortcut to equality. For neither
imperial Germany nor the Soviet Union was this easy to ac-
complish. The successive numerical competitions together
made up a sequence precisely because each required a greater
degree of technical skill and engineering experience than the
one before. Nonetheless, both Germany and the Soviet Union
did manage to skip stages, and so make their challenges more
formidable. The advent of the Dreadnought-class battleship
gave Germany the chance to compete with Britain on an even
footing, and the Germans did try to match the British fleet
from 1906 to 1912. Similarly, the Soviet Union did not bother
to build a substantial fleet of intercontinental-range jet aircraft
in the 1950s, as did the United States. Instead, they concen-
trated their efforts on perfecting ballistic missiles, and after
launching the first earth-orbiting vehicle in 1957 they seemed
to lead the United States in this weapon for a few years.

The anticipation of regular improvement and of preemption
produced another common industrial feature of both arms
races: the danger zone. This was a period when one side antic-
ipated being dangerously inferior to the other, when the bal-
ance of forces was expected to be so unfavorable as to make
the inferior power vulnerable to a knockout blow.
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The industrial arms races 97

Military inferiority has never been a happy circumstance for
the inferior state. The memory of the British attack on the Dan-
ish fleet in Copenhagen harbor in 1807, long before the indus-
trial revolution came to naval warfare, haunted the Germans
as they mounted their challenge. Inferiority became more dan-
gerous in the machine age, however, for a number of reasons.
It became more readily calculable; tactical virtuosity had less
power to overcome it; machines were more capable of striking
sweeping, crippling blows than preindustrial weapons; and
finally, in an arms race, the period of inferiority was finite -
knowing that it would eventually disappear, the leader might
be tempted to strike while enjoying an advantage.

In 1908 the British feared that they were entering a danger
zone, that the German schedule for building Dreadnoughts
would put the Royal Fleet in jeopardy. In the late 1950s fear of
a danger zone gripped the United States. Americans worried
that the Soviet Union would achieve a decisive lead in ballis-
tic missiles in the early 1960s.

Both fears proved unfounded. It was the challengers who
faced severe difficulties. Both went about coping with inferi-
ority in similar fashion. They resolved to build steadily to es-
cape the danger zone. Their motives in both cases were ini-
tially unclear to their rivals and may in fact have been mixed.
From 1897 to 1905 Germany ostensibly built capital ships ac-
cording to the "risk" theory, which held that the capacity to
damage, although not to defeat, the British fleet would bring
Britain to terms, because even a victorious engagement with
Germany would leave the Royal Navy weakened and vulnera-
ble to France and Russia.16 The risk theory may have been in-
tended to camouflage the ultimate aim of parity.17 Whatever
Germany's true aims before 1905, afterward the Dreadnought
made equality seem a feasible objective, and the realignment
of European politics, with Britain forging ententes with
France and Russia, made the risk theory irrelevant.

For a time in the 1960s, it appeared to some American offi-
cials that the Soviet Union had become resigned to having
lesser numbers of nuclear weapons than the United States.18

By the 1970s, however, for most purposes, the Soviets had

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.005
https://www.cambridge.org/core


98 The Anglo-German naval rivalry

caught up, and in a few categories of weaponry had forged
ahead in numerical terms.

Achieving equality, both Germany and the Soviet Union re-
alized at the outset of both arms races, would take time. Each
tried to buy it in two ways. One was political dissembling.
Each made gestures of friendship to its rival to try to mute the
hostility between them. The Germans more than once began
private discussions with the British without really intending
to resolve their differences.19 The Soviets periodically
launched "peace" campaigns in the West in the late 1940s and
early 1950s and tried to win support for banning nuclear
weapons altogether. The other means of keeping the leading
power at bay was a military strategy short of equality in arma-
ments. For Germany this was the risk theory. In the first years
of the nuclear arms race the Soviet Union was thought to hold
Western Europe "hostage" to American nuclear restraint with
its nonnuclear forces. The size of the Soviet army and its prox-
imity to the European allies of the United States were regarded
as a counterbalance to the American nuclear advantage.20

The presumption of regular innovation in weaponry, com-
bined with the long periods required to manufacture elaborate
industrial armaments and the swiftness with which these ar-
maments could strike decisively, made for a final common fea-
ture of the Anglo-German and Soviet-American arms races:
worst case planning.

In both arms races neither side could know how many
weapons - how many capital ships or nuclear-equipped air-
planes, missiles, and submarines - its rival intended to ac-
quire. By the time the other's intentions became apparent in
both instances, it might be too late to match them. The con-
struction of weapons had to begin well before the appearance
of the threat that they were designed to meet. Without know-
ing what it would do, it was natural to proceed on the basis of
the worst that the other side in the arms race couJd do. Overes-
timates could, and did, lead to weapons in excess of what
turned out to be required.21 In 1909, under the impression that
Germany had embarked on a secret program of accelerated
battleship construction, the British Parliament voted a larger
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The democratic arms races 99
number of Dreadnoughts than had originally been authorized,
only to discover that the Germans were proceeding at a more
modest pace than had been feared.22 Similarly, in the early
1960s the United States, anticipating a missile gap, built many
more intercontinental ballistic missiles than were needed to
match the numbers that the Soviets managed to deploy, in part
because of previous fears that the Soviets enjoyed an advan-
tage in these weapons.23

The democratic arms races
The democratic revolution also left its mark on the Anglo-
German and Soviet-American arms races, for it reshaped the
political systems that conducted them by broadening the base
of politics. Since the French Revolution the number of people
who have a say in the governance of many political communi-
ties has grown. Before the nineteenth century the decision for
war and preparations to fight were the business of the mon-
arch, or the few people who had charge of public policy. They
commanded that soldiers be recruited and that bows, lances,
cannons, and catapults be fashioned. Since then, two other
sources of influence have arisen: organized groups, outside
and lately even within the government, which seek to advance
their interests; and the public as a whole, which is often politi-
cally inert but which can sometimes be galvanized on behalf
of a particular cause and whose opinions, actual or potential,
governments now habitually weigh.24

The democratic broadening of politics created restraints on
the building of armaments.25 The idea gained currency that
weapons cause war and so should not be acquired. Other
claims on public resources received political voice. The per-
ennial public choice between guns and butter stems from the
democratic revolution. The radical wing of Britain's Liberal
Party at the time of the arms race with Germany regarded large
naval expenditures as misappropriations of taxpayers' money,
money that could otherwise support the cause of social re-
form. In budget debates these "economists" regularly clashed
with the "navalists," who favored defense spending.26 Demo-
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100 The Anglo-German naval rivalry

cratic government permitted dissent on foreign policy. Both
Germany and Britain in the first decade of the twentieth cen-
tury harbored proponents of reconciliation, rather than naval
competition, with the other.

Where the two great industrial arms races were concerned,
however, the expansion of politics cut both ways. As well as
developing resistance to the accumulation of armaments, the
democratic revolution, in concert with the industrial revolu-
tion, created social forces that profited from, and therefore fa-
vored and encouraged, the construction of weapons, forces
that affected both the Anglo-German naval rivalry and the nu-
clear arms competition. So each arms race was the product of
three things: the competitive implications of the anarchical
international system; the supremacy of the machine and the
regularity of innovation that were the hallmarks of the indus-
trial revolution; and the influence of the principal results of
the democratic revolution, economic and political interests
and public opinion.

In the United States, pressure to sustain the continuous
manufacture of armaments comes from the armed services,
whose existence is bound up with modern weapons. There is a
tendency within ever-larger modern governments for "partial
allegiances" to develop.27 Different sections of the govern-
ment, especially the military, press for generous allocations of
resources for their own programs. Without ships the Navy
loses its reason for being. Without airplanes and missiles the
role of the Air Force shrivels. The services have lobbied for the
production of the weapons that belong to them, with some
success since 1945.28 It is not only the military that behaves in
this fashion. Nor is the tendency of the military to do so neces-
sarily sinister, or improperly motivated. It is natural for people
who have devoted their professional lives to a particular
armed service to believe that its mission is crucial to the na-
tional welfare.

Political pressure to build weapons in the United States
comes, as well, from the private industrial firms that produce
them. Without military orders these firms would suffer finan-
cially; some depend on government patronage so heavily that
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The democratic arms races 101
they could not survive the loss of government weapons con-
tracts. The aerospace industry is a good example.29 The indus-
trial revolution has created these interests in building
weapons; the democratic revolution has opened political
channels through which they can be advanced. The result, in
the United States, is what has been called the "military-indus-
trial complex."30 How much influence the military-industrial
complex has, how this influence compares with that of similar
groups composed of different interests, and whether or not
such influence as it wields subverts the public weal are all
contentious and extensively debated questions. Whether it is
good, bad, or neither, however, the American military-indus-
trial complex is certainly not the first of its kind.

A British version preceded it by more than half a century.
Capital ships rather than nuclear weapons were the arma-
ments that the British military-industrial complex lobbied to
promote. The Admiralty was skillful at putting forward the
case for naval expenditures. Sir John Fisher, the First Sea Lord
at the time of the Dreadnought decision, was especially adept
at presenting the navy's point of view to Parliament and to the
country. The British ship-building industry also pressed for
high naval expenditures, both directly and through members
of Parliament who represented districts where shipyards and
ports were located.31 Cities like Woolwich and Portsmouth,
whose livelihood depended on the navy, played the same role
in the British economy, and their elected representatives simi-
lar parts in British politics, as Seattle, the site of the Boeing
Company, and St. Louis, the home of McDonnell-Douglas, in
the United States. Both the British and American governments
worried that slackening arms budgets would throw large num-
bers of men out of work.32 (As with the American aerospace
industry, orders from foreign countries to the British ship-
yards helped to keep them active.)

The German military-industrial complex before World War I
was more formidable than the other two in that the German
navy was a less logical and less popular part of national policy
than the American nuclear arsenal or the British fleet. An in-
ternational system of two major powers imposes strong pres-
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102 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
sures on each to become the rival of the other. Neither the
United States nor the Soviet Union could easily have declined
to compete with the other in building nuclear weaponry. The
Royal Navy was vital to Britain's well-being because it knit
together what was by the end of the nineteenth century the
farthest-flung empire since Roman times, and because it
served as a lifeline for the economy of the home islands,
which depended upon selling manufactured goods abroad
and importing raw materials and food.

Neither condition was relevant to Germany at the turn of the
century. The international system had at least five major
powers, and Germany traded mainly with othei European
states and had, in any case, done without any navy to speak of
for centuries. When, twice in the twentieth century, the Ger-
mans did make a bid for empire, they turned east, over land.
The British "economists," the parliamentary critics of the Ad-
miralty's plans, conceded the importance of the fleet and even
the necessity for British superiority over all other powers,
quibbling only about the costs of naval construction and urg-
ing that the government try harder to reach some sort of ac-
commodation with Germany. The opponents of naval con-
struction in Germany, the Social Democratic Party, by
contrast, stoutly resisted military spending of all kinds.

Much of the initial impetus for a German high seas fleet
came from the navy, which was as interested in promoting its
own special weapon as in opposing Britain.33 Its success in
building ships that challenged British predominance at sea
was due in large part to the political skills of Admiral Alfred
von Tirpitz, the father of the German battle fleet.34 Tirpitz
craftily guided naval authorization bills through a reluctant
and suspicious Reichstag.35 He won an important ally in the
Kaiser, who became an enthusiast for capital ships. He re-
ceived support, as well, from shipbuilders, the suppliers of the
materials from which ships were made, especially steel, and
the members of the Reichstag sympathetic to these indus-
tries.36 On behalf of the German program of battleship con-
struction, in short, there assembled a formidable version of the
same coalition that promoted the manufacture of armaments
in Britain before 1914 and in the United States after 1945.
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The democratic arms races 103
The democratic revolution had less effect on the Soviet Un-

ion, a country that cannot be called democratic in the ordinary
sense of the word, than on the other three participants in the
two industrial arms races. The rhetoric of democracy is abun-
dant there; popular participation in the governance of the
country, however, is negligible. As for extragovernmental
groups like the industrial firms that pressed for large military
budgets in the United States, Britain, and imperial Germany,
these not only do not exist - the state controls virtually all
economic activity - they are considered illegitimate. The pro-
letariat, according to Soviet doctrine, is the bearer of the inter-
ests of society as a whole; the Communist Party, and it alone,
represents the proletariat.37

During Stalin's time Soviet practice appeared to conform to
this doctrine. The government seemed monolithic, a pyramid
with the dictator sitting at the top and brooking no indepen-
dence below. In the twenty-five years after Stalin's death,
signs of change appeared. Western interpretations of Soviet
politics reflected these perceived changes. Whereas in the
1950s the "totalitarian" image held sway, in the 1960s the
"Kremlinological" school of analysis, which posited differ-
ences among the top Soviet leaders - differences ultimately
grounded in personal ambition but involving matters of policy
as well - became popular. In the 1970s, Western students of
the Soviet Union began to ask whether divisions within the
government did not go deeper than the personalities of Polit-
bureau members. They began to debate the extent to which the
concept of interest groups - which has become so influential
in the understanding of Western industrial politics and which
applies to the military-industrial complexes of the United
States, Britain, and Germany - has become relevant to the So-
viet Union.38

The military is well placed to exert independent influence
within the Soviet system. It is heavily represented in the up-
per echelons of both the Communist Party and the govern-
ment. Since Stalin's death military affairs have become more
complicated. Here the military has an advantage because, ac-
cording to a careful study, it "seems to control far more of the
information relevant to making policy in its specialized realm
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104 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
than do its counterparts in the West."39 Stalin could person-
ally supervise the design of weapons, the promotion of offi-
cers, and the tactics of battle. Even if he had had the political
authority to dominate military affairs in this fashion,
Brezhnev would not have had the technical expertise to do so;
he seems in fact to have had neither.40

There is reason to believe that the Soviet military has as-
serted itself. The choice between guns and butter is a particu-
larly significant one for the Soviet Union. Such active loyalty
among the populace as the Communist Party commands
comes in large measure from its success in raising living
standards. The components of the standard of living - con-
sumer goods, housing, and food - compete for resources with
military production. Yet, despite some sweeping changes in
the allocation of resources - agriculture's share increased dra-
matically in the 1970s - the level of military spending has
remained high.

There is some direct evidence for the independent influence
of the military as well. Military leaders have publicly empha-
sized the need to devote a generous share of the national
wealth to armaments, and they have sometimes seemed to be
taking issue with civilian officials on this score, although the
Communist Party has traditionally given high priority to de-
fense for its own purposes. Policy debates were sharper and
more open in the Khrushchev era than in the Brezhnev pe-
riod.41 Nonetheless, military publications in the late 1970s in-
sisted on high levels of investment in heavy industry, the in-
dustrial sector vital to defense, and warned of the continuing
threat from Western imperialism even in an era of detente.42

Individual politicians may have made personal alliances with
military figures, offering assurances of a sympathetic hearing
for requests for defense expenditures and perhaps even per-
sonal advancement in exchange for support in the jockeying
for supreme political power. Khrushchev and Marshal Zhukov
seemed to have close ties; Brezhnev and Marshal Grechko may
also have struck up a special relationship.

Behind Soviet nuclear weapons programs, therefore, stand
groups that in some although by no means all ways resemble
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The democratic arms races 105
the politicians, industrial managers, and military officials
who encouraged the production of armaments in the United
States, Britain, and imperial Germany. In the Soviet political
system and for Soviet participation in the nuclear competition
with the United States, the democratic revolution's second
contribution to modern politics - public opinion - has had
little effect. The differences in policy that do exist, the battles
over the allocation of resources that are fought, remain within
the narrow precincts of the party and the government.

In the United States since 1945 and in Britain before 1914,
by contrast, public opinion did help to shape public policy.
Regular elections made the public the ultimate repository of
sovereignty. In both countries popular sentiment raised the
level of arms production by reinforcing the tendency to worst
case planning. In each country, the public became alarmed at
the prospect of falling into a danger zone. The resulting outcry
forced the government to build more weapons than had origi-
nally been planned.

In the United States the launching of Sputnik and the fear of
a missile gap created a wave of public concern that John Ken-
nedy rode to the presidency in 1960 but that impelled him,
once in office, to authorize a larger increase in intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles than the dimensions of the Soviet nuclear
arsenal, which satellite reconnaissance had fixed precisely for
the first time, seemed to warrant.43 The British equivalent of
the missile gap scare was the "Dreadnought panic" of 1909.
Grim rumors floated through London that many more German
capital ships were being built than had previously been sus-
pected. Newspapers agitated for an accelerated British pro-
gram of construction. The Liberal cabinet split on the issue,
and from outside the government the Conservatives called for
more ships. The number finally authorized went beyond what
any of them had wanted. As Winston Churchill put it, "In the
end a curious and characteristic solution was reached. The
Admiralty had demanded six ships; the economists offered
four. And we finally compromised on eight."44

Public opinion played a different role in Wilhelmine Ger-
many. The imperial political system was a curious hybrid,
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part autocratic and part democratic, with a parliament grafted
on to the Prussian monarchy. Rather than public opinion
pushing the government to build more ships, the reverse was
true: The government worked to drum up popular support for
the fleet. Tirpitz orchestrated a campaign of naval propa-
ganda.45 A Navy League was created to inform Germans of the
benefits of a high seas fleet,46 and Tirpitz and others endeav-
ored to shape public sentiment through the newspapers.47

The effort to win support for a program of naval construc-
tion had a larger purpose: The fleet was to serve as a symbol of
national pride, and as a focus of support for the Kaiser and for
imperial rule, with which it was identified. It came to be seen
by its champions as a means of patching up the deep divisions
in the German political system, or, failing that, of undercut-
ting support for the Socialists. German armaments policy be-
fore 1914 was less the result of popular opinion than a tool for
controlling it.48

The nuclear arms race
The nuclear arms race between the United States and the So-
viet Union has been the product of the age-old competitive
impulse that springs from the anarchical structure of the inter-
national system and the two great social revolutions that made
modern society - and that, in doing so, touched off the first
two modern revolutions in warfare. In this sense the advent of
nuclear weapons has simply re-created the results of the me-
chanical revolution in warfare, as its similarities with the An-
glo-German naval rivalry demonstrate. The Soviet-American
nuclear competition and the Anglo-German naval rivalry
have followed similar patterns because both were industrial
arms races. Is there any way in which the Soviet-American
contest is distinctively nuclear?

The two industrial rivalries have not had identical histories.
The outcomes differ. Since 1945 the United States and the So-
viet Union have reached negotiated agreements placing limits
on their nuclear arsenals; before 1914 the Germans and the
British, despite efforts to do so, failed to agree on limiting
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The nuclear arms race 107
arms. The political rivalry of which the Anglo—German arms
race was a part ended in war; this has not been true, so far, of
the rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United States.
What, if anything, do these differences owe to the special
properties of nuclear weapons?

As they armed, each pair of adversaries talked about limit-
ing their arms, both in public multinational forums and in pri-
vate direct talks. Naval restraints formed part of the agenda of
the 1907 Hague Disarmament Conference, which both Britain
and Germany attended. The two sides held a series of bilateral
discussions of matters outstanding between them, of which
those arising from the mission of the British Minister of War,
R. B. Haldane, to Berlin in 1912 held the most promise of suc-
cess. All came to nothing. Similarly, representatives of the
United States and the Soviet Union debated disarmament at
the United Nations beginning in 1946 and then, in the late
1950s, met privately to try to find some formula for stopping
the testing of nuclear weapons, without success.

The reasons for failure were the same in both cases. Neither
side was willing to modify the political goals that had ani-
mated the rivalry in the first place. Germany was prepared to
contemplate naval restraints, but only in exchange for British
assent to German freedom of maneuver in Europe. The British
were not willing to allow Germany to dominate the continent
and insisted on naval supremacy, which not all Germans were
inclined to concede.49 Similarly, the first American disarma-
ment proposal, the Baruch Plan of 1946, which would have
placed nuclear weapons under international supervision,
would have left the Soviet Union, which had not yet set off a
nuclear explosion, at a disadvantage in relation to the United
States. And the supervising body, if the newly formed United
Nations was a precedent, would likely be dominated by the
United States. The Soviet counterproposals, on the other
hand, for disarmament without (or at least prior to) interna-
tional control, for nuclear-free zones, and for nonaggression
pacts would have given the Soviet Union, with its large non-
nuclear army, the kind of military advantage on the European
continent that the Germans had sought before World War I.
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108 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
In historical perspective the paths of the two negotiations

run parallel for a time, then diverge. The United States and the
Soviet Union concluded a series of formal arms control ac-
cords, beginning with the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 and
including the Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968 and the Strate-
gic Arms Limitation (SALT) accords of 1972 and 1979. Britain
and Germany reached no such agreements.

What accounts for success in negotiations in the one case
and failure in the other? One factor was the number of major
powers in the international system. Because before 1914 there
were several, Britain could not deal with Germany without
taking into account the effects on Russia and France. The
United States and the Soviet Union have each been freer to
bargain with the other than Britain or Germany were because
no other member of the international system approaches them
in power and therefore in importance.50

The world's principal maritime powers did finally join in a
comprehensive agreement to limit capital ships, but this took
place after World War I. The United States, Britain, France,
Italy, and Japan subscribed to the Washington Naval Treaty of
1922 and the London Treaty of 1930. Each signatory was as-
signed a tonnage total, and the quotas varied from nation to
nation. Britain and the United States were allotted more than
Japan, which in turn had the right to a larger fleet than Italy.

Two conditions prevailed after 1918 that had been missing
before. The technology of battleships had become familiar. As
long as the potential of a new technology is uncertain there is
likely to be a reluctance to constrain weapons that use it.51 The
post-World War I naval accords did not ban the newest kind of
fighting ship, the submarine, as Britain had hoped they
would. Similarly, by 1963 atmospheric testing, which was
prohibited by the Test Ban Treaty of that year, had become
unnecessary for the improvement of the American and Soviet
nuclear arsenals. The first SALT agreements did not cover
multiple warheads, which were just being deployed, and the
second placed only loose restraints on the most recently de-
veloped weapon, the cruise missile. The obsolescence, or at
least the familiarity, of a weapon seems to be a necessary con-
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The nuclear arms race 109
dition for agreements to limit it. To put it another way, one
quantitative stage of a qualitative arms race can be circum-
scribed when the contestants have moved on to the next one.

Furthermore, whereas Britain and Germany had been politi-
cal adversaries, the parties to the Washington Treaty were not.
They had been allies in World War I. Neither Germany nor the
new Bolshevik regime in Russia, the two international out-
casts of the immediate postwar period, signed the treaty. It
was possible to agree on armaments because there was rough
agreement on the political issues on behalf of which arma-
ments might be used.

Since 1945 the United States and the Soviet Union have
never reached the kind of political consensus that united the
signatories to the two naval treaties after 1918. They have,
however, found grounds for nuclear accommodation despite
the deep political differences that divide them. Three common
interests have formed the basis for the arms control agree-
ments that they have signed.52

One has been the avoidance of war. The formal accords that
they have concluded have served as vehicles for expressing
their common resolve to cooperate at least far enough to avoid
catastrophe.53 The presence of this common incentive for ne-
gotiated agreements after 1945 and its absence before 1914 no
doubt have something to do with the toll in lives and re-
sources that a nuclear war would take. World War I, however,
was itself enormously destructive. So the timing of the perti-
nent military revolutions was as important as, perhaps more
important than, the differences between the principal
weapons of the day. The dimensions of the nuclear revolution
were apparent in August 1945, whereas the import of the in-
dustrial revolution was not fully understood until after Au-
gust 1914.

Another interest common to the United States and the So-
viet Union that their nuclear agreements have served to pro-
mote is nonproliferation. The Test Ban Treaty and the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty were designed, indirectly in the first case and
directly in the second, to keep nuclear weapons from coun-
tries that did not already possess them.54 The absence of a
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110 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
comparable common interest before 1914 may be due, how-
ever, not only to the extraordinary power of nuclear arma-
ments but also to the structure of the international system then
and now. Nonproliferation is, among other things, an exercise
in the preservation of bipolarity. Before 1914 there was no bi-
polarity to preserve.

The third common interest that underlies the arms control
agreements that the United States and the Soviet Union have
signed is the relationship of "mutual assured destruction,"
wherein each has and understands that the other has the ca-
pacity to devastate the other beyond all precedent even after
absorbing the most powerful initial blow that the other can
strike. Each holds the society of the other hostage to its good
behavior. The 1972 treaty prohibiting the deployment of anti-
ballistic missile systems ratified this relationship, and by sign-
ing it both sides implied that they regard it as the basis of
stability. Bipolarity lends itself to this relationship. So, too,
does the main feature of nuclear weapons - extraordinary de-
structive power, enough power to give each side the ability to
inflict damage that will be unacceptable to the other no matter
what the attendant circumstances. In this sense the fact that
the Soviet-American rivalry is a nuclear arms race has con-
tributed to the agreements they have reached to regulate it.
The extraordinary force of nuclear weapons, and the stable re-
lationship on the basis of a mutual assumption of a devastat-
ing response to an attack that this makes possible, have also
contributed to the second difference between the two arms
competitions: war in 1914 and the absence of war, so far, since
1945.

As with their attempts at cooperation, the conflict between
each pair of rivals runs parallel up to a point, then diverges.
After the initial challenge a series of crises unfolded in each
case. The mutual suspicion between Britain and Germany rose
a notch after the first Moroccan crisis in 1905, and then again
after the Austrian annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in
1908, the Agadir incident of 1911, and the Balkan wars of
1910 and 1912. It boiled over in the fateful crisis of July 1914,
which began when Serbian nationalists assassinated the Aus-
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The nuclear arms race 111
trian Archduke Franz Ferdinand. Austria first made a series of
demands on Serbia and then declared war. Russia mobilized
to protect its Balkan ally. Germany struck to support Austria.
Finally, when it was certain that Germany would not only
fight but would attack Britain's tacit ally, France, by marching
through Belgium, whose independence Britain was party to
guaranteeing, the British entered the war.

A comparable sequence of events stretches forward from
1945: the collapse of the American-sponsored Baruch Plan for
the international control of atomic energy; the forcible incor-
poration of Eastern Europe into the Soviet orbit; the civil war
in Greece; the blockade of Berlin; the North Korean attack; the
Hungarian uprising; Suez; Berlin again; and finally the
gravest moment of all, the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, when
the United States discovered that the Soviet Union was setting
up nuclear-capable ballistic missiles in Cuba, demanded that
they be removed, and placed a naval blockade around the is-
land that was lifted only when the Soviets agreed to withdraw
them. The missile crisis was similar to the July 1914 crisis in
that although neither was a direct attack by one rival upon the
other, both were provocations by the challenger that turned
into tests of will from which graceful exits were difficult to
find. In both crises, troops were mobilized and diplomatic
messages exchanged.

War broke out in 1914 and not in 1962. All other things
being equal, the Soviet-American conflict seems likelier, in
retrospect, to have led to warfare than the one between Britain
and Germany. Wars, after all, grow out of political rivalries,
and the rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion was fiercer, the rift between them deeper, the common
ground between them narrower than was the case for Germany
and Britain. The British and the Germans had been allies in
the still-remembered past. So had the United States and the
Soviet Union, and even more recently, but important sectors
of public opinion and members of the governing classes in
both countries were well disposed toward the other, which
was not true for the Soviet Union and the United States. The
Kaiser was even related to the British royal family. Far fewer
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112 The Anglo-German naval rivalry
common bonds linked the United States and the Soviet Union.
Their mutual ideological animosity ran deep. Nor did the as-
sassination of the Austrian Archduke and the events that fol-
lowed necessarily constitute a graver provocation than the
emplacement of Soviet intermediate-range nuclear-capable
ballistic missiles ninety miles from the Florida coast. The
American government gave every indication of being willing
to go to war over the Cuban missiles. As late as the end of July
1914, Lord Grey, the British Foreign Secretary, was trying to
mediate the dispute that the assassination had touched off. He
had little thought of becoming involved on one side of it.

The weapons that the two sets of rivals competed to acquire
played different roles when peace hung in the balance. In the
July 1914 crisis the European powers scarcely gave a thought
to capital ships. The naval race had in fact subsided two years
earlier, when Germany had turned its attention to continental
matters. Britain's naval superiority proved decisive at the very
end of the war, when a blockade helped to bring about the
final German collapse, but it hardly mattered before 1918. The
one important naval engagement of World War I, the Battle of
Jutland, confirmed British mastery of the seas, but Germany
almost won the war all the same; indeed, the Germans did win
the war in the east. In great power crises since 1945, by con-
trast, nuclear weapons have never been far from the thoughts
of the American and Soviet leaders. The Cuban missile crisis
unfolded in an atmosphere of nuclear-induced foreboding and
mortal dread. Both sides maneuvered to avert open warfare,
and each signaled to the other its wish to keep the shooting
from starting.55

So the power of nuclear armaments helped to keep the
peace after 1945, whereas battleships played no such role be-
fore 1914. Here again, however, the contrast may be due not so
much to differences in destructive power between the two
types of weapons as to differences in the timing of two mili-
tary revolutions: the mechanical coming in full force only af-
ter World War I had begun, the nuclear before World War III
could commence. If the German Chancellor Bethmann-
Hollweg, Lord Grey, and other European leaders in the sum-
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The nuclear arms race 113
mer of 1914 had been as clear about the devastation that the
war they were starting would unleash as Kennedy and Kru-
shchev were of the consequences of war between them in 1962,
the outcome of the July crisis might more closely have resem-
bled the denouement of the missile crisis.

There is, however, one clear and relevant difference be-
tween the industrial armaments the British and the Germans
competed to acquire and the industrial but also nuclear
weapons the United States and the Soviet Union have raced to
build. They have affected differently the underlying political
rivalries. At first each arms race exacerbated political relations
between the nations involved; neither leading power was
happy to be challenged. Ultimately, however, the two compe-
titions in weaponry had opposite effects. The naval challenge
from Germany was one of the principal causes, perhaps the
most important cause, of the realignment of European politics
at the beginning of the twentieth century that saw Britain
move closer to France and Russia, and ultimately to treat the
ententes with these two countries as virtual alliances — a re-
alignment without which a world war might not have begun
in 1914.56 The nuclear competition has had a less inflamma-
tory impact on Soviet-American relations; it has in some
ways had a pacifying effect. The reason has to do with the
basic difference between the perceived political purposes of
capital ships before World War I and of nuclear weapons after
World War II. The purposes of the first were, or at least ap-
peared at the time to be, offensive; the second have come to
seem, in general, inherently defensive. Germany's high seas
fleet was a tool for upsetting the international status quo; the
Soviet and the American accumulation of nuclear armaments
have increasingly, with some exceptions, appeared to be in-
struments for preserving it.

In World War I the mechanical revolution in warfare fa-
vored the defense. Hundreds of thousands of soldiers died
struggling for possession of a narrow strip of territory in
northern France. Before 1914, however, mechanical military
developments seemed to favor the offense. In the wars of Ger-
man unification one of the two principal innovations in land
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warfare, the railroad, made swift victory possible. The other
major innovation, the machine gun, was preeminently the
weapon of conquest, enabling Europe to bring all of Africa and
much of Asia under its rule.57

If the mechanical revolution in land warfare appeared to im-
prove the odds of the attacker, its effects at sea, where the ma-
chine age came sooner in full force, seemed even more em-
phatically advantageous to conquest and expansion. Naval
battles with modern ships produced sweeping victories in the
Sino-Japanese War of 1895, the Spanish-American War of
1898, and the Russo-Japanese War of 1905. Moreover, in each
of them a state without a history as a great power but one that
had assiduously applied the fruits of the industrial revolution
to naval warfare defeated a traditionally great but industrially
backward nation. Their navies achieved for the United States
and Japan what Germany wanted - empires won from historic
great powers.

Germany in fact regarded a first-class navy as an instrument
of imperial expansion. The Germans took to heart the writings
of the American naval officer Alfred Thayer Mahan, whose
best-known book, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History,
attempted to demonstrate that great empires had usually been
founded on, and the important wars won by, naval supremacy,
or at least that sea power had had greater importance than was
ordinarily assumed.58

Maritime supremacy meant "command of the sea/' which
entailed control of the major sea lanes through the capacity to
destroy or to blockade - to defeat or to deter - rival navies.59

Before the days of submarines and combat aircraft, command
of the sea belonged to the nation with the most powerful fleet
of battleships. So the German decision to acquire a high seas
fleet could only be interpreted by the British as a bid to wrest
command of the sea from the Royal Navy.

Still, countries other than Germany were constructing fleets
of capital ships in the first decade of the twentieth century.
The navies of both Japan and the United States were growing.
The British were not particularly happy about these naval pro-
grams but were able to accommodate them in a way that was
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not possible for the German battleships. For if, in 1914, indus-
trial weapons in general and industrial navies in particular
seemed threatening, a German industrial fleet posed the great-
est threat imaginable to Britain. Command of the sea, indeed
the projection of any sea power at all, depended in the first
instance on control of the home waters; without it a fleet
would not be able to leave its home port. For Germany and
Britain - and this was the crucial point - the home waters
were the same, the North Sea.60

Either Britain or Germany could control the North Sea, but
not both. So security in maritime terms for one meant insecu-
rity for the other. Their naval contest was, to use a phrase that
has become popular in the study of strategic affairs since 1945,
a ''zero-sum game." One side's gain was automatically the
other's loss. For Britain, the loss of the North Sea would have
put the empire and the trade routes - that is, the nation's su-
preme interests - at risk. This the British could not afford to
do.

Because it improves the deterrent and therefore defensive
capacities of both sides, the Soviet—American nuclear arms
race, by contrast, has become a "positive-sum game." The goal
of assured destruction, the capacity to inflict devastating pun-
ishment in reply to any attack, is available to both sides. Secu-
rity is defined in such a way that both the United States and
the Soviet Union can achieve it. Before 1914, the more ships
Britain and Germany built the more likely it seemed to each
that the other would use them to advance its own and subvert
the other's interests. Since 1945, the more nuclear weapons
each has accumulated, the less likely, on the whole, it has
seemed that either would use them.61

In this sense, the sense that it has given each side the capac-
ity for assured destruction and so promoted a stable relationship
between the United States and the Soviet Union, the nuclear
competition has a final feature that sets it apart from all pre-
vious arms races. All others have ended and ordinarily in one
of two ways. Either war has broken out, or the political rela-
tions underlying the arms competition have shifted, through
reconciliation or a change in alliance partnerships.62 By mak-
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ing each side too powerful - because too secure in the where-
withal for retaliation - for the other to attack, the nuclear arms
race has prevented war. It has frozen political relations be-
tween the United States and the Soviet Union as well. The
growth of their respective nuclear arsenals has forestalled rec-
onciliation by giving each the means to resist the threats of the
other, and has made alliance switches less important than in
the past by keeping the two more powerful than any third
country. Without the customary ways of ending it the nuclear
competition continues, a series of quantitative contests in nu-
clear explosives with increasingly diverse and sophisticated -
that is, qualitatively different - delivery vehicles. In this way
the nuclear arms race, because it is nuclear, is self-perpetuat-
ing.
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5
Arms Competition:
The Nuclear Arms Race and
Tariff Competitions

Optimizing doctrines
The United States and the Soviet Union have each accumu-
lated weaponry with an eye on the other's nuclear arsenal for
the same reasons that have underlain previous arms races:
They have had different and opposed political goals and have
regarded nuclear weapons as useful for reaching, and for pre-
venting the other from reaching, those goals.

The pattern of rivalry between the two nuclear giants has
had features common to other industrial arms races, notably
the Anglo-German competition in capital ships before World
War I. So far, the Soviet-American political rivalry has
stopped short of war, unlike the rivalry between Britain and
Germany before 1914, in part because of the nuclear character
of the Soviet-American arms race. Its nuclear character has
also helped to make the competition between the United
States and the Soviet Union, unlike previous ones, self-perpet-
uating.

The Soviet-American arms race has another property, stem-
ming from the unprecedented destructive capacity of nuclear
weapons, that runs counter to its self-perpetuating character
and sets it apart even more dramatically from all other arms
races in all of recorded history. That property is a logical stop-
ping point. The American government has reckoned that it
needs to be certain of being able to inflict a certain amount of
damage in response to Soviet aggression in order to prevent
such aggression. The capacity to inflict that much damage is

117
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the standard that the United States has adopted for effective
deterrence. It has been given the name "assured destruction."
Assured destruction has two singular features that make it a
logical point for both the United States and the Soviet Union
to stop acquiring nuclear weapons.

First, as a standard it is absolute. The capacity for assured
destruction not only represents more destructive force than
any country has ever had before, it represents the point be-
yond which additional destructive force simply serves no pur-
pose at all. The United States set the requirements for assured
destruction at the annihilation of between a fifth and a third of
the Soviet population and between half and three-quarters of
the Soviet industrial capacity. Why did American officials
choose these particular figures? It was not just that they be-
lieved that "amounts of damage substantially below those
levels might not suffice to deter irrational or desperate
leaders"; they also saw that "beyond these levels very rapidly
diminishing damage would be achieved for each additional
dollar invested."1 Up to those levels, nuclear destruction was
relatively cheap. Beyond them, it looked expensive. In theory
the capacity to destroy 80 percent of the industrial facilities of
the Soviet Union might deter what the ability to lay waste to
only 75 percent would not. Beginning in the mid-1960s how-
ever, the American government assumed that 75 and even 50
percent was adequate.2

Nuclear weapons beyond those required to ensure the requi-
site levels of damage are, by the terms of this standard, of no
military or political value. This is not to say that the Ameri-
cans assumed that the capacity for assured destruction would
by itself keep the Soviets from doing anything nasty or threat-
ening; rather, they believed that the ability to inflict the desig-
nated levels of damage would prevent everything that could
be prevented by nuclear threats. More deterrence might be
available, but more nuclear weaponry could not purchase it.

As a military capability, moreover, assured destruction is
more or less unassailable; that is its second cardinal feature.
Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union has any hope
of undercutting the other's capacity for destroying appreciable
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portions of its society. There are two ways that either might do
so. One is to launch a preemptive strike, crippling the adver-
sary's nuclear weapons before they can be used. The fleets of
nuclear-equipped submarines that both sides field prevent
this. A surprise attack might conceivably knock out the land-
based missiles of either side and catch the bomber aircraft as-
signed to targets in the other country on the ground. Subma-
rines are a much more elusive quarry. They patrol the vast
regions of the world's oceans. They are difficult to hit because
difficult to detect. Without a breakthrough in the techniques
of antisubmarine warfare neither side could prevent the sub-
marine force of the other from delivering a blow of devastat-
ing, unprecedented proportions.3

The other way to deprive the adversary of the capacity for
assured destruction is to be able to intercept incoming nuclear
explosives. This is a formidably complicated task. Even a few
nuclear weapons, even one, could take an enormous toll in
lives and property should they (or it) strike either the United
States or the Soviet Union. Could either great power ever con-
struct defenses against incoming missiles that could offer sub-
stantial protection in wartime? The question is difficult to an-
swer. Since 1972 it has been moot. In that year the two
countries signed a treaty renouncing systems of ballistic mis-
sile defense.4

If either preemption or defense were possible, each side
would have an incentive to continue building its nuclear
stockpile beyond the level necessary for assured destruction:
to have enough explosives to destroy the other's arsenal, to
survive an attack, or to saturate systems of defense. Because
preemption is technically infeasible and defense is illegal,
neither side has such an incentive.

Once having provided itself with a nuclear arsenal powerful
enough to kill half the population and devastate three-quarters
of the industrial plant of the other, to use the upper ends of the
specified ranges, neither the United States nor the Soviet Un-
ion stands to gain from having more nuclear weapons, accord-
ing to this way of thinking. For nuclear weapons, to the ques-
tion "how much is enough?" there is a definitive and final
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120 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
answer. Assured destruction is enough. Beyond it, as former
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger once said, "the term 'su-
premacy,' when casualties will be in the tens of millions, has
practically no operational significance/'5 Or, as a Soviet mili-
tary officer put it, "when both sides possess weapons capable
of destroying many times over all life on earth, neither the
addition of new armaments nor an increase in their destruc-
tive power can bring any substantial military - and still less
political - advantage."6

By the logic of assured destruction, the United States and
the Soviet Union should have expanded their nuclear arsenals
as rapidly as possible until they reached the capacity for as-
sured destruction, and then stopped. Below the level of as-
sured destruction nuclear superiority may bring real advan-
tages and inferiority may pose genuine risks. Above this level,
both sides are beyond disadvantage, beyond danger, at least so
far as these depend upon nuclear weapons.

Here the nuclear competition has no parallel in any arms
race of the past. All other kinds of armaments are infinitely
fungible, in the sense that they can always be put to military
use.7 The natural stopping point that assured destruction pro-
vides suggests a different kind of comparison, with the move-
ment of commodities across national boundaries - that is,
with international trade.

International economics and international politics have
marked similarities. Factors of production move freely within
but not between sovereign states; similarly, governmental au-
thority is exercised within but not between states.8 The pur-
pose of authority is security; the purpose of economic activity
is welfare.9 Armaments are agents of security; trade is an agent
of welfare. For each there is an "optimizing doctrine," which
prescribes levels of armaments and trade that will yield the
greatest possible security and welfare, respectively.10 For ar-
maments it is the doctrine of assured destruction. For trade it
is the doctrine of comparative costs, or comparative advan-
tage.

The doctrine of comparative costs holds that with an inter-
national division of labor each state should throw open its bor-
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Optimizing doctrines 121
ders to goods from all others. Assuming that each state spe-
cializes in the goods for the production of which it has the
greatest comparative advantage or relative efficiency (even if
it is absolutely less efficient than all other states in producing
all goods), all states will benefit if goods flow freely across
national boundaries. Moreover, if nation A puts obstacles in
the way of goods from nation B, B is still better off welcoming
all that A wishes to export than retaliating in kind. By impos-
ing a tariff in response, B simply further diminishes its own
well-being (as well as A's.)11

The theory of comparative advantage was first demon-
strated in 1817 by the English economist David Ricardo. For
purposes of illustration he assumed an economic universe
composed of only two countries, England and Portugal, and of
two products, wine and cloth. The theory has been shown to
hold true, however, for all countries and all products. The
doctrine of assured destruction, and its implications for the
acquisition of nuclear weaponry, may not be so plainly appli-
cable to more than two states. But there are, for the moment at
least, only two for whom assured destruction is relevant. The
universe of nuclear powers, for these purposes, includes only
the United States and the Soviet Union.12

The doctrines of assured destruction and comparative costs
are optimizing doctrines not only in the sense that they pre-
scribe levels of tariffs and arms that are optimal from the point
of view of security and welfare but because their prescriptions
run counter to widely held ideas of how states become more
secure and richer. The prescribed levels are lower than what
the conventional wisdom has often judged desirable. Optimiz-
ing security and welfare, according to these doctrines, does
not mean maximizing arms and tariffs. In most political com-
munities, however, where arms and tariffs were concerned,
more has been considered better. This has been so even for
nuclear armaments and even since the doctrine of compara-
tive costs was first presented.

So the parallel between nuclear weapons and international
trade goes further: The prescribed level of armaments - what
is necessary for assured destruction - and the prescribed bar-
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122 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
riers to trade - none - are regularly exceeded in practice. De-
spite Ricardo and his successors, the history of international
economic relations in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is
studded with obstacles to the movement of goods across
national boundaries. Similarly, although the point at which
the requirements for assured destruction is satisfied is diffi-
cult to fix precisely, and although both the United States and
the Soviet Union have undoubtedly approached the fulfill-
ment of those requirements in conservative fashion,13 by the
end of the 1970s both sides had gone well beyond even a gen-
erous definition of those requirements in their nuclear acquis-
itiveness.

Why did they do so? Why has the nuclear arms race contin-
ued? Why, to put it another way, has the nuclear arms race
been similar in this respect to arms races of the past when the
special properties of nuclear weapons ought to have made it
different? The history of international trade is instructive and
pertinent. It is a far longer history than that of the nuclear arms
competition between the United States and the Soviet Union.
The circumstances in which tariffs have risen and fallen shed
light on the forces that determine the dimensions of the nu-
clear arsenals that the two great powers deploy, and hence on
the future of the nuclear arms race.

Competing doctrines
Why would a country impose a tariff knowing that, according
to the doctrine of comparative advantage, this will reduce its
own welfare? It might simply not accept the theory. Until Ri-
cardo presented it, no one had heard of it. The body of "scien-
tific" or "classical" economic thought, of which comparative
advantage is a part, has come into being only in the last two
hundred years. For the two previous centuries European gov-
ernments were under the influence of an economic doctrine
quite different in its implications from comparative advan-
tage. This was mercantilism, which stressed the importance
for a sovereign state of a surplus of exports over imports. Euro-
pean governments tried to sell as much and buy as little as
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possible abroad. Tariffs were among the devices they used to
restrict imports. They believed that a nation's wealth de-
pended crucially upon its supply of precious metals. The
more of its goods a nation could sell to others, and the less it
had to buy from others, the more gold and silver it would re-
ceive in payment.

Mercantilists believed, as one economic historian put it,
that "the quantity of wealth in the world was a constant, and a
country could gain only at the expense of other countries/' By
the lights of modern economic thinking they "grossly misun-
derstood the true means to and nature of plenty."14 One reason
for this misunderstanding was that mercantilist thinking took
hold during the period of European history when war was not
only a normal but a constant national undertaking. Without
conscription and the extensive and generally reliable powers
of taxation that modern governments possess, the size of a
state's army depended on its supply of gold and silver. The
larger the store of precious metals, the more soldiers it was
possible to recruit and the better the state could therefore ex-
pect to fare in the continual rounds of warfare. War is inevita-
bly a competitive enterprise, and because the importance of
national wealth lay in its contribution to war, the accumula-
tion of wealth became competitive as well.

"Mercantilism" may be defined as a doctrine that recog-
nizes no fundamental difference between international poli-
tics and economics. Similarly, the strategic equivalent of mer-
cantilism - the rejection of assured destruction as an absolute
standard of nuclear adequacy - does not recognize the funda-
mental difference between nuclear weapons and all other
kinds of armaments that the strategic optimizing doctrine, as-
sured destruction, assumes.

In its purest form strategic mercantilism rests on the convic-
tion that one side can deny to the other the capacity for as-
sured destruction; that nuclear weapons, like all other
weapons, can be used to "win" wars in the sense that the goals
attained are in some kind of rough balance with the damage
suffered.15 This view had some currency in the early years of
the nuclear age, especially in the ranks of the American and
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124 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
perhaps also the Soviet, military. In the 1970s the treaty pro-
hibiting defensive systems and the impressive dimensions
both arsenals had attained deprived it of much of its plausibil-
ity, and hence its appeal, although officials on both sides pre-
sumably still go about the task of making plans to win a nu-
clear war.16

A version of strategic mercantilism that is more widely
shared holds that, short of "victory" in a nuclear exchange,
asymmetries in the nuclear arsenals the United States and the
Soviet Union deploy can lead to significant political conse-
quences even when both sides possess the capacity for the as-
sured destruction of the other. The ratio of strategic nuclear
forces over and above the level of assured destruction, accord-
ing to this version of the doctrine, does count. The United
States and the Soviet Union continue, after all, to be rivals.
Their rivalry has brought them in the past, and will likely
bring them again in the future, into confrontation with each
other. In a confrontation, in a moment of tension and uncer-
tainty, one side may be able to draw some advantage from its
larger nuclear stockpile even if its rival has the undeniable
power to destroy a third (or more) of its population and half
(or more) of its industry.

Mercantilists believe that equality between the two strategic
forces matters, in the words of former Secretary of Defense
James Schlesinger, "for symbolic purposes, in large part be-
cause the strategic offensive forces have come to be seen by
many - however regrettably - as important to the status and
stature of a major power/'17 Either the opposing great nuclear
power or other countries might take conspicuous gaps in one
of the two giant nuclear arsenals as a sign of weakness, and act
accordingly.18

Strategic mercantilists worry not just about the overall ap-
pearance of the two principal nuclear forces but about specific
weapons and capabilities that they deem especially important
even where the capacity for assured destruction exists. The
wherewithal to destroy some of the other side's missiles in
their concrete subterranean bunkers - the capacity, that is, for
counterforce attacks - received particular attention in the sec-
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ond half of the 1970s from Americans who credited the ratio of
strategic forces above the level of assured destruction with po-
litical importance. Their concern arose from a particular "pro-
portional" definition of deterrence, which held that "to be
credible, and hence effective over the range of possible contin-
gencies, deterrence must rest on many options and on a spec-
trum of capabilities."19 In the 1950s and 1960s this definition
lay behind suggestions that the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation needed to muster enough nonnuclear force to thwart a
Warsaw Pact attack in Europe without resorting to nuclear
weapons. In the absence of adequate Western nonnuclear, or
"conventional," strength, the argument went, a Soviet inva-
sion could present NATO with the terrible choice of either
accepting defeat or bringing nuclear weapons into play to
stave it off, thereby risking Soviet nuclear retaliation. Simi-
larly, the lack of a counterforce capacity on the American side
could, according to Schlesinger, "bring into question our abil-
ity to deter limited and selective attacks."20 The proponents of
a graduated concept of deterrence in the 1950s and 1960s sug-
gested that the Warsaw Pact might actually launch a nonnu-
clear attack on Western Europe; seizing the city of Hamburg
was a popular scenario. Those who applied it to the balance of
counterforce capacities between the two great powers in the
late 1970s feared not so much that the Soviet Union would
launch a sudden strike at the American land-based missile
force as that the theoretical capacity to do so might give the
Soviet Union "ways of exercising coercion and extracting con-
cessions without triggering the final holocaust."21

Strategic mercantilism rests on the conviction that for nu-
clear weapons, as for all other kinds of armaments, more is
better. If this is true, if more nuclear weapons are always use-
ful no matter how many are already on hand, they are not use-
ful in the same way that increments of nonnuclear armaments
can be put to use. For all other weapons, the more a state has,
the greater is its capacity both to defeat another, with what-
ever benefits - territory, treasure, influence - accrue from vic-
tory, and to defend its own country. The second, for nonnu-
clear armaments, is the automatic consequence of the first. A
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126 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
nonnuclear nation whose army is destroyed cannot harm the
people of the victorious country.

With nuclear weapons at the level of assured destruction
and beyond, this no longer holds true. The power to hurt an-
other is divorced from the capacity to protect oneself. No mat-
ter how much damage country A inflicts on country B, B can
still devastate A in return. A must depend on B's forbearance
(which will be influenced by the fact that A can destroy B as
well) for its safety. A's superiority in some category of weap-
onry, even though both possess the capacity for assured de-
struction, may discourage or demoralize or frighten B and
pave the way for political or military gains on the part of A.
But the protection that superiority can give in such situations
is psychological, not physical. A counterforce war between
the United States and the Soviet Union, for example, would be
a contest of wills, because however effective the counterforce
attacks that either managed to mount, the other would still
have the capacity to deliver a crushing blow in return.22 A
nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union
would be unlike any war in the past, not only because each
side could damage the other far more extensively far more
quickly than was ever before possible, but because either
could inflict such damage no matter what the other side did.
In all past wars force was used, sometimes exclusively, some-
times in part, to affect the enemy's capacity to fight; in a nu-
clear war (or a war of any kind) between two states with the
means for assured destruction it would be used almost en-
tirely to affect the enemy's will to fight.

Whether ratios of nuclear strength beyond what is required
for assured destruction affect policy in wartime is a question
for which there is no evidence, because there has been no war
between the United States and the Soviet Union. On the effect
of differences above the level of assured destruction in cir-
cumstances short of war the evidence is not conclusive. The
Cuban missile crisis is often cited as evidence in favor of the
truth of strategic mercantilism. The American nuclear arsenal
was certainly larger than its Soviet counterpart in October
1962. The very size of the gap between the two, however, calls
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into question the relevance of the missile crisis. Both sides
subsequently assembled so much more nuclear firepower than
they had in 1962 that it is unlikely that either could achieve
the same ratio of superiority that the United States then en-
joyed. It is not at all clear that the Soviets had the capacity for
the assured destruction of the United States.23 Moreover, the
outcome of the crisis was not unambiguously a victory for the
United States. The Soviets did agree to withdraw their mis-
siles from Cuba, but received concessions from the American
side in return.24

If the arguments for additional nuclear weapons beyond
those required for assured destruction are less firmly
grounded than are those for superiority in other varieties of
weaponry, however, the case for observing the optimizing
doctrine is less compelling for armaments than it is for trade.
The reason has to do with the difference between what is be-
ing promoted in each case: material welfare by trade and secu-
rity in the case of nuclear weapons. The first can be readily
measured, the second cannot. Assured destruction is further
from being a positive law of politics than comparative advan-
tage is of economics. An economist can characterize most eco-
nomic arguments in favor of protection as "gross fallacies"25

because he can give a mathematical demonstration of these fal-
lacies. A strategist cannot validate the case for assured destruc-
tion and its implications with comparable precision. Further-
more, a country stakes more on its security than on its
commercial policies. The costs of being behind if strategic
mercantilism is right are likely to be higher than the price of
free trade if economic mercantilism is valid. A state may be-
come poorer in the second instance. It can cease to exist alto-
gether in the first.

The combination of these two differences, works in favor of
accepting strategic mercantilism. Because its opposite, the op-
timizing doctrine, cannot be precisely demonstrated, and be-
cause the price of being wrong is potentially so high, it
has generally seemed prudent to err on the side of caution
and to risk possessing too many rather than too few nuclear
weapons.
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There is, moreover, an even more powerful argument in fa-
vor of strategic mercantilism: The other side believes in it. Be-
lief in it may be misguided, even foolish. Nonetheless, be-
cause deterrence exists in the minds of those governing the
state being deterred, for one side to give credence to strategic
mercantilism makes it true. If A believes it to be true and accu-
mulates more weaponry than B even though both have the ca-
pacity for assured destruction, and challenges B on the basis
of this belief, B must meet the challenge no matter how erro-
neous the belief. Its psychological essence makes the require-
ments for deterrence a kind of elastic clause: The amount of
force that is arguably necessary for deterrence in any particu-
lar situation may be infinite, depending only on how head-
strong, foolish, or maniacal the party being deterred is taken to
be. When A is the Soviet Union, where secrecy surrounds all
official policy, particularly foreign policy - and most particu-
larly foreign policy having to do with nuclear weapons - it is
difficult to know what the reigning strategic doctrine is, and
tempting to act on the assumption that it is strategic mercan-
tilism.

The Soviets have plainly accumulated nuclear weapons in
excess of the requirements for assured destruction. Americans
have frequently ascribed this to a Soviet hope of drawing po-
litical profit from these weapons.26 The Soviets, for their part,
may believe that the doctrine of strategic mercantilism exer-
cises a powerful influence in the United States.27

If each side believes that the other values nuclear superior-
ity even above the level of assured destruction, then both may
continue to build their arsenals in order to thwart the other,
thereby confirming the other's perception. The result of such
mutually reinforcing misperceptions is to push the two nu-
clear stockpiles higher and higher. It takes, however, only one
communicant in the faith of strategic mercantilism to produce
an arms race between two countries that already possess the
capacity for assured destruction. The psychological character
of deterrence forces the other to behave as if it were a believer
even if it is in fact a skeptic.
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There is another set of reasons why states might exceed doc-

trinally prescribed levels of armaments and tariffs. A state may
accept the truth of the doctrine of comparative advantage but
value other benefits more highly than achieving the greatest
possible welfare. A state may decide that what it loses in wel-
fare through a tariff is worth the concomitant gain in employ-
ment, redistribution of wealth, the allocation of resources, or
government revenue.28

Ironically, each optimizing doctrine is most often violated
in the name of the benefit that the other is supposed to pro-
mote. States depart from the practice of free trade for the sake
of national security. They cannot, they say, afford to depend
on foreigners for their steel, or petroleum, or computers, for
that would risk being cut off in time of war and blackmailed in
peacetime. Similarly, nuclear weapons are occasionally justi-
fied by the contribution that building them makes not to the
nation's defenses but to its economy. Assembling them, and
the intricate and expensive vehicles to deliver them, provides
work for large industrial firms with thousands of stockholders
and employees. These firms, and the armed services that have
custody of the weapons in both the United States and the So-
viet Union, have an interest in the ongoing deployment of nu-
clear armaments, and they habitually make their preferences
known and felt in the political system of each country. As well
as promoting the doctrine of strategic mercantilism, the mili-
tary-industrial complex in both the United States and the So-
viet Union contributes to the persistence of the nuclear arms
race between them, despite the level of destructive power they
both have achieved. Here, too, there is a parallel with interna-
tional trade.

Competing interests
According to the doctrine of comparative advantage, a tariff
diminishes the welfare of the state that imposes it (as well as
the welfare of all its potential trading partners). Its net effect is
to make each state poorer. But not every person or group
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within the state does worse as a result of a tariff; some do con-
siderably better. By raising the price of the protected good, a
tariff leaves most people slightly worse off than they would be
otherwise, because they will have to pay more for the good in
question. But the domestic firms in the protected industry
benefit. With higher prices their profits rise. They can afford
to produce more, and therefore they will hire more workers
than if the good were available from abroad at lower cost.
These workers, too, are obviously better off than they would
be if foreigners, and not they, were employed to produce the
good.29 Tariffs work to the advantage of those with a direct
stake in protected industries.

Their distributive effects are more important than their net
impact in determining whether or not there are tariffs. Tariffs
are set through politics. In politics, (at least politics in open
societies), interests that are concentrated do better than those
that are diffuse. Those who gain from them have stronger incen-
tives to promote tariffs than have those whom tariffs penalize
to oppose them. A tariff on steel, for example, may mean the dif-
ference between employment and joblessness for a steelworker.
This is a considerable difference. For anybody else it means
the far less cosmic difference of, say $10 in the purchase price
of a new automobile. The sum of the $10 increases may
exceed the total salaries of the steelworkers affected. But
the lesser sum will be translated into greater political effect.

Those in the first group are intensely interested in a favor-
able outcome. They will ordinarily devote more time and
money to getting their way than will those in the second
group. The expression of time and money in politics is organi-
zation. In open political systems, organization is the vehicle
for success. Organized groups have great influence upon the
workings of government and the distribution of public re-
sources. They lobby, they provide information, they offer sup-
port during political campaigns. Occasionally they employ
the ancient practice of bribery. Those who have organizations
advancing their interests usually do better than those who do
not.

Security is not unevenly distributed, like welfare. It cannot
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be parceled out in different shares. Each citizen of the United
States and the Soviet Union is equally protected against a for-
eign military threat by his country's nuclear arsenal. But the
manufacture of nuclear weapons has an effect upon a nation's
welfare as well as its security. The economic effects of the con-
struction of nuclear weapons, including of course weapons
that are superfluous for the purpose of assured destruction,
like the consequences of tariffs, vary from person to person
and from group to group. Most citizens reap no benefit. Those
whose business it is to manufacture these armaments, how-
ever, realize substantial gains.

If the level of tariffs for every country and the level of nu-
clear weapons for the United States and the Soviet Union were
decided by popular ballot in which each citizen had one vote
and each understood and accepted the doctrines of compara-
tive advantage and assured destruction respectively, the level
of armaments and of tariffs would be lower than is the case for
each. They are not decided in this way. No country sets its
tariffs by a system of direct democracy, nor does the United
States or the Soviet Union fix the dimensions of its nuclear
arsenal in anything like this fashion. Both are shaped by the
bargaining and compromise of politics.

Some of the champions of nuclear weapons in excess of
what assured destruction prescribes have other than economic
reasons for promoting their production. The armed services
have organizational interests that the weapons serve - prestige
and a wider role in the nation's defense. Similarly, firms
sometimes favor tariffs not in order to increase profits but to
maintain the integrity of the organization - by sustaining a
high volume of production, for example. Lobbyists for tariffs
play the same role for international economics that the two
military-industrial complexes do in international politics.30

Political contests rather than the simple application of doc-
trine set the levels of tariffs and nuclear weapons. In neither
case do pure optimizers alone face mercantilists and interest
groups. Both kinds of political contests take place in the con-
text of possible international agreements regulating the levels
of armaments and tariffs. Where potential agreements are in-
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132 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
volved, the coalition for low levels is broader than where re-
straint must be unilateral.

Not every economist subscribes to a pure version of compar-
ative advantage. Some have shown that there are circum-
stances in which a tariff can redound to the benefit of the state
that imposes it. When that state has a large share in the trade
of a commodity, for instance, a tariff may improve its terms of
trade and therefore increase its welfare, although the net wel-
fare of the international community will decline.31 Whether or
not a tariff is advantageous depends upon the commodity and
the country in question.

A country almost never increases its own welfare with a tar-
iff, however, if its trading partners retaliate with tariffs of their
own. Then all are likely to be worse off than they would be if
trade flowed unimpeded.32 For two countries, therefore, three
trading relationships are possible. One may impose a tariff
whereas the other doesn't; neither may do so; or both may do
so. Optimizing calculations might well favor a tariff in some
cases where political reckoning would argue against this, on
the grounds that other countries would reciprocate. A "condi-
tional optimizer" would then favor the second relationship,
on the grounds that trying to achieve the first would inevita-
bly produce the third. Conditional optimizers' support for free
trade - and especially for free trade agreements - stems not
only from economic but from political calculations. Tariffs
may not be counterproductive in theory, according to the con-
ditional version of comparative advantage, but they are likely
to be self-defeating in practice. The assumption of a reciprocal
response to the erection of tariff barriers is well supported by
the history of trade policies, especially in the twentieth cen-
tury.

Although pure optimizers are willing to support free trade
no matter what other countries do, conditional optimizers in-
sist upon "multilateral tariff disarmament."33 The conditional
position has attained broad popularity since 1945. The exist-
ence of an institutional embodiment of a multilateral commit-
ment to free trade, the General Agreement on Tariffs and
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Trade (GATT), testifies to the acceptance that the conditional
position has achieved.

There are few pure optimizers for nuclear weapons. It has
occasionally been suggested that the United States confine it-
self to a nuclear arsenal of a few submarines carrying nuclear-
tipped missiles, but the suggestion has never carried much
political weight. One reason is that although a successful chal-
lenge to either side's capacity for assured destruction is not
likely, neither is it wholly unimaginable. Improved tech-
niques of antisubmarine warfare, of ballistic missile defense,
of preemptive attacks on missiles and airplanes - or a combi-
nation of these - could conceivably make it possible for one
side to "win" a nuclear war against the other. It is scarcely
likely that this will happen, but both the Soviet Union and the
United States have been inclined to hedge against it.

Strategic mercantilism is particularly appealing because the
price that a country must pay if the doctrine is wrong - if su-
periority brings no benefit or if its rival reciprocates by in-
creasing its arsenal - is not high. The worst that is likely to
occur is an accelerated arms race. Nuclear weapons are so
powerful that when both sides have the capacity for assured
destruction neither is likely to be either confident enough,
even on the basis of a favorable asymmetry in the two arsenals,
or frightened and desperate enough, because of an unfavor-
able difference, to start a war. Strategic mercantilism holds
that in a crisis, when events force a confrontation, the side
with more weapons may enjoy an advantage in bargaining and
maneuvering. Few mercantilists assert that more weapons
produce eagerness for such confrontations. In a crisis the rela-
tive sizes of the two arsenals may tell. In normal circum-
stances the absolute capacities of both sides are forbidding.

As in the case of trade, conditional optimizers for nuclear
weapons may accept the idea that superiority in nuclear weap-
onry even above the level of assured destruction can yield po-
litical dividends, but believe that superiority cannot be
achieved in practice. Neither side, conditional optimizers as-
sume, will permit the other to gain a quantitative advantage in
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134 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
weaponry. Each will build to match the other. The result of an
attempt to gain an advantage, therefore, will be equality at a
higher level of armaments. Neither side will be better off stra-
tegically, and both will be poorer.

As with trade, three relationships between two arms race
competitors are possible where a particular weapon is con-
cerned. One may have it and the other not; both may have it; or
neither may have it. Conditional optimizers for nuclear
weapons prefer the third relationship because they assume
that trying for the first will produce the second. Not just strate-
gic assessments but also assumptions about the behavior of
states lie behind this preference.34

The conditional version of the optimizing doctrine for
weapons has become, as it has for trade, popular enough to
give rise to what is in effect a permanent forum for negotia-
tion. For the first decade of their existence, however, the SALT
negotiations involved only the United States and the Soviet
Union. Their counterpart for trade, GATT, has had the partici-
pation of most of the countries of the industrialized West.

Both sets of negotiations, however, faced the problem of
comparability. Because the Soviet and American arsenals are
composed of different weapons in different combinations, it
did not prove easy to equate them for the purpose of limita-
tion. The SALT negotiations between 1972 and 1979 centered
on just this task. Tariffs seem, on the surface, simpler and
therefore easier to tally. The GATT deliberations, however,
have in many cases been as complicated as the SALT talks.
Tariffs on primary products, for example, affect the costs of
secondary goods. A tax on flour raises the price of bread. The
tariff rate on bread alone does not register its full social im-
pact, which economists call the "effective rate of protec-
tion/'35 and which is not always simple to compute. There are,
moreover, numerous types of nontariff impediments to im-
ports. These can be formal, like quotas, or informal, like busi-
ness practices that discourage the merchandising of foreign
goods.36

Tariffs, of course, are public in character, and the results of
informal nontariff barriers become publicly evident. Nations
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often wish to keep their arms deployments secret. Satellite re-
connaissance, however, has exposed the Soviet nuclear arse-
nal to American inspection. (The reverse is equally true.) Sat-
ellite reconnaissance as a means of monitoring compliance
has in fact become the bedrock of arms control agreements,
indeed the starting point for negotiations. What cannot be in-
spected cannot be formally limited. Where formal agreements
are concerned, therefore, nuclear weapons are as visible as
trade restrictions.

The level of nuclear armaments that the United States and
the Soviet Union deploy, like the level of tariffs in open politi-
cal systems, is determined by political contests in the context
of international accords that restrain the levels of both. These
contests pit similar contestants: pure and conditional optimi-
zers on the one hand against mercantilists and interested
groups on the other. The two parts of the mercantilist coalition
certainly overlap. Members of the armed services often sub-
scribe to the tenets of strategic mercantilism out of genuine
conviction rather than hypocritical self-interest.

There are occasions when the two wings of the optimizing
coalition may part company. Once committed to negotiations
it is logical for a state to behave as if it subscribes to mercantil-
ist principles; otherwise there is no point in bargaining to ob-
tain concessions from the other side. One way to win conces-
sions, to persuade the other side to put limits on a particular
weapon, is to authorize and begin to deploy that weapon. This
is known as the "bargaining chip" tactic. Country A starts to
build weapon X to show country B that it will pay a penalty
for failing to agree to control it, offering to cancel or limit the
weapon if B agrees to do the same. A pure optimizer may op-
pose the tactic for fear that it will fail and that both countries
will in the end deploy the weapon. According to the condi-
tional version of assured destruction, this outcome is prefera-
ble to one in which B has the weapon and A does not. By the
lights of the pure version, however, it is better to abstain no
matter what the other side does. Such a disagreement arose
over the Nixon administration's proposal to construct an anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) system in 1969. Those who opposed
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136 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
the ABM then joined with many of its proponents in support
of the 1972 treaty that prohibited the system for both the
United States and the Soviet Union.37 Because tariffs are more
easily put up and taken down than arms can be deployed and
removed, the same tension is far less pronounced in free trade
coalitions.

A different issue sometimes divides pure from conditional
optimizers in both the international economic and interna-
tional political arenas. This is the contention that agreements
do not, in the end, restrict the levels of weaponry or protection
very much because of the concessions that must be made to
pressure groups in both cases to form the political consensus
in favor of a formal accord.38

The mercantilist coalitions for both tariffs and armaments
are diverse. Those who belong to these coalitions want the
same kind of thing, but not precisely the same thing. Shoe
manufacturers, for instance, have no particular reason to want
protection for wheat. On the contrary, they stand to lose from
wheat tariffs because they are consumers of flour and bread.
Similarly, at least in the United States, the Air Force will want
one weapon and the Navy another. With limited resources
available their interests, on the face of it, conflict. Sometimes,
however, they form tacit alliances as they lobby for their pet
projects. Each agrees to support the other's requests and re-
ceives support for its own in return. This practice has a paral-
lel in the way tariffs have been set in the United States. The
representatives of different industries have followed, toward
each other, a policy of "reciprocal non-interference: a mutual-
ity under which it is proper for each to seek tariffs for himself
but improper and unfair to oppose tariffs sought by others."39

This tactic has helped to make mercantilist coalitions formida-
ble even when negotiated agreements for restraint are in pros-
pect. What determines when those nogotiations succeed and
when they fail?

Political prospects
Ideas have lives and consequences of their own. They have a
way of capturing imaginations. People believe in them and act
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on them. The doctrine of comparative advantage scarcely be-
longs among the most powerful ideas, but it has had some
influence. Nations have traded freely because their leaders be-
lieved what Ricardo and others wrote about the benefits of free
trade. The general lowering of tariff barriers in Europe be-
tween 1848 and 1873 was due in no small part, according to
one historian, to the "strong, widely-shared conviction that
the teachings of contemporary orthodox economists, includ-
ing Free Traders, were scientifically exact, universally appli-
cable, and demanded assent."40

The optimizing doctrine for nuclear weapons, assured de-
struction, has also influenced American public policy. Presi-
dents and secretaries of state and defense have proclaimed
American adherence to it and have geared the design of the
American nuclear arsenal to its requirements - or at least have
often tried to do so.41 The loci of political support for both
optimizing doctrines in the United States have been the cen-
tral organs of the federal government. On trade matters the
President has opposed protectionist economic interests; on ar-
maments the President has bargained with the armed serv-
ices.42

Comparative advantage has made political gains through its
association, in the public mind, with other valued goals. In the
nineteenth century an influential school of thought regarded
commerce as the royal road to international peace. Today's
economic optimizers do not believe as fervently in the connec-
tion between the two as did Richard Cobden and John Bright,
free trade's foremost British champions, but the perception
that the two are associated remains. Continental leaders in the
mid-nineteenth century saw free trade as the means to more
specific ends. Bismarck hoped that it would promote German
friendship with France. Napoleon III sought to conciliate Brit-
ain with commercial ties.43

Free trade won acceptance in the United States after 1945
because it was bound up with widely and strongly held anti-
communist feelings. It became an American article of faith
that the economic and political systems of Western Europe
had to be fortified to resist the challenge, from within and
without, of communism. This required sacrifices from the
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138 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
American people, first in the form of direct assistance, then by
shipping American goods and opening American markets to
the Europeans. A popular slogan of the time was "trade, not
aid." By equating the two it suggested that trade with Europe
entailed economic sacrifice for the sake of a larger purpose,
just as foreign aid had.44

Arms control has been tied in public thinking to peace, al-
though the substance of the agreements that the United States
and the Soviet Union have signed has had little to do with the
likely causes of war between them. Opposition in the United
States to defense spending, including the building of more nu-
clear weapons, arose in the late 1960s and 1970s out of dissat-
isfaction with American participation in the Vietnam War, of
which the defense budget became a symbol,45 and the opposi-
tion translated into support for negotiated agreements. Al-
though evidence on the point is scarce, the Soviet leaders may
regard arms control agreements in the same light in which
Bismarck and Louis Napoleon saw trade: a vehicle for the
achievement of specific political purposes, notably the im-
provement of political relations with the United States.

Ideas do not spread in historical vacuums. Events, some-
times traumatic events, have lent urgency to both optimizing
doctrines. Protectionism became identified in the public mind
with the Depression of the 1930s. The beggar-thy-neighbor
policies that the Western countries adopted to cure their com-
mon economic distress seemed in retrospect to have worsened
it, and this helped to discredit the presumption that tariffs
were good for national welfare. The decline of mercantilism
after the eighteenth century was due not only to belief in the
theory of comparative advantage but also to the belief that
mercantilist policies led to war.46

Similarly, the shock of the Cuban missile crisis spurred the
leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union to an ener-
getic search for nuclear agreement that culminated in the Lim-
ited Test Ban Treaty of 1963. There is a sense in which the
continuing fear of nuclear war, muted and even subconscious
though it may often be, serves as the functional equivalent of a
traumatic memory. Fear of nuclear war has certainly inspired
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the efforts to secure agreements on restricting nuclear arma-
ments that began shortly after Hiroshima and have continued
more or less constantly since then.

The politics of tariffs does not simply pit ideas against inter-
ests, altruistic optimizers against greedy protectionists. "A
good cause seldom triumphs/' John Stuart Mill once said,
"unless someone's interest is bound up with it."47 The cause
of free trade has had interested proponents. Free trade coali-
tions have included not only convinced optimizers but those
who profit from unrestricted commerce - who benefit from
cheap imports or who want to sell abroad and fear that other
countries may put up tariff barriers of their own.

States that outstrip their trading partners across the board in
innovation and efficiency, and that therefore have a compara-
tive advantage in a wide range of goods, will find free trade an
attractive policy. Britain in the nineteenth century and the
United States after 1945 fit this description. Ordinarily, how-
ever, national economies are too diverse for everyone to profit
from the same trade policy. Who does well from free trade and
therefore favors it and who is hurt by and therefore opposes it
will vary according to time and place. Sometimes the divi-
sions over trade correspond to the principal political cleav-
ages in a society - as between North and South in the United
States in the mid-nineteenth century. At other times, free trade
(and protectionist) coalitions are heterogeneous groupings.

The largest social and economic category that stands to
profit from unrestricted commerce is that of consumers, for
whom tariffs increase prices. Consumers seldom think or act
as an organized group, however. That is what makes tariffs
possible even in the face of the optimizing doctrine of compar-
ative advantage. Another group with an institutional interest
in promoting free trade is economists, who are, in a sense, the
proprietors of the doctrine itself. Governments have taken
their advice to heart in the last two decades. Before that, how-
ever, they were usually politically feeble. In 1928, 1,028 econ-
omists signed a petition calling for rejection of the Smoot-
Hawley tariff without noticeably affecting congressional
enthusiasm for passing it.
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140 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
Military strategists play a role in international security simi-

lar to that of economists in international trade. Strategists
have had, on the whole, more influence than economists be-
cause the leaders of the central institutions of the federal gov-
ernment, to whom they have had access, have had more con-
trol over security than economic policy. This is because
nuclear strategy is an arcane and complicated matter, in
which the layman is willing to defer to the expert, whereas
issues of the pocketbook, like trade, are not; and because the
overriding importance of security policy gives the overall na-
tional interest greater weight against particular interests than
is the case for economic matters. Although not all nuclear
strategists in the United States subscribe to the theory of as-
sured destruction, there is a community of specialists that
does, and that energetically lobbies for arms control mea-
sures.48

The equivalent for nuclear weapons of broadly based free
trade coalitions that bring together those who benefit from low
tariffs would include individuals and groups that compete for
resources with the military. If investment in military might in
general and nuclear weapons in particular comes to be seen
as preventing expenditures on pressing social welfare needs -
housing, schools, pensions, and the like - a political coalition
may form to press for buying more butter and fewer guns.

The history of trade policy suggests, then, that the optimiz-
ing doctrine for nuclear weapons, assured destruction, will
shape nuclear arsenals - often through negotiated agreements
- if the doctrine itself has wide currency or if competitors for
resources organize themselves and press their claims effec-
tively. What does the record of the Soviet-American competi-
tion show about these influences? How have they affected in
the past, and how might they affect in the future, the nuclear
arms race?

In the United States the idea that the accumulation of nu-
clear weapons can stop when the capacity for assured destruc-
tion is achieved has had, as noted, some influence. The opti-
mizing doctrine for strategy was conceived and developed in
the United States, where almost all of the public thinking
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about the special implications of nuclear weapons has taken
place. Organized interests pressing for limitations on expendi-
tures for these weapons, however, have been comparatively
weak.

A formidable equivalent for nuclear weapons of a broadly
based free trade coalition did not, at least in the first three
decades of the nuclear age, really take shape in the United
States. The reason is that the choice between guns and butter
was not particularly painful. The United States has been able
to afford both. Guns, at least nuclear guns, have been rela-
tively cheap. Of course the American nuclear arsenal cost bil-
lions of dollars to assemble. But paying for it placed little
strain on the social, economic, and political fabric of the
United States. Exact comparisons are difficult to draw, but a
case can be made that the social burden of being a great power,
especially a great power in nuclear terms, has been lighter for
the United States than for the great powers of the past - fifth-
century B.C. Athens, for instance, or nineteenth-century Brit-
ain.

The instruments of great power status - military hardware -
have, it is true, grown more and more expensive. The capacity
of societies to produce complicated weaponry, however, has
grown enormously as well, through the industrial revolution
in its various stages. No country has benefitted more from the
industrial age than the United States, which has the largest
output of goods and services of any country in the world, and
therefore has some claim to being the richest country in his-
tory.49 The requested defense budget for the fiscal year 1979
came to about 5 percent of the American gross national prod-
uct. Of that, about one-tenth was earmarked for strategic nu-
clear weapons. So the cost to the United States of being a nu-
clear power in that year was around 0.5 percent of the total
social product.50

Admittedly, 0.5 percent of the trillion-dollar American
gross national product is no small sum. But as the cost of pre-
paring for war has risen, so has the government's capacity to
prepare. The resources that a government can command for
military as well as for other purposes have increased as-
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142 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
tronomically since the French Revolution. In the eighteenth
century the size of a monarch's army depended crucially on
his personal wealth and credit. In the nineteenth century, gov-
ernments relied heavily on tariffs to produce revenues. In the
twentieth century the state has established claims on personal
and business incomes, and in open societies puts levies on
commercial transactions. In closed political systems, like the
Soviet Union, the government has a claim, which is liberally
exercised, to everything.

The base of taxation has broadened over the last two centu-
ries. Societies are far more affluent now than before. So the
same fraction of a nation's wealth confiscated in taxes is apt to
be less burdensome in the last decades of the twentieth cen-
tury than it would have been one hundred or two hundred
years before. The relative cost of the necessities of life has de-
clined. Citizens of the United States today have more of what
economists call "discretionary income" than did their fore-
bears. Most of them do not have to choose between guns on
the one hand and butter on the other, but between guns and
things that they may want but do not need in order to survive.
A taxation rate of one-third of a person's income is less
onerous when food and shelter also require one-third of his
earnings than when they take two-thirds of it. This is not to
say that, like Justice Holmes, every American signs his yearly
check to the Internal Revenue Service with a smile, knowing
that he is purchasing civilization. It is to say that Americans,
at least, do not have to starve themselves to feed the appetite of
the armed services for nuclear weapons.

Among the more popular words in the political lexicon of
the United States since World War II has been "priorities."
Those who use it in political discourse usually want more
spending on butter and less on guns. But words are not deeds,
and formidable political pressure to shift resources from one
to the other has not accompanied the use of the term. The rela-
tive share of national resources devoted to defense did decline
in the United States in the 1970s.51 The decline came about,
however, because of the end of the Vietnam War. Strategic
spending within the defense budget declined as well, but this
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was because the most expensive part of the deterrent force, the
delivery systems, had been built in the 1950s and 1960s and
did not need to be replaced. By the 1970s, the principal capital
investments necessary for nuclear deterrence had already
been made. When expenditures on nuclear weapons were
higher, government spending on other things was lower.
When it was highest, in the 1950s and early 1960s, the arse-
nals on both sides were small enough, and the American esti-
mates of Soviet capabilities subject to such uncertainty, that
no one considered the weapons being acquired excessive.

It is true, as well, that opposition to defense spending did
grow in the 1970s. But its political weight remained limited,
and it had as its target the defense budget in general rather
than simply nuclear weapons in excess of the requirements of
assured destruction. It was inspired not by the popularity of
the optimizing doctrine but by dissatisfaction with the Viet-
nam War, with which defense spending was linked in public
thinking. By the end of the 1970s, with the war in the past,
public opinion had grown better disposed to defense expendi-
tures.52

The relative weakness of organized interests favoring the di-
version of resources from guns to butter is not the main reason
for the difference between what is needed for assured destruc-
tion and what the Soviet Union has. The armed services and
the representatives of heavy industry do seem to exercise
some influence in the higher councils of the Soviet govern-
ment, and they have reason to resist the optimizing doctrine,
which threatens their institutional importance.53 Moreover, a
bias in favor of the manufacture of large industrial products is
deeply ingrained in the Soviet political system. It might al-
most be said that the Stalinist system, which survives in modi-
fied form to the present day, was created expressly for the pur-
pose of managing an economy geared to the production of
heavy industrial goods like nuclear and other armaments.54

But it is also true that the price of being a first-class nuclear
power has been considerably higher for the Soviet Union than
for the United States. The Soviet economy is about half the
size and the Soviet nuclear arsenal roughly the equivalent of
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144 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
their American counterparts. So in per capita terms the Soviet
force has been twice as expensive to build as the American
one, perhaps more so given Soviet inefficiencies. Its commit-
ment to raise the living standard of Soviet citizens gives the
Soviet government a powerful incentive to redirect the flow of
investment from military to civilian purposes. The Soviet
leaders have far more power than their American counterparts
to do so. In the 1970s a sweeping shift of resources to agricul-
ture, at the expense of other sectors of the economy, took
place.55

Support for the optimizing doctrine for nuclear weapons is
weak in the Soviet Union. There is no clear, officially en-
dorsed version of assured destruction. There is no public
equivalent of the American literature on nuclear strategy and
arms control. There is no comparable private and independent
community of strategists. Scientists, who have played a role in
forming American nuclear weapons policy, and especially in
counseling restraint and propagating the optimizing doctrine,
do not enjoy a similar status in the Soviet Union.56

For some American strategic thinkers, assured destruction
defines the requirement for adequate deterrence, and nuclear
force above that level connotes either foolishness or aggres-
sive intent. For the Soviets, in contrast, superiority in nuclear
terms, even when both sides have the capacity for assured de-
struction, may seem a way to reinforce deterrence. The more
they have, they may believe, the more effectively they can
keep their enemies, including the United States, at bay.57

Moreover, an aversion to the optimizing doctrine, and to the
attitude toward international politics that underlies it, has
roots in Soviet history and culture. Assured destruction is a
counsel of restraint, of trust in others to be rational, and of
moderation. To Soviet leaders, the axiom that no level of mili-
tary strength is ever truly high enough is likely to seem more
plausible. They are, after all, the heirs of a small conspiratorial
party that had to struggle constantly with mortal enemies, and
that succeeded in seizing and holding power because it relied
on the ruthless exercise of force more fully than any other
branch of nineteenth-century socialism. They are, as well, the
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rulers of a country that has been invaded and all but con-
quered twice in the twentieth century, and many times before.
Official Soviet rhetoric reflects the Bolshevik and the Russian
past; it is strident, defensive, and military.

Nor is the Communist Party's fearfulness entirely unjusti-
fied, even - perhaps especially - after more than sixty years of
Communist rule in the Soviet Union. The United States sets its
nuclear arsenal to deter the Soviet Union. The Soviets must
reckon with China, a minor nuclear power in this century (al-
though hardly to be discounted for that reason) but perhaps a
formidable one in the next, as well as with Britain and France.
They must worry, as well, about Germany and Japan, neither
equipped with nuclear weapons but both potentially powerful
if they should choose to acquire them.

There are signs of change in both countries. The optimizing
doctrine may be making headway in the Soviet Union. Official
pronouncements increasingly bear what seems to be the stamp
of the doctrine of assured destruction.58 In the 1950s, a debate
over the relevance of Marxist-Leninist canons to nuclear
weapons took place within the Communist Party between
those who believed war with the capitalist-imperialist states
remained inevitable, as the founding fathers had said, and
those who thought that the control of nuclear fission for mili-
tary purposes had invalidated at least one of the sacred teach-
ings. The heretics won. The party admitted that the atomic
bomb did not conform to the class principle, and that nuclear
war would set back the cause of world revolution.59 Perhaps
the question of how much nuclear force it is necessary to de-
ploy will follow the same pattern, and the Soviet Union will
put aside the prejudices and fears that have contributed to a
nuclear arsenal far in excess of the demands of assured de-
struction.60

On the American side, the 1980s may see the rise of the kind
of optimizing coalition, calling for a shift in public investment
from military to civilian purposes, that did not appear in the
first thirty years after Hiroshima. A confluence of three devel-
opments has the potential for bringing it into being. One is the
sharp increases in strategic expenditures that are in prospect
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146 The nuclear arms race and tariff competitions
to replace the principal delivery vehicles of the American stra-
tegic nuclear force - the submarines, missiles, and bomber air-
craft - that were produced in the first two decades of the nu-
clear age. Their useful lives are drawing to a close, or so it is
argued. When they were built the American economy was
growing rapidly. When they are being replaced - and this is
the second development - the economy is likely to be growing
at a snail's pace, or perhaps not growing at all. Third, as the
economic pie is shrinking, or failing to grow, more people will
be demanding larger shares of it. There were far fewer orga-
nized demands on the social product in the 1950s than there
are likely to be in the 1980s. The appearance and growth of
these demands is one of the major changes in American soci-
ety since World War II.

If assured destruction wins favor among the leaders of the
Soviet Union, and if shrinking resources and rising demands
for them create a coalition with real political power that is
opposed to the purchase of more nuclear hardware in the
United States, then the nuclear arms competition may taper
off. Negotiations between the two great powers may yield
broader restrictions on their respective arsenals than they pro-
duced in the first decade of serious discussion on the subject.
It is conceivable that the two sides will begin to reduce their
stockpiles of nuclear armaments toward the level, difficult
though it is to fix, at which each has just enough firepower for
the assured destruction of the other, and no more.

The nuclear competition over three decades, however, has
had a different, and paradoxical, history. Because it has been
nuclear the arms race has been the only one in history to pro-
vide a clear standard of military adequacy, which in turn
yields a natural stopping point, beyond which weapons can be
plainly and unambiguously regarded as excessive. The com-
petition has been carried beyond that point, however, because
it has involved two countries that have been predisposed - the
United States by affluence, the Soviet Union by extreme de-
fensiveness - to excess.

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.006
https://www.cambridge.org/core


B
NATO: The nuclear alliance

The Atlantic alliance
Anarchy breeds insecurity, which fosters the impulse for self-
protection. This is the logical chain that connects the structure
of the international system with the behavior of states, from
antiquity to the present. Members of the system can and do
draw upon their own resources for protection. When rival
states fortify themselves in explicitly competitive fashion, the
result is an arms race. States reach out to others, as well, when
they feel threatened, seeking to strengthen themselves
through alliances, which are as familiar in international poli-
tics as arms races.

In Thucydides's account of the Peloponnesian War both
Athens and Sparta do both. As they prepared for war, in addi-
tion to arming themselves, both "planned to send embassies to
the King of Persia and to any other foreign Power from whom
they hoped to obtain support, and they tried to ally themselves
with other Hellenic states who were not yet committed to ei-
ther side/'1 Questions of who would ally with whom take up
much of the first part of the account. Alliance politics is a
theme that runs throughout the story. Alliances are not only
common, they are commonly marriages of convenience. In
arms races, interests of particular groups may influence the
types and numbers of weapons with which states equip them-
selves;2 the necessary condition for any arms race, however, is
the rivalry that springs from the structure of the international
system. Similarly, alliances may unite states with political or
cultural affinities, which can reinforce their mutual commit-
ments. The basis for those commitments, however, is the need

147
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148 NATO: The nuclear alliance
for protection, which arises from the anarchical character of
international politics. Without friendship between allies an al-
liance will be more fragile than when there are affinities be-
tween them; without a common enemy there will be no alli-
ance at all. The two coalitions that fought for control of Sicily,
Thucydides records, "stood together not because of any moral
principle or racial connection; it was rather because of the var-
ious circumstances of interest or compulsion in each particu-
lar case."3

How have nuclear weapons affected alliances? At first
glance, the period of international history beginning with the
end of the Second World War appears to be a great age of alli-
ances. There are as many sovereign states as at any time in the
past, and almost all participate in a broad range of diplomatic
activities — exchanges of cordial visits by heads of state, decla-
rations of friendship, and formal documents pledging the sig-
natories to various kinds of cooperation. Of course, only 2 of
the more than 150 sovereign states have been major nuclear
powers. But these 2, the United States and the Soviet Union,
each stands at the hub of a network of ties to other countries,
many of which are security commitments. Of these many ties,
however, only two truly qualify as nuclear alliances: the
American connection with Japan, which is embodied in the
Security Treaty of 1950 between the two countries, and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, which binds together the
United States and the states of Western and Southern Europe.

Other American international ties have proven flimsier than
these two. During the 1950s, the United States signed treaties
of friendship with nations in South and Southeast Asia and in
the Middle East as well. Neither the Southeast Asia Treaty Or-
ganization (SEATO) nor the Central Powers Treaty Organiza-
tion (CENTO) committed the United States to the defense of
the other signatories as emphatically as was the case with
NATO and the Japanese Security Treaty. These less binding
treaties were not so much promises to fight side by side as
attempts by the United States to win influence by extending
assistance, usually military assistance, somewhat as Britain
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The Atlantic alliance 149
had sent money, but not soldiers, to warring continental
powers in the eighteenth century. American military assist-
ance did not always serve its intended purpose. Tanks and
planes went to Pakistan, a member of SEATO, to counterbal-
ance the military power of the People's Republic of China. The
Pakistanis used them against India, a country whose favor the
United States was simultaneously courting and that itself re-
ceived a generous supply of American armaments.

As for the Warsaw Pact, the joint military organization of
the Soviet Union and the Communist-governed states of East-
ern Europe, it is not truly an alliance in the sense of a volun-
tary association. Membership is not voluntary. Soviet troops
are stationed in Eastern Europe not only, perhaps not even
mainly, to protect these countries from the West but to make
certain that the ruling Communist parties remain in power.
The relationship between the Soviet Union and the other sig-
natories to the Warsaw Pact is arguably less an alliance like
those that the Greek city-states formed just before the Pelo-
ponnesian War than a system of indirect rule, of the kind with
which Britain dominated parts of Asia and Africa in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The indigenous
rulers retained the trappings of sovereignty and some genuine
sovereign prerogatives. Ultimate power, however, rested with
the British, who could always force the local chieftains to fol-
low their wishes.4

In what sense, then, is NATO a nuclear alliance? How have
nuclear weapons made it different from alliances before 1945?
It is a defensive peacetime alliance that has endured for three
decades, longer than most alliances of the past. In the eigh-
teenth century, for example, states allied for the purpose of
fighting, not preventing, wars. Alliances were transitory,
forming on the eve of war and usually dissolving soon after
the fighting stopped. They were often established secretly.5

The main reason for the differences between alliances be-
fore the French Revolution and after Hiroshima is the chang-
ing nature of war.6 Two hundred years ago, war was a normal
and familiar part of international politics, a continuation of
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150 NATO: The nuclear alliance
politics by different - but not dramatically different - means.
Since 1945, war has come to be regarded as abnormal, horri-
ble, even unthinkable.

This sea change in the character of war stems, of course,
from the dramatic expansion of the military force available to
states since the eighteenth century. As armed combat has be-
come more destructive, states have become more interested in
preventing wars and less interested in fighting them. The goal
of avoiding war lends itself more readily to formal peacetime
alliances than to the ad hoc secret arrangements of the eigh-
teenth century. For a state that aims simply to defend itself,
not to attack others, or not to have to fight at all, it is as useful
to Jook powerful before the outbreak of war as to be powerful
afterward.7

Disposable force for military purposes has been expanding
for almost two centuries. The harnessing of nuclear energy for
warfare marked an upturn in that long-term expansion sharp
enough to qualify as a military revolution. But it was the third,
not the first, military revolution of modern times. Logically,
the previous revolutions, the Napoleonic and the mechanical,
should have shifted the purposes of alliances away from fight-
ing and toward deterring war. Historically, this was so.

The alliances among the great powers of Europe in the nine-
teenth century were more enduring, and geared more to stabil-
ity, than had been the case before 1789. (Of course, the Concert
of Europe was as much a system of international management
as a series of bilateral security commitments, and its purpose
was not just the prevention of war but the enforcement of do-
mestic stability on the continent.)8 The Triple Entente and the
Triple Alliance, the military coalitions that went to war in
1914, were more firmly tied together than previous alliances,
although neither was as closely integrated or as patently de-
fensive as NATO.9 After 1918, the British and French joined
together explicitly to try to enforce the settlement. Their pur-
pose was the same as NATO's - deterrence - of Germany
rather than the Soviet Union. Nuclear weapons have made
NATO a defensive peacetime alliance. In so doing, however,
they have helped to continue a trend that has been underway
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The Atlantic alliance 151
since the French Revolution, and to which the other revolu-
tionary advances in military might have also contributed.

NATO has been a contentious alliance, frequently con-
sumed by intramural crisis and controversy.10 Dissension
among the allies is a feature of all alliances. This is because
alliances are limited partnerships. The partners ordinarily
agree on one important thing - who their most dangerous en-
emy is - but not on everything.11 So there is always tugging
and pulling, or, to use the language of politics, threatening
and negotiating between and among allies (as between and
among adversaries), just as there is, for example, in a coalition
government drawn from more than one political party in a
parliamentary political system. The cohesiveness of alliances
has varied according to the perceived seriousness of the threat
being faced, the domestic similarities among the allies, and
the range of their common interests. In none, however, has
disagreement been wholly eliminated. Every alliance has to
some extent been, in Winston Churchill's words, "an exercise
in mutual recrimination."

Allies may quarrel about anything. The most serious, most
basic, and most common source of friction, however, is what
is after all the heart of any alliance: a state's commitment to
fight for its ally. That commitment poses two dangers; every
member of an alliance has, potentially, two fears. One is that
the alliance will not work, that he will be abandoned in his
hour of need. The other is that the alliance will work too well,
that he will be entrapped in a war he does not wish to fight.

Thucydides records both fears. When Corcyra seeks an alli-
ance with Athens, the Corinthians, the enemies of Corcyra,
warn the Athenians that accepting the Corcyrians as allies will
lead to entrapment: "You will force us to hold you equally
responsible with them, although you took no part in their mis-
deed."12 This is exactly what happens. The Athenians try to
limit their commitment to Corcyra, but find themselves drawn
into battle with Corinth.13 Later, in the debate over the wis-
dom of invading Sicily, the Athenian general Nicias argues
against the same danger: "Let the Egestaeans, in particular, be
told that, just as they started their war with the Selinuntines
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152 NATO: The nuclear alliance
without consulting Athens so they must themselves be re-
sponsible for making peace; and in the future," he adds, "we
are not making allies, as we have done in the past, of the kind
of people who have to be helped by us in their misfortunes,
but who can do nothing for us when we need help from
them."14 The outbreak of World War I offers a more recent
illustration of the danger of entrapment. Britain, Germany,
Russia, and France were drawn into war by the quarrels of
their lesser allies.15

If entrapment is one of the painful lessons of the first great
war of the twentieth century, abandonment is part of the his-
tory of the beginning of the second. Britain and France left
their erstwhile ally Czechoslovakia to be partitioned, and then
swallowed entirely, by Germany. Similarly, in fifth-century
B.C. Greece, Thucydides records, the Corinthians pleaded
with the Spartans to fulfill their obligation to stand with them
against Athens. "Your inactivity has done harm enough. Give
your allies, and especially Potidaea, the help you promised,
and invade Attica at once. Do not let your friends and kinsmen
fall into the hands of the bitter enemies."16

The perennial fears of abandonment and entrapment have
lain at the heart of NATO politics, especially during the 1960s.
The fact that NATO has been a nuclear alliance, both deploy-
ing and facing nuclear weapons, has given particular urgency
to these fears. The costs of nuclear war are so high that aban-
donment becomes powerfully attractive if it means avoiding
them: Entrapment is extraordinarily dangerous when it means
being swept into a nuclear conflict. Besides aggravating them
the nuclear character of the alliance has affected these peren-
nial fears in two other ways. The first is that they have been
bound up with, and expressed in, debates about nuclear
weapons doctrine, deployment, and control.17 The second
arises from the distribution of nuclear firepower within the
alliance. In theory, each ally must fear both abandonment and
entrapment. Because NATO's nuclear arsenal rests almost en-
tirely in American hands, however, each of the two fears has
been marked on one side of the Atlantic and not the other. It
has been the Europeans who have worried about abandon-
ment; entrapment has been largely an American concern.
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Another effect of nuclear weapons on alliances, therefore,

can be seen in the politics of the Western alliance in the 1960s.
The disputes over nuclear strategy stemmed from European
fears that at the moment of truth the military and political ar-
rangements on which they relied for their safety would not
work, and from American anxieties that the alliance would
work - not wisely, but too well.

The fragile alliance
NATO began life in 1949 as a guarantee pact. The United
States guaranteed the safety of Western Europe by pledging to
come to its defense if necessary. This was a natural arrange-
ment. America was powerful; Europe, recovering from the
devastation of war, was weak; and the Soviet Union seemed
menacing, especially in the wake of the Berlin blockade of
1948. The United States had come to the rescue of Britain and
France twice in the twentieth century. Both world wars had
begun, however, with the Americans standing aloof. Three
years were required in the first instance, and two in the sec-
ond, for American help to arrive. In a third war the Europeans
would not have the luxury of being able to wait. NATO was, in
effect, a promise that they would not have to do so, a promise
that would not have to be honored if the Soviet Union be-
lieved it and refrained from aggressive behavior accordingly.

Then, in 1950, came the Korean War. The mere promise of
American assistance seemed inadequate to protect Europe
from militant communism. From a simple pledge of help in
time of war, NATO turned into a full-fledged peacetime mili-
tary organization. The United States dispatched troops to Eu-
rope. Each NATO nation fielded its own army, but allied mili-
tary planning was unusually closely integrated, and a
supreme commander, invariably an American, presided over
all forces.

In the early 1950s the allies made plans for a large land
army, comprising ninety or more divisions. They did not
come close to reaching this goal. Instead, they continued to
rely on the promise of full-scale American assistance to deter
the Soviets. What made the guarantee credible was the Ameri-
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154 NATO: The nuclear alliance
can nuclear arsenal. If the Soviet Union attacked Western Eu-
rope the United States could visit nuclear destruction on the
Soviets in response. The prospect was thought both grim
enough and likely enough in Soviet eyes to keep the Soviet
army at bay.

Still, the Europeans worried about whether the United
States was a truly reliable protector. They fretted that for all
the solemn pledges that came from the other side of the Atlan-
tic, the Americans would abandon them in their hour of need.
In the early years of the alliance the Europeans also felt some
anxiety about entrapment, which probably reached its zenith
during the Korean War, when the British in particular feared
that the conflict would become nuclear. This did not happen,
and when the United States sent several hundred thousand
troops to fight in the ongoing civil war in Indochina, few Eu-
ropeans believed that they themselves would be dragged into
it. General nuclear war, whose consequences the Europeans
could scarcely hope to avoid, seemed likely to begin not in
Korea or Vietnam but in Europe, over an issue like Berlin. The
Europeans, then, worried not about being entrapped in Asia
but about being abandoned in Berlin. The United States, after
all, had a history of isolation from European affairs, which the
American political tradition, beginning with George Washing-
ton's Farewell Address, had elevated to a principle of state-
craft. The Atlantic Ocean was a formidable barrier between
protector and protected, even in the jet age.

The history of NATO from its beginning, therefore, was a
history of American efforts to reassure Europeans troubled by
the prospect of abandonment. One way to reassure them that
the United States would defend them was to say so. This high
officials of the American government did, and repeatedly.
John Kennedy's 1960 declaration "Ich bin ein Berliner" is
probably the best-known American proclamation of dedica-
tion to the terms of the alliance, but it is far from the only one.
Another sign of reassurance was the garrison of American
troops in Europe. Their value was thought to lie not so much
in their fighting efficiency as in the symbolic expression of
American intentions that they represented. They served as

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.007
https://www.cambridge.org/core


The fragile alliance 155
hostages to the Americans' willingness to honor their commit-
ments. If the Soviets attacked in Europe, the United States,
with all its wealth and power, would have to come to the res-
cue of its soldiers, and hence of the Europeans. Or at least, in
the European view, the presence of American troops improved
the chances that the United States would step in to repulse a
Soviet attack. The American troops, and indeed NATO as a
whole, came to be seen by the Europeans as a "trip wire," set
in place to serve as a trigger for the alliance's truly effective
military force - the American nuclear arsenal.18

None of these expressions of good faith, however, sufficed
to allay the fears of abandonment that a development in the
second decade of the nuclear age produced. This development
was the attainment by the Soviet Union of the means to launch
nuclear attacks against the continental United States.

The credibility of NATO's military arrangements for deter-
rence for the first decade of the alliance's existence rested on
an asymmetry between the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion. From bases in Western Europe the United States could
launch nuclear attacks against Soviet cities and military in-
stallations. The Soviet Union had no way to reach the United
States. By the end of the decade this had changed, and the
change called the reliability of the American commitment to
protect Europe into question. Although immune from Soviet
reprisal, the United States risked relatively little by threaten-
ing to attack the Soviet Union, even with nuclear weapons.
When the Soviets could threaten to bomb American cities in
return, however, the American threat seemed to become hol-
low. In the event of a Soviet assault on Western Europe, would
the American leaders really authorize the use of nuclear force
against the Soviet Union, knowing that this could bring on
terrible devastation to the United States? Would the Ameri-
cans truly put their own cities at risk to protect Europe's? It
was not easy to believe that they would. Americans and Euro-
peans wondered whether the Soviets would believe it.

The development of a Soviet intercontinental nuclear strik-
ing force seemed to create a barrier that, although psychologi-
cal in nature, was even more formidable than the Atlantic
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156 NATO: The nuclear alliance
Ocean between North America and Western Europe. It seemed
to close off the possibility of an American rescue of a be-
leaguered Europe just as emphatically as the German remili-
tarization of the Rhineland in 1936 had blocked the path be-
tween France and its Eastern European allies, the members of
the "Little Entente/'19 The nonnuclear forces of the Soviet Un-
ion and the other communist states of Eastern Europe were
widely believed to be far superior to NATO's. So a Soviet
thrust along the central front in Europe would confront
NATO, and especially the United States, with a choice be-
tween humiliation and holocaust: either to accept a nonnu-
clear defeat or to bring nuclear weapons into use, with the risk
of incurring fearful retaliatory damage as a result.

The development of a Soviet intercontinental nuclear strik-
ing force coincided with the removal from Europe of the main
part of the American nuclear arsenal, and this further under-
mined European confidence in the sturdiness of deterrence. In
the 1950s, only American airplanes and medium-range mis-
siles stationed within the borders of the European members of
NATO could reach Soviet cities. But the 1960s saw the advent
of two new weapons that could be based outside the conti-
nent. The Minuteman missile could reach targets from Minsk
to Vladivostok within minutes of its launch from the middle
of the United States. The nuclear weapon-bearing Polaris sub-
marine was on station at sea; most of the time it needed no
land base at all. The Americans promised that an attack on
Europe would bring these weapons into play if they were
needed. But Minuteman and Polaris would be far from Europe
when a Soviet attack came, and their distance from the scene
of battle reinforced European skepticism that they could be
counted on to arrive at all.

A Soviet capacity to visit nuclear destruction on the United
States was predictable well before it came into being.20 By the
end of 1957, that capacity seemed to exist. The Soviet Union
tested an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) in August
of that year and then, in October, launched the first earth-
orbiting satellite, Sputnik. Suddenly the Soviets appeared to be
the masters of space, from whence they would be able to bom-
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bard the United States. There was, however, a lag between the
moment when the vulnerability of the United States to Soviet
attack became obvious and the launching of serious efforts to
adjust NATO's military arrangements to compensate for this
vulnerability. R fell to the Kennedy administration, which
took office in 1961, to try to protect NATO from the conse-
quences of the extended reach of Soviet striking power.

The solution to this problem that the Kennedy administra-
tion proposed was to turn NATO from a trip wire into an effec-
tive fighting force, by building up its nonnuclear forces to the
point at which they themselves could repulse a Soviet at-
tack.21 The alliance could avoid the choice between humilia-
tion and holocaust by being strong enough to avoid humilia-
tion in nonnuclear combat. The idea was not new in 1961. It
simply revived the still unmet expectation that some Ameri-
cans had held for NATO at its founding. The failure to have
strong nonnuclear forces cost little in the early 1950s because
an alternative to nonnuclear forces equal to those of the Soviet
Union was readily available - the American nuclear arsenal.
By 1961, however, the Soviet and American striking forces
canceled each other out, and a decisive advantage seemed
available to the side that was better equipped to fight a nonnu-
clear war. The idea of preparing to engage the Soviet Union
and the Warsaw Pact at levels of violence below the nuclear
threshold came to be known as the policy of "flexible re-
sponse."

The Europeans opposed it. Their objections arose in part
from domestic political considerations. They did not wish to
raise taxes or increase conscription into their armed forces.
Their chief objection, however, had to do with the logic of the
policy itself. Flexible response involved being ready to fight a
nonnuclear war in Europe. The Europeans did not want to
fight a war of any kind there. World War II had been enough
for them. After 1945, moreover, the expansion of nonnuclear
force continued apace. The nuclear revolution tended to ob-
scure it, but the extension of the mechanical revolution in war-
fare after the Second World War placed much greater military
power in the hands of governments than they had had before,
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158 NATO: The nuclear alliance
apart from the development of fusion and fission explosives.
When Hitler's army invaded the Soviet Union, it relied heav-
ily on the same mode of transport that had carried Napoleon to
Moscow - the horse. There are no horses on the central front
in Europe today. If the spread of the nuclear revolution in war-
fare to the Soviet Union made flexible response seem neces-
sary to the United States, the continuation of the mechanical
revolution on the continent made it appear dangerous to the
Europeans.

No doubt they would have armed themselves more reso-
lutely if no other form of protection had been available. But
there was an alternative to making ready to fight a nonnuclear
war as a means of protecting Europe: threatening to fight a
nuclear war. The Europeans feared that a policy of flexible
response would undercut that threat. Flexible response was
designed to give NATO the means to fight a war in Europe that
would not immediately become nuclear. The Europeans
wished to cultivate the impression that rapid escalation to the
nuclear level would follow a Soviet attack, because they be-
lieved that this impression was what deterred the Soviet Un-
ion.22 Flexible response, the Europeans feared, would give
them the worst of all possible worlds: Without a firmly nu-
clear American guarantee deterrence might be weakened to
the point that the Soviets would be tempted to attack. Such a
war, even if free of nuclear exchanges, even if the United
States stood shoulder to shoulder with the Europeans, was
bound to be brutally destructive.

What they feared in the early 1960s was not precisely aban-
donment. The United States was prepared to contribute to the
improvement of NATO's nonnuclear forces. They feared,
rather, that the American nuclear arsenal would not be seen
automatically as ready to defend Western Europe. The term
that came to express this fear was "decoupling." It connoted
separation - of nuclear from conventional weapons - for the
purpose, the Europeans suspected, of separating North Amer-
ica from Europe as a theater of war.23

If the Europeans feared that flexible response would under-
cut deterrence, the Americans believed that only flexible re-
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The entangling alliance 159
sponse could make it credible. Only by being prepared to fight
a war of a particular type, they argued, could NATO deter it. If
the Soviets knew they could not win a nonnuclear war they
would not launch one. If they were confident of their chances
at the nonnuclear level, however, they might gamble that
NATO would not dare try to save its position by nuclear
means.

Their distaste for flexible response did not mean that the
Europeans favored reducing the nonnuclear NATO forces that
were already in place in 1961. That, they reckoned, might sig-
nal a diminution of American determination to keep its com-
mitments to Europe. They therefore favored deploying pre-
cisely the level of forces that NATO currently had, no more
and no less.

The disagreement about flexible response had the makings
of an impasse. The growth of Soviet nuclear power appeared
to subvert the arrangements for protecting Europe by deterring
a Soviet attack, arrangements that had been put in place in the
early 1950s. What the Americans proposed for buttressing de-
terrence was unacceptable to the Europeans. One European,
however, offered a different solution to the problem.

The entangling alliance
The European in question was Charles de Gaulle. His response
to the growth of Soviet long-range nuclear striking power and
the impact that this was widely believed to have had on the
effectiveness of NATO's policy of deterrence in the 1960s was
the creation of national nuclear arsenals by the alliance's Eu-
ropean members.

In the drama of NATO politics in the 1960s the Americans
cast de Gaulle as the villain. They came to see him as arrogant
and misguided, bent on sacrificing alliance unity for a dream
of French grandeur that had, understandably, arisen from the
humiliation of World War II, but that that war, and its after-
math, had put forever beyond France's reach. The French
President was scarcely a warm, friendly character. He har-
bored a deep personal distrust of the "Anglo-Saxons" - the
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160 NATO: The nuclear alliance
Americans and the British. His troubles with the United States
did not, however, stem from personal incompatibilities be-
tween himself and his opposite numbers on the other side of
the Atlantic. Nor did they arise from misunderstandings about
the aspirations of the two countries or the workings of the two
political systems, although misunderstandings there certainly
were. On the contrary, de Gaulle was a thorn in the side of the
American government above all because he shared American
assumptions about the shakiness of deterrence in Europe,
from which, however, he drew different conclusions. He was,
above all, the expositor of the nuclear logic of the European
members of NATO, and that logic made the Americans as un-
comfortable as flexible response had made the Europeans.

De Gaulle accepted the reasoning that underlay flexible re-
sponse. He agreed that the credibility of the threat upon which
Western Europe's safety rested needed to be reinforced. His
skepticism went further. He doubted the worth of all formal
alliances. Abandonment, in his view, was normal. Because al-
liances were marriages of convenience, he believed, when
they ceased to be convenient no ally could be depended upon
to fulfill its obligations, no matter how solemnly it had under-
taken them. States, according to de Gaulle, pursue their own
interests and only these. If it suits the interest of state A to
come to the aid of state B then A will come, whether or not a
formal promise has been given. If not, the tug of alliance ties
will not be powerful enough to overcome the pull of self-inter-
est in the other direction.

This would certainly be the case, in de Gaulle's judgment,
for NATO. In the wake of the vulnerability of North America
to Soviet nuclear attack, the question arose as to whether
American leaders would put New York at risk to protect Paris.
De Gaulle had no doubt that they would not. Nor could the
Soviet Union be depended upon to believe that they would.
But if the United States would not use nuclear weapons in
defense of Europe, the Europeans themselves would certainly
use them, and the Soviets would certainly believe that the Eu-
ropeans would use them. So, national nuclear arsenals were
necessary for deterrence.
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The entangling alliance 161
Whereas the United States wanted one center of authority

with several military options, de Gaulle proposed several cen-
ters of authority each with the same single nuclear option. Ac-
cordingly, de Gaulle presided over the beginnings of an inde-
pendent French nuclear arsenal, whose formal origin dates
from 1960, when the first French nuclear test took place.

Even short of protection in a moment of ultimate danger,
nuclear weapons had their uses, and de Gaulle appreciated
these. They conferred prestige upon their owners. They en-
sured, in the British phrase, a "seat at the top table'' of diplo-
macy, which de Gaulle coveted for France. An independent
nuclear arsenal, even a modest one, seemed both a symbol of
and a means to a whole range of prerogatives. Here ornamen-
tal and instrumental purposes merged. The most basic prerog-
ative for any state is mastery of its own destiny, and for Eu-
ropeans in the nuclear age, as de Gaulle saw it, only the
possession of nuclear weapons could secure this preroga-
tive.24

De Gaulle was the most obstinate and outspoken proponent
of the logic of independent national nuclear forces. This was
far from being his private obsession, however. Other French-
men shared it. France's nuclear weapons program both pre-
ceded and survived his presidency. In time, political parties
from all points on the French political spectrum came to en-
dorse the independent force de /rappe.25

The British were not entirely unsympathetic to de Gaulle's
views. They whispered their doubts about American reliabil-
ity, whereas the French President trumpeted his. They pre-
ferred to conciliate the Americans, whereas it suited de Gaulle
to quarrel with them. Despite these differences of style, how-
ever, the British had their own small independent nuclear
striking force, and their motives for acquiring it were similar
to de Gaulle's.26

There were reasons why the American government might
have endorsed de Gaulle's thinking, and his nuclear policy.
The acquisition of independent nuclear forces by the Euro-
peans offered several advantages. It promised to increase
NATO's military strength - the basic purpose, after all, of any
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162 NATO: The nuclear alliance

alliance. It could ease the burden, both psychological and mil-
itary, of protecting Europe. The Americans were constantly
urging the Europeans to contribute more to the alliance's de-
fenses. And it had the potential to contribute to European
unity, which had long been a professed American goal; the
Europeans might be expected to pool their nuclear resources,
which could, in turn, lead to other forms of political integra-
tion.

Quite to the contrary, however, the American government
adamantly opposed the development of independent Euro-
pean nuclear forces. In fact, the word the Americans used to
describe the spread of nuclear weapons, a word of Latin origin
that sounded like a disease (which was the way the United
States saw the matter), perfectly expressed this position: "pro-
liferation." The Americans pressed their opposition despite
the potential advantages of national nuclear arsenals, even
when it became obvious that to do so was to widen a crack in
the alliance. American disapproval of proliferation aggravated
a feud with France, to which the United States refused nuclear
assistance even when de Gaulle made it clear that he would
proceed with his weapons program unaided. The American
position ruffled relations with the British as well, which
reached their nadir when the Kennedy administration
abruptly decided to cancel production of the Skybolt missile,
which the British had been counting on to prolong the useful
life of their nuclear-equipped bomber aircraft. The ostensible
reason for the cancellation was economic. But the fact that the
missile was to contribute to the maintenance of another na-
tional nuclear arsenal made it easier to put considerations of
economy over the claims of alliance solidarity.

The American government argued that independent Euro-
pean nuclear forces were unnecessary; the American striking
force was adequate for NATO's purposes. The Americans
charged, in addition, that separate European forces were
bound to be inadequate. They would not be able to meet the
standard of assured destruction that, in American eyes, was
the measure of strategic usefulness. A force of hundreds of
hardened, dispersed intercontinental missiles and dozens of
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The entangling alliance 163
nuclear-equipped submarines such as the United States was
assembling was beyond the means of any single European
country.

An independent European nuclear arsenal was, in the
American view, not only unnecessary and inadequate, but lia-
ble to be dangerously provocative. Its owner would be more,
not less, vulnerable to the Soviet Union, because in the event
of war a small nuclear force would be first on the Soviet list of
targets.

The Europeans could, and the French did, reply that inde-
pendent nuclear forces were not as self-evidently useless, and
worse, as American objections to them claimed. True, the
technical definition of strategic adequacy - assured destruc-
tion - was not easy to achieve, especially for a country without
the resources of the United States or the Soviet Union. But
neither was a "survivable" striking force wholly beyond the
reach of the Europeans. Over time they might hope to build
enough missiles - perhaps making these mobile or concealing
them or putting them on submarines in order to avoid a pre-
emptive blow - to be confident of being able to reply in kind to
a Soviet nuclear attack.

Even a small nuclear arsenal not absolutely certain of sur-
viving a knockout blow, the Europeans could argue, might
look dangerous enough to spare its owner a Soviet attack in
case of war. If the European country could not be sure of being
able to strike Moscow after a Soviet assault, the Soviets, for
their part, would not be certain that this would not happen.
And even a few hydrogen bombs, even one, could do more
damage to the Soviet capital than Napoleon or Hitler had man-
aged. Moreover, insofar as the effectiveness of a deterrent de-
pended partly upon the perceived will of its owner to use it,
national nuclear forces were highly effective, because France
would undoubtedly be more willing to respond in nuclear
terms to an attack on France than the United States would be.

Whatever its shortcomings, a national nuclear arsenal cer-
tainly seemed better than nothing for a European member of
NATO. And de Gaulle, at least, professed to believe that the
alternative to an independent striking force, no matter how
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164 NATO: The nuclear alliance
vulnerable, was nothing. For providing protection, a nuclear
arsenal owned and operated by a Western European nation
might stand in relation to the American stock of missiles as a
fig leaf to a coat of armor. But in case of a battle, the armor
would not, in de Gaulle's view, and might not, in the view of
other Europeans, be available. A fig leaf was better than being
altogether naked.

At the heart of American opposition to nuclear proliferation
within NATO was the fear of entrapment. The Americans did
not voice this fear in so many words. To do so would have
been undiplomatic, and risky. It would have suggested that
the NATO allies might behave recklessly. It could have been
construed as implying what the Europeans most feared: that
there were wars they would wish to fight that the United
States might prefer to avoid. So, American officials referred to
the dangers of proliferation in euphemisms: It could lead, they
said, to "instability"; it would "complicate" international pol-
itics by introducing an unwanted measure of "uncertainty"
into national calculations.27

There were general reasons why proliferation called up the
specter of entrapment for the United States. Small national nu-
clear arsenals might be tempting targets for preemptive Soviet
attacks. In a crisis the Soviet Union might strike at European
nuclear arsenals out of confidence of being able to eliminate
them; by contrast, if only the far larger, less vulnerable Ameri-
can force were involved the Soviets might behave more cau-
tiously. It was not any particular scenario that troubled the
American government in the early 1960s, however, so much
as the fact that nuclear weapons were so powerful, national
and international experience with them was so limited, and the
task of coming to terms with one other major nuclear weapon
state had been so trying, that any change in the nuclear status
quo was worrisome. The spread of nuclear weapons seemed
dangerous because the consequences were not readily predict-
able. The price of nuclear war was likely to be so high that
nothing that might bring it closer was worth risking. In a nu-
clear environment control seemed all-important, and the dif-
fusion of nuclear capability would make it easier for other na-
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The entangling alliance 165
tions to act independently and therefore weaken American
control. In its most general but also most basic form, American
aversion to proliferation came down to a bet like that of Pascal,
who reasoned that he had nothing to lose and everything to
gain by believing in God: Perhaps no harm would come of an
increase in the number of states possessing nuclear weapons;
but the harm, if it did come, was potentially so vast that stren-
uous efforts to keep the number constant were fully jus-
tified.28

The threat of nuclear proliferation came to be called, in the
United States, the "nth country problem." The term suggested
that numbers alone made a difference where the national pos-
session of nuclear weapons was concerned. More were worse,
no matter which the new nuclear states happened to be. One
state in particular, however, especially worried Americans -
the Federal Republic of Germany. As the largest nonnuclear
NATO member and the one most directly exposed to the So-
viet Union, Germany was the logical candidate to follow Brit-
ain's and France's nuclear examples. A nuclear-armed Ger-
many was a particularly unhappy prospect. Memories of the
Third Reich were still fresh. The Federal Republic had not yet
fully established itself as a responsible, sober, peaceful, demo-
cratic member of the international community.

A nuclear-armed Germany, especially one torn loose from
its NATO moorings, was worrisome to contemplate. Not the
least worrisome thing about it was its potential effect on the
Soviet Union. Ever since the division of the country, and of
Europe, had become a fact of international life, the Soviets had
made the denial of nuclear armaments to West Germany a car-
dinal principle of their foreign policy. Two terrible German
invasions in the twentieth century had made the Soviets ex-
traordinarily sensitive to German military power. The United
States refused to assist the French nuclear weapons program
in no small part out of the fear that the Germans would de-
mand comparable treatment. A German nuclear arsenal in par-
ticular, and nuclear proliferation in Europe in general, were as
unacceptable to the United States as ways of reinforcing deter-
rence as flexible response was to the Europeans. So although
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166 NATO: The nuclear alliance
both sides agreed on the problem, neither would countenance
the other's preferred solution.

The enduring alliance
Nuclear politics in NATO in the 1960s resembles, in retro-
spect, a play without a third act. A crisis arose: The develop-
ment of a Soviet capacity to strike the United States raised
fears of abandonment and called into question the credibility
of deterrence in Europe. Various solutions were brought for-
ward. None, however, was put fully into practice. Neither flex-
ible response nor proliferation won complete acceptance on
both sides of the Atlantic. The Europeans regarded the first as
an invitation to abandonment of a particular kind - decou-
pling; the Americans worried that the consequence of the sec-
ond would be entrapment.

The Europeans did in fact accept flexible response in 1967,
but in a way that seemed to undercut the American purpose in
proposing it in the first place. They agreed in principle that
the alliance should adopt the policy, but argued that the exist-
ing nonnuclear forces in Europe sufficed to carry it out. Rather
than putting more troops, tanks, and airplanes into the field,
they were content to change the name of the mission of those
that were already there.

The European solution to the problem that Soviet strategic
power created for NATO - national nuclear forces - had a
complicated history, but it, too, was never fully implemented.
The United States proposed a scheme known as the Multila-
teral Force (MLF) for sharing control of some nuclear
weapons. This received serious attention beginning in 1963.
The idea was for Polaris submarines to be manned by multina-
tional crews. It was, for the Americans, a decidedly second-
best solution to NATO's problems. They were not anxious to
surrender any degree of control over any nuclear weapons.
They feared, however, that the certain consequence of their
refusal to do so would be political upheaval in the alliance
and perhaps an independent German nuclear arsenal.29 On the
delicate, crucial question of whose finger would actually rest
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The enduring alliance 167
on the submarines' nuclear triggers, the American designers
of the MLF were deliberately vague. Finally, in late 1964, Pres-
ident Johnson effectively rejected the scheme.

The problems that Soviet nuclear power created were not
only not clearly solved in the 1960s, they reappeared, in dif-
ferent guise, in the 1970s. Concern arose within the alliance
over a perceived Soviet advantage in long-range theater nu-
clear forces, which consisted of Western European-based nu-
clear weapons capable of striking targets within the Soviet
Union and Soviet weapons aimed at Western Europe, and
whose relative capacities came to be known as the "Eurostra-
tegic balance."30 The Western debate about this issue echoed
the controversy about flexible response during the Kennedy
years. Although the forces in question differed, the basic issue
was the same - the requirements of deterrence. The United
States had the same fear that the perceived imbalance in non-
nuclear forces had stirred during the previous decade -
namely, that the Soviet Union would win an engagement at
that level, compelling NATO either to accept defeat or to esca-
late the conflict to the level of intercontinental nuclear war,
which would expose North America to nuclear bombardment.
The preferred American response was to deploy long-range
theater forces comparable to those of the Soviet Union, and in
December 1979, NATO voted to do so.31

As with flexible response in the 1960s, however, this called
up European fears of decoupling, of the separation this time
not of nuclear from nonnuclear weapons but of theater-range
from strategic armaments. Like the first, the second suggested
the separation of the United States from Europe as a theater of
war, and this, the Europeans feared, could weaken deterrence
by calling into question the willingness of the United States to
put all of its military might into the defense of Europe. The
French Foreign Minister put it plainly: "The approach based
on the concept of a Eurostrategic balance implies that there
can be a separate balance of nuclear capabilities assigned to
the European theater, isolated from other elements of deter-
rence. It leads to a 'decoupling' which is precisely what we are
trying to avoid. In other words, it would be tantamount to rec-
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168 NATO: The nuclear alliance
ognizing that the United States' central strategic forces do not
cover Western Europe."32

The years that followed the demise of the MLF in 1964 were
far from harmonious ones for NATO. Apart from the question
of how to respond to the Soviet nuclear threat to the United
States, disputes over a wide range of issues cropped up. Eco-
nomics took its place beside security as a source of conflict.
The Atlantic partners quarreled about trade, monetary, and
balance of payments policies. At one juncture the United
States hinted that the continuation of the American nuclear
guarantee of Europe would depend upon economic conces-
sions from the Europeans. Political disputes strained relations
as well. The American war in Vietnam aroused little enthusi-
asm in Europe. The 1973 Middle East War imposed an even
more serious strain. The alliance partners found themselves,
in effect, on opposite sides. The Europeans, fearing for their
oil supplies from the Arab states of the Persian Gulf, issued
statements sympathetic to the Arabs and largely refused to
help the United States resupply Israel while the fighting was
in progress.

In 1980 the alliance found itself once again divided, this
time over how to respond to the seizure of American diplo-
matic personnel held as hostages in Iran and to the Soviet in-
vasion of Afghanistan. The United States favored a strong re-
sponse to both. The Europeans worried about alienating the
governments in Tehran and Moscow. The difference stemmed
in part from a divergence of interests, from which all alliances
suffer. The Europeans' economic stake in Iran, and the political
benefits they drew from the relaxation of tensions with the
Soviet Union, were both greater than the Americans', so they
had more to lose from poor relations with each. The most se-
rious falling-out within the alliance in the years following the
demise of the controversies over the MLF and flexible re-
sponse occurred not between the United States and the Euro-
peans but between two European members, Greece and Tur-
key, over the governance of the island of Cyprus. A Cypriot
political crisis in 1974 prompted Turkish occupation of the
island and triggered Greek withdrawal from active participa-
tion in NATO affairs.
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Still, despite the fact that old problems were not conclu-

sively resolved and new ones arose, NATO remained intact
through the 1970s, in more or less its original form, something
that had seemed extremely unlikely at the beginning of the
1960s. Then the status quo in the alliance, resting as it did
upon the American nuclear guarantee, appeared untenable.
Change seemed inevitable. Because Soviet aggression seemed
the certain alternative to them, flexible response and national
nuclear arsenals seemed essential, to the Americans in the
first instance, to the French in the second. They proved to be
unnecessary. Why was this so?

It is arguable that, appearances to the contrary notwith-
standing, the proposed solutions for the problem that the So-
viet capacity to attack the United States posed for NATO were
put into practice, perhaps not as fully as the proponents had
hoped, but fully enough to keep the Soviet Union at bay. The
European agreement in principle to the policy of flexible re-
sponse was, arguably, more than a semantic maneuver. The
nonnuclear forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact were seen to
be more evenly balanced in 1967 than they had been in 1961.
This was not because the Americans and the Western Euro-
peans had fielded more troops, however, but because esti-
mates of the number of troops opposing them had become in-
creasingly precise, and the more precise they became the
smaller they were. It appeared in retrospect that throughout
the 1950s the West had consistently overestimated them. The
Europeans' 1967 conclusion that, in effect, NATO had been
practicing flexible response all along was not wholly self-serv-
ing. It was, at least to some degree, accurate.33

As for the preferred European solution to the problem, na-
tional nuclear forces, the French could claim to have put it
into practice. They did proceed to equip themselves with a
nuclear striking force. By 1979 it consisted of four submarines
with sixteen missiles each and eighteen intermediate-range
missiles. By American and Soviet standards this force was
small. The French, however, could argue that, by their stand-
ard of deterrence, it was adequate. The French force, despite
the protection that submarines provided, might not be abso-
lutely certain of inflicting the level of damage on the Soviet
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170 NATO: The nuclear alliance
Union in case of a Soviet attack that the Americans had de-
fined as necessary for deterrence. It was very likely, however,
to do considerable damage if used. If not kill him outright, the
French could plausibly threaten to "tear an arm off the bear"
in retaliation for a Soviet attack.34

The Germans got no nuclear weapons, and not even the par-
tial control over part of the American arsenal that the MLF
envisioned, which remained under the command of the Amer-
ican President. They may not, however, have wanted to have a
German finger resting on a nuclear trigger. They may simply
have wished to be certain that they would not be relegated to
the role of spectators in the alliance, with no say at all in its
policies.35 "Control" in the English sense of the term,*one stu-
dent of NATO politics noted, implies physical possession;
controJe in the French usage connotes planning and political
direction.36 The Germans may have wanted the second, not
the first. The alliance's Nuclear Planning Group, which came
into being on the initiative of the United States after the aban-
donment of the idea of nuclear sharing, provided it.

None of these explanations for the persistence of NATO in
its original form is entirely satisfactory, however, given the
widely shared alarm of the early 1960s. If NATO forces
seemed a better match for those of the Soviet Union and East-
ern Europe after the middle of the decade, the American gov-
ernment never felt able to declare them an even match, or bet-
ter.37 Nor was there any reason for the Germans to feel
confident that the French nuclear arsenal, however powerful
it was, protected them. If the United States would not risk
New York to save Paris, after all, why would the French risk
Paris to save Hamburg? The logic of the French view of deter-
rence led to a German national nuclear arsenal.

There is another possible explanation for NATO's durabil-
ity. Political relations between East and West improved.38 The
leaders of the American and Soviet governments met periodi-
cally. The two countries reached modest agreements limiting
nuclear weapons: the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, the
Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968, and the Strategic Arms Limi-
tation treaties of 1972 and 1979. A host of scientific and cul-
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tural exchanges began. In Europe the status of Germany was
put on a firmer footing by a series of accords signed in 1969
and by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
which convened in Helsinki in 1975 and produced what
amounted to a belated European peace treaty, thirty years after
the end of World War II.

A state's security is the result of both its own capabilities
and others' intentions, of its military power and its diplomatic
achievements. NATO, it might be argued, concentrated on the
second rather than the first. This explanation is not entirely
satisfactory either, however. It reverses the proper order of
things. Detente, the improvement of political relations be-
tween NATO and the Warsaw Pact, was less a cause than a
consequence of miltiary stability. Because they felt secure, the
Germans, the Europeans, and the Americans could seek lim-
ited reconciliation with the Communist countries.

Peace may have reigned in Europe because the Soviet Union
never intended to disturb it. Soviet intentions during the Cold
War cannot be known in the absence of firsthand evidence. It
is certainly true that in the immediate postwar years the Soviet
government had its hands full with reconstructing its own
country and tightening its grip on Eastern Europe. It is also
true that, once conquered, Western Europe would have been
difficult for the Soviet bloc to digest. Still, without some mili-
tary disincentive it is hard to imagine that the Soviets would
not have found some way to exert influence, if not control,
over the European members of NATO. This, after all, is a fa-
miliar feature of international politics. It is the way that great
powers have ordinarily behaved. It is almost a law of interna-
tional relations that large countries abhor a vacuum of
power.39 This is not to say that the Soviet Union has ever been
seriously inclined to invade, or even to hold in political thrall
- to "Finlandize" - Western Europe. It is to say that in the
absence of some form of deterrence, such an inclination very
likely would have appeared.

A telling reason why the structure of the Atlantic alliance
remained intact, despite the conviction that this could not
happen, is that alternatives to it loomed as grossly unattrac-
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172 NATO: The nuclear alliance
tive. The Europeans refused to support, if not the principle of
flexible response, at least the policy of making substantial ad-
ditions to the alliance's nonnuclear forces; the Americans op-
posed national nuclear forces. Sharper departures from the
founding alliance arrangements were even less feasible. The
Europeans had no inclination to switch from the American to
the Soviet bloc, and they could not have expected to float be-
tween the two and remain free from Soviet influence without
substantial military forces of their own. These they could have
had. A multinational European military force could have
drawn on a larger pool of capital and technology than that of
either the United States or the Soviet Union. Such a force,
however, especially insofar as it was nuclear, would have pre-
sented the same problem that the MLF raised, the problem of
deciding whose finger was to rest on the trigger. Eliminating
the United States made this problem no easier to solve. A Eu-
rope-wide force would have had to be underpinned, and thus
preceded, by some measure of political unity. Since 1945 Eu-
ropean unity has been a perpetual dream and a recurring
hope, but not a reality. The Europeans clung to the United
States, "in good logic and bad, in bad times and good/'40

therefore, partly because they had no attractive alternative.
There is an analogy here to the international monetary sys-

tem. The dollar was as central, and as crucial, to the system
that the Bretton Woods conference of 1944 produced as the
United States nuclear arsenal was to NATO at its inception.
The growth of other national economies and American eco-
nomic distress eroded the power of the dollar relative to other
currencies, giving rise to a felt need for a substitute bulwark of
the system. All possible substitutes, however - gold, Special
Drawing Rights issued by the International Monetary Fund,
and a joint European currency - proved to have drawbacks
that rendered them unacceptable. So the dollar, in weakened
form, has remained at the center of the system, as the principal
form of international reserve and the most popular medium of
international exchange.

The absence of an attractive alternative, however, once
again is not a wholly satisfactory explanation for NATO's per-
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sistence. World War II did not extinguish the will to national
independence in Western Europe. Had their safety and politi-
cal integrity depended on it, the Europeans would have paid
the price of a single Europe-wide or several separate national
nuclear arsenals, or of building up the alliance's nonnuclear
strength. They did not have to pay it. Why did the status quo
in Europe not change? There is plainly no single answer, but
one important reason is that NATO's initial arrangements for
the deterrence of the Soviet Union continued to work through-
out the 1960s and 1970s.

The Berlin and Cuban crises of 1961 and 1962, respectively,
seem in retrospect to bear out NATO's sturdiness. When they
occurred they heightened Western Europe's sense of vulnera-
bility. American nuclear power did not prevent a Soviet chal-
lenge at the heart of Europe, or ninety miles from the coast of
the United States. In both cases, however, the Soviet challenge
was turned back. West Berlin remained a free city in the midst
of the Soviet sphere of influence; intermediate-range missiles
capable of carrying nuclear warheads to targets within the
United States were removed from Cuba. In both cases the
United States issued an explicit nuclear threat. In both cases
the crises were resolved in favor of the status quo, which the
United States was trying to preserve. No further crises of com-
parable magnitude followed.

Even de Gaulle's foreign policy provides support for the
proposition that NATO's capacity for deterrence remained ro-
bust. In truth, considerations of nuclear deterrence were sec-
ondary matters in his foreign policy; what was primary was to
assert French independence and to magnify French influence
in the world. De Gaulle could afford to regard nuclear politics
as secondary because he could be confident that the alliance's
nuclear arrangements would deter the Soviet Union, despite his
professed skepticism as justification for France's nuclear weap-
ons program.41 He could formally withdraw from the alliance
because he knew that he would still enjoy its protection.

Insofar as NATO did keep at bay a Soviet Union able to
mount nuclear strikes against the continental United States,
both the Europeans and the Americans were proven partly
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174 NATO: The nuclear alliance
right and partly wrong about the requirements of deterrence.
The United States was right that nuclear weapons under ex-
clusively American control sufficed but wrong in insisting
that a more diversified defense force was necessary. The Euro-
peans were right that nuclear weapons alone would deter the
Soviets but wrong in believing that these had to be in Euro-
pean, as well as American, custody.

This was so, arguably, because the extraordinary power of
nuclear weapons stifled any temptation to attack, which un-
certainty about an American response might have encouraged.
The Europeans could not be certain that the Americans would
risk New York to protect Paris, but the Soviets could not be
sure that they would not do so. The nuclear revolution made
uncertainty an argument for restraint. As Raymond Aron put
it, "when no one was able to gauge the precise ratio of strength
ahead of time, an adventure seemed tempting by virtue of its
very unpredictability; now that this unpredictability involves
fatalities on the order of tens of millions, even the most adven-
turesome of leaders might conceivably be inclined to cau-
tion."42 The result has been that, as one student of postwar
European politics put it, "successive doctrines may have
lacked the rational precision that experts thought necessary,
and force levels and capabilities have usually fallen short of
those required by doctrine, but the Russians have shown
themselves to be most prudent in probing the alliance's self-
advertised military deficiencies."43 Soviet behavior in this
sense represented the triumph of common sense over logic.44

Former British Defense Minister Denis Healey once suggested
that one chance in a hundred of a nuclear response to aggres-
sion will deter an enemy, although it may not reassure a
friend.45 The observation explains a great deal of the history of
the Atlantic alliance.

This leads to a final effect of nuclear weapons on alliances.
Because American nuclear weapons did deter the Soviet Un-
ion, they made it possible for NATO's original framework to
remain in place, and this suppressed normal national im-
pulses for independence. Transatlantic relations would not, in
all likelihood, have differed drastically from the shape they
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The enduring alliance 175
took had there been no nuclear weapons. The United States
and the Soviet Union would still have been far stronger than
any single European state. The Soviets would not have permit-
ted an independent united Germany, and perhaps would not
have been willing to countenance a united Germany of any
political stripe. The United States, for its part, would not have
wanted a Soviet-dominated Germany. The Cold War align-
ment appears, in retrospect, all but inevitable. With such an
alignment Western Europe would certainly have sought a se-
curity connection with the United States, with or without a
nuclear arsenal. The Europeans would have had to rely upon
the United States for protection, especially in the early post-
war period. But they would likely not have remained as de-
pendent as has been the case.

The international monetary system again offers a suggestive
analogy. At the end of World War II, the European economies
were in ruins, and not only was the dollar supreme but Ameri-
can economic policy determined that of Western Europe. As
the Europeans recovered, and grew prosperous, they gained a
measure of economic independence. None is the equal of the
United States in economic terms. There is no substitute for the
dollar. The United States remains by far the most powerful
single nation in the politics of international economics. But
the Europeans and the Japanese do have some independent
influence. The balance of influence and initiative between Eu-
rope and America in economic matters has shifted markedly
in thirty years; where security is concerned, nuclear weapons
have perpetuated a balance that was as lopsided in 1980 as it
was in 1949.

That it remains lopsided amounts to a curious reversal. The
distribution of nuclear force within NATO was at its founding
a consequence, and is now a cause of European weakness. At
first the Europeans could not, and now they will not, and be-
cause of the sturdiness of nuclear deterrence they need not,
assemble a nuclear arsenal themselves. In 1949 the United
States issued a nuclear guarantee because the Europeans were
weak. Now the Europeans are weak because they have, after
all, the American nuclear guarantee.
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1
The Nuclear Presidency

History of the nuclear presidency
International politics operates on three levels. The anarchical
structure of the international system produces the problem of
security that is common to all states. The character of each
individual state - its history, its political system, the tempera-
ment of its citizens - shapes its response to that problem. Ulti-
mately, however, it is the people of each state who decide how
to respond. The basic unit of international politics is the indi-
vidual.

Each of the three levels is important in Thucydides's ac-
count of the Peloponnesian War. He finds the fundamental
cause of the conflict to be the structure of the system of inde-
pendent city-states in fifth-century B.C. Greece. "What made
war inevitable," in his view, "was the growth of Athenian
power and the fear which this caused in Sparta,"1 a fear ulti-
mately rooted in the fact that in a system without a supreme
authority any powerful member automatically becomes a po-
tential threat to all the others. The contrast between demo-
cratic, commercial Athens and autocratic, agrarian Sparta is a
major theme in the chronicle. Thucydides depicts the roles of
individual Athenians and Spartans as crucial. He stresses par-
ticularly the roles played by the leaders on both sides.

If his history has a hero it is the Athenian Pericles, a shrewd,
steady, and farsighted statesman who was not only able to di-
vine the proper course for Athens but to persuade his fellow
citizens to follow it.2 Athens's downfall began with the death
of Pericles. When he passed from the scene, the leadership of
the city-state fell into the hands of men less able, less unself-
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178 The nuclear presidency
ish, and less dedicated to the public weal than he. They em-
barked on the ill-fated Sicilian expedition, which ended in ca-
lamitous defeat for Athens.3

The importance of leadership for international relations
since the fifth century B.C. scarcely needs to be documented.
Most of the recorded history of war and diplomacy is the his-
tory of monarchs, generals, and other political leaders. What
impact have nuclear weapons had on this third level of inter-
national politics?

The nuclear revolution has given one man, at least, an enor-
mous responsibility. He is the American President. He has the
power of command over the American nuclear arsenal. His
finger rests on the nuclear trigger. The final decision to
squeeze it is his. A military officer carrying a small satchel
follows him everywhere. The satchel contains the communi-
cations equipment that connects the President with the thou-
sands of nuclear warheads in the American arsenal. Authori-
zation for firing them must come from a coded radio signal.
The President has custody of the code.4

The President's supreme nuclear authority dates from the
beginning of the nuclear age. The President, not the Congress,
authorized the Manhattan Project, which developed the first
atomic bombs; most congressmen did not become aware of
them until the destruction of Hiroshima. President Truman,
who was not in the habit of choosing the Air Force's targets
during World War II, personally approved the two nuclear
raids. After the war, he made certain that atomic energy came
under civilian, not military, authority, and he emphasized that
civilian authority meant presidential control.5 In November
1950, when asked at a press conference whether the atomic
bomb would be used in Korea, Truman suggested that the mat-
ter would be decided by the military. Immediately afterward
the White House issued a statement denying this: "By law,
only the President can authorize the use of the bomb."6

The question of nuclear authority arose again during the
1964 presidential election, when the Republican candidate,
Barry Goldwater, proposed that NATO field commanders be
able to initiate nuclear strikes in Europe without explicit per-
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History of the nuclear presidency 179
mission from the White House. The suggestion touched off a
public furor that helped to destroy his candidacy and moved
President Lyndon Johnson to say that "No president of the
United States can divest himself of responsibility for such a
decision [to use nuclear weapons]" and Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara to assert that "the man to make that deci-
sion is and must continue to be the President of the United
States."7 Since 1964 the authority to order the use of nuclear
weapons has remained in the hands of the President.8 If the
President is killed or disabled, "the constitutional succession
of command is the legal . . . proper authorization route. The
command and control system and release procedures are
geared to that civilian succession."9 Whether, amid the chaos
and destruction of a nuclear war, the chain of command
would be strictly observed cannot be foretold. The order to fire
a nuclear shot can legally be given, however, only by the Pres-
ident, whoever he happens to be.

The concentration of nuclear authority in the hands of a sin-
gle person runs counter to the effects of the two previous mod-
ern military revolutions, which promoted, on the whole, the
diffusion of command responsibility. The eighteenth century
marked the last stage of the "Age of the Great Captains," when
rulers like Frederick the Great personally led their armies into
battle.10 Napoleon was the last and perhaps the greatest of
these, but the Napoleonic revolution and the beginning of the
mechanical revolution in warfare ushered in the age of war by
committee. The most important committee came to be the gen-
eral staff, a group of officers charged with planning and man-
aging battles, which became an increasingly familiar feature
of European armies in the nineteenth century. Prussia was the
pioneer in developing the institution, and Prussian victories
in the wars of German unification made it popular.

Each military revolution expanded the scale of war, and this
was one reason for the dispersal of authority. The French "na-
tions in arms" put more men than ever before into the army.
The railroad, which was part of the mechanical military revo-
lution, made it possible to place huge national armies in the
field all at once. Before the Napoleonic revolution, wars un-
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180 The nuclear presidency
folded one battle at a time, and in almost all cases the com-
mander could see the whole battlefield himself. By the twenti-
eth century Franklin Roosevelt was presiding over a war
whose theater stretched all the way around the world.

The first two modern revolutions in warfare made battle
more complicated as well. The machinery became more intri-
cate, and there was more and more of it to be coordinated. The
task far outstripped the powers of a single person.11

The centralization of nuclear authority in the United States
is not, however, wholly without precedent. It arises, in part,
from the ever-expanding reach of rapid communication. What
the telegraph was to the messenger in the nineteenth century
the radio, television, and satellites of the present day are to the
telegraph: a quantum leap forward in communication. Lyndon
Johnson was able personally to select targets for the American
Air Force to bomb in North Vietnam because he could convey
his wishes instantly to a commander halfway around the
world.

Centralization of military authority arises, as well, from the
requirement for rapid military action. Nuclear weapons pro-
voked two fears that made the capacity to respond instantly
seem necessary. The first was the fear of a disarming surprise
attack, which would cripple the American nuclear force and
leave the United States defenseless. The second was the fear
on the part of the Europeans that the United States would not
come to their defense. In both cases, in order to keep the So-
viet Union at bay, it seemed necessary for the United States to
be visibly prepared to respond instantly to Soviet aggression.
Decentralized arrangements might better produce a rapid re-
sponse to aggression but would give broad authority to mili-
tary commanders in the field, as Goldwater suggested, which
would violate the American tradition of civilian control of the
military.

The Soviet arrangements for using nuclear weapons are not
a matter of public record. It may be that, despite the Russian
and Soviet tradition of concentrated political authority, the
nature of the Soviet political system makes for Jess nuclear
authority in the hands of a single person than is the case in the
United States. The American political system is open. Its pro-
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History of the nuclear presidency 181
visions for using nuclear weapons cannot remain wholly se-
cret. Because the adversary is bound to know something of
these arrangements, for the sake of effective deterrence the
Americans must promote the impression that the United
States is capable of rapid nuclear response, which means re-
posing the authority to order a response in one person rather
than leaving it to a procedure that could be time-consuming.
The Soviet system operates in secret. The Soviets do not have
to make their arrangements for using nuclear weapons ex-
plicit, and so they do not have to assign responsibility to one
person. Moreover, the prerogatives of position in the Soviet
system are less clearly defined than in the United States.
There is less distinction between the man and the office. The
boundaries of responsibility in the United States are relatively
well fixed by law and custom. In the Soviet Union they are
constantly being contested. To bestow nuclear responsibility
on one person, therefore, would be to concede what is perpet-
ually at issue in Kremlin politics.

Finally, the Soviets may feel that the capacity to decide
upon a nuclear strike instantly is less urgently required than
the Americans believe. On the other hand, in practice the two
sets of arrangements may in fact be similar. No President
would be likely to bring the American nuclear arsenal into
action without consulting at least a small circle of advisors;
similarly, the circle of Soviet officials in charge of nuclear
weapons is not likely to be large.

The presidential monopoly of legitimate authority over the
American nuclear arsenal testifies not only to the reach of
modern means of communication and the requirements for
nuclear deterrence, but also to the special character of the
bomb. The decision to use nuclear weapons involves, after
all, the choice of a particular explosive. Ordinarily this is a
tactical decision, and not an especially important one. The
choice of targets, not of weapons, has usually commanded the
attention of the highest civil authorities. Nuclear weapons
are so different from other kinds of armaments, however,
and their use would be so momentous, that the decision to
employ them is considered as important as any that can be
made.
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182 The nuclear presidency
Presidential control of nuclear weapons fits the letter of the

American Constitution. The President is constitutionally the
commander in chief of the armed forces, and as such is in
charge of conducting wars that must, however, be begun by a
congressional declaration. A decision to use nuclear weapons
is technically part of the conduct of war. But a nuclear war
would likely be "a new war in every sense save the legal
one/'12 The presidency has not been vested with such enor-
mous authority because of a constitutional quirk.

There have been opportunities to broaden, if not to shift, the
responsibility for triggering the American nuclear arsenal. In
the wake of the Vietnam conflict presidential authority in for-
eign policy was extensively debated. A War Powers Act mak-
ing more explicit than does the constitutional language the
division of authority between Congress and the executive
branch over armed conflict was passed in 1973. It left unal-
tered the nation's arrangements for nuclear weapons; indeed,
the debate barely touched on them.13 Subsequently, the Feder-
ation of American Scientists proposed that the President be
required to secure congressional approval before initiating a
nuclear war. The proposal would have had the Chief Execu-
tive share his nuclear authority not with field commanders, as
Barry Goldwater had suggested, but with other presumably so-
ber, responsible, democratically elected public officials. The
intent was to make nuclear weapons more, not less, difficult to
employ, and to help guard against a dangerous act by an irre-
sponsible occupant of the White House - a possibility that Rich-
ard Nixon's last days in office had brought to public atten-
tion.14 The proposal was worded to permit the President to
order nuclear retaliation against an initial Soviet attack on his
own so that the provision for consultation would not "affect
the deterrent or tie his hands."15 Nonetheless, it stirred little
interest and was not enacted. The President retains authority
over the American nuclear arsenal through the actions - or the
failure to act - of the elected representatives of the American
people.

Whether or not it places the President "in a radically new
relation to the whole of human reality,"16 this authority makes
him an extraordinarily powerful person, so powerful as to
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The imperial presidency 183
hark back to a practice that dates from a much earlier period in
the West - long before the first modern military revolution -
and to non-Western societies that are historically contempo-
rary but culturally distant: the imputation to the ruler of di-
vine powers.17 Perhaps the reason for delegating nuclear au-
thority to the President is similar to the role that
anthropologists have assigned to divine kingship: a means of
coping with forces that seem beyond human powers of under-
standing and control. Whereas for preliterate, agrarian soci-
eties this meant typically the weather, on which their lives
depended but which they could not influence, in the modern
world it has come to mean the huge nuclear stockpiles of the
United States and the Soviet Union.

The imperial presidency
The American President does not have divine powers. He is,
however, extremely powerful, and his power extends beyond
his monopoly of nuclear authority. The growth of presidential
power is in fact one of the widely remarked features of the
American political system in the nuclear age.

The Constitution establishes the President as the first
among equals. He stands at the head of the executive branch of
the federal government, which is counterbalanced by the leg-
islative and judicial branches. This balance was purposely
crafted. The Constitution's framers had had dismaying experi-
ences with a powerful executive. They had been the victims,
as they saw it, of King George III of England. To spare them-
selves and their successors a recurrence of arbitrary rule, they
deliberately parceled out governmental power among differ-
ent institutions, putting what came to be known as "checks
and balances" in place to keep any one of them, especially the
presidency, from dominating the others.

For at least a century their design accomplished its purpose.
In 1891 Lord Bryce, the British observer of the American polit-
ical system, said of the President:
He is George III shorn of a part of his prerogative by the intervention of the
Senate in treaties and appointments, of another part by the restriction of his
action to Federal affairs, while his dignity and his influence are diminished
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184 The nuclear presidency
by holding office for four years instead of for life. His salary is too small to
permit him either to maintain a Court or to corrupt the legislature; nor can
he seduce the virtue of the citizens by the gift of titled nobility, for such are
altogether forbidden.18

The restraints on presidential authority that Lord Bryce
noted appeared in the 1960s and 1970s to have slackened; his
late-nineteenth-century picture of the office seemed to have an
archaic ring to it. His late-twentieth-century successors, for
the most part, have seen a President closer in style and sub-
stance to George III than he did. The literature on the modern
presidency generally emphasizes the expansion of its author-
ity. The titles of books on the office published in the 1970s,
like The Imperial Presidency and Choosing Our King, bespeak
this theme.19

Is there a connection between these two postwar institu-
tions, the imperial presidency and the nuclear presidency? It
has been asserted that the second is the cause of the first, that
there has arisen "the tendency for whoever was given custody
of the new [nuclear] weapons to gather into his hands a dan-
gerous array of other powers/'20 Has the impact of nuclear
weapons on leaders and leadership in the United States con-
tributed to the expansion of the prerogatives of the head of the
executive branch of the federal government?

Evidence to contradict this proposition comes from the ex-
perience of other Western liberal states, where executive au-
thority has grown in the absence of large nuclear arsenals.
Britain is an instructive case. As in the United States, there is
in Britain a tradition of partitioning power, not among differ-
ent functional branches of government but within the institu-
tion that serves both legislative and executive purposes - Par-
liament. In the nineteenth century power shifted, in Bagehot's
famous observation, from Parliament as a whole to the cabinet.
Since 1945, parliamentary power has shifted again, from the
cabinet to the Prime Minister.21 Although the British nuclear
arsenal that the Prime Minister controls is small compared to
that of the United States, collegial responsibility in the British,
as in the American, government has given way to individual
prerogative.22
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The imperial presidency 185
The expansion of the executive authority in both cases owes

a great deal to the process by which ordinary men and women
achieved the right to take part in politics and to influence gov-
ernment, which occurred more or less simultaneously with,
but separately from, the industrial revolution.23 At first, the
diffusion of political authority reduced the role of the govern-
ment in Britain and the United States. Laissez-faire was the
reigning doctrine of the nineteenth century. In the twentieth
century, however, central governments have acquired more
and more responsibility for promoting social welfare. This has
tended to become the responsibility of the executive, whose
authority has grown accordingly. Moreover, since 1945 espe-
cially, governments have assumed responsibility for guiding
national economies, and macro-economic policy has also be-
come the preserve of the executive.

Nuclear weapons are not the sole cause of the growth of
presidential power. Accounts of the "imperial" character of
the modern presidency, however, usually emphasize the Pres-
ident's power in foreign, not domestic, policy. So different are
his prerogatives in the two areas that it has been argued that
the presidency is really two separate offices: one for domestic,
the other for international affairs.24 The proposition may
therefore be modified: The President's nuclear authority has
expanded his sway over American foreign policy. This propo-
sition has received support from no less authoritative a source
than the Supreme Court: "This power [of the President in the
areas of national defense and foreign policy], largely un-
checked by the legislative and judicial branches, has been
pressed to the very hilt in the nuclear-missile age."25

But there is evidence that undercuts it. The post-World War
II period is not the first instance of expanded presidential au-
thority over foreign affairs. Jefferson, Lincoln, Wilson, and
Franklin Roosevelt all were accused of overstepping the con-
stitutionally defined limits in this area. The boundary be-
tween executive and legislative powers over the conduct of
American foreign policy has in fact been in dispute since the
earliest days of the republic. The debate about presidential
power between Pacificus and Helvidius in the Federalist Pa-
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186 The nuclear presidency
pers centers on George Washington's unilateral proclamation
of American neutrality between Britain and France at the end
of the eighteenth century.

Presidential power has expanded most dramatically in war-
time, when normal procedures are suspended and rules are set
aside in the interest of the highest of all national goals - sur-
vival. The inherent advantages of the executive over the legis-
lature, especially the capacity to act decisively, come to the
fore then. "In time of war," a 1946 Supreme Court opinion
says, "the nation simply changes gears."26

The pattern is a familiar one. Thucydides records that after
war broke out the Athenians not only elected Pericles general
of their army but "put all their powers into his hands" as well.
The result was that "in what was nominally a democracy
power was really in the hands of the first citizen."27 It is a
familiar part of the history of political thought as well. Ma-
chiavelli, perhaps a modern but certainly not a contemporary
theorist of politics, believed that in time of danger even the
most emphatically republican state would have to deliver
power to a single authority or face ruin.28 There is even evi-
dence that the framers of the Constitution were willing to
place enormous power in the hands of the President in war-
time, despite their misgivings about executive authority, be-
cause they read history as showing that the failure to do so
meant disaster.29

The framers certainly expected that such wars as the United
States would fight would be occasional, brief affairs. Ameri-
can history through 1945, as a whole, vindicated this expecta-
tion. Then came a great change. The United States became in-
volved in international politics permanently, on a grand scale,
locked in a bitter, dangerous rivalry with the Soviet Union.
There was no retiring from the Cold War, no respite from it,
and virtually no conflict anywhere - on the Korean peninsula,
in Indochina, or in the former Belgian Congo - that did not get
caught up in it. The power of the American presidency has
always swelled in time of emergency, and the Cold War made
emergency a permanent condition. After 1945, as one histo-
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The imperial presidency 187

rian put it, the President "found himself daily in front of is-
sues such as had arisen before only in wartime."30

Nuclear weapons contributed something to this continual
atmosphere of emergency. The Cold War has no doubt seemed
more urgent because nuclear weapons were bound up with it.
It would have been a matter of considerable urgency without
them, however. It was, in fact, urgent before nuclear weapons
took center stage. In 1950, when President Truman ordered
American troops to Korea to help repel the invasion from the
north, the Soviet nuclear arsenal was in its infancy. Not the
new weapons of mass destruction, or at least not they alone,
but the way that Americans came to define their role in the
world kindled this pervasive sense of emergency, which in
turn has enlarged the power of the American chief executive.

Insofar as the President has taken greater command of
American foreign policy since 1945, therefore, this has not
been wholly - perhaps not even mainly - due to his nuclear
authority. The proposition that the nuclear presidency has fed
the imperial presidency has, moreover, another shortcoming.
Postwar presidents have not been all-powerful, even where is-
sues of foreign affairs were concerned. The President, it is
true, was responsible for initiating and conducting the Ameri-
can wars in Korea and Vietnam. In both cases he proceeded at
first without the formal assent of the legislative branch. But
although the President waged war without Congress, he did
not wage it against the wishes of the House of Representatives
or the Senate or over the objections of the American public. In
each case he was expressing the national consensus that the
United States was obliged to resist the spread of communism
by all necessary means, including the use of force, and that
fighting in Korea and Indochina were acts of resistance.

President Truman secured no formal congressional authori-
zation for the commitment of American troops to battle in Ko-
rea. He believed that he needed none. When congressional
leaders were apprised of his plans, however, almost none ob-
jected. On the contrary, the announcement that American
ground and sea forces were being dispatched to the Korean
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188 The nuclear presidency
peninsula met with broad approval.31 So did Lyndon John-
son's military policies in Vietnam. In the summer of 1964, in
response to reports of a North Vietnamese attack on several
American patrol boats in the Gulf of Tonkin, the Senate passed
a resolution authorizing retaliation. Later, with half a million
American troops fighting in Indochina, the Johnson Adminis-
tration cited this resolution as the functional equivalent of a
declaration of war. This post hoc interpretation of the Gulf of
Tonkin Resolution did some violence to the context in which
it was approved. Nonetheless, President Johnson's orders for a
sharp increase in the level of American participation in the
war aroused almost no significant political opposition at the
time.

Both the Korean and the Vietnam wars became unpopular
not because the public abandoned its faith in the principles on
which the American role was based but because the Truman
and Johnson administrations proved incapable of bringing ei-
ther to a successful conclusion. There is a remarkable similar-
ity in the patterns of public support for each war over time.32

In both cases, as American casualties rose, the war's popular-
ity fell. Along with it fell the popularity of the President, to the
point at which both Harry Truman and Lyndon Johnson de-
clined to run for reelection. So the President has often been
swimming with the tide when he has appeared most powerful,
and when he has attempted to swim against it he has some-
times been thwarted.

Presidential frustration has extended even to nuclear
weapons. The chief executive has kept control over the
"doomsday button," but he has not had unchallenged author-
ity to decide which weapons that button will launch. Congress
has had a say in this question. It is a question that is ideally
suited to congressional influence, because it is decided over
time rather than instantly and because it lends itself to bar-
gaining, trading, and compromise. Here the Congress has of-
ten opposed and sometimes overruled the President.33

The President has been unable to act unimpeded on another
important nuclear issue - negotiations with the Soviet Union.
Each President since 1945 has favored discussions with the
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The arms control presidency 189
Soviets on the abolition, or at least the control, of nuclear
weapons. Each has wished to go further in these discussions
than the Congress, or the national consensus, has been willing
to permit. This is a recurrent theme in the postwar period.
Some presidents have succeeded in obtaining nuclear agree-
ments with the Soviets. Some have failed. All have tried. The
persistence of their attempts is as significant as their occa-
sional failures. It illustrates an important influence that these
armaments have had. Presidential support for arms control is
the most conspicuous effect on leadership of the nuclear revo-
lution in warfare.

The arms control presidency
Every American President from Harry Truman to Jimmy Carter
has been preoccupied with disarmament, or with the more
modest goal of arms control, or with both. Each has vowed to
do whatever possible to abolish or control nuclear armaments.
This is not surprising. Words are cheap, especially words de-
ploring nuclear armaments. Everybody deplores them. No one
wants them to be used. The test of commitment on such issues
comes with specific proposals to translate principle into prac-
tice. Every American public official, for example, gladly sings
the praises of the free enterprise system. Not every one, how-
ever, is ready to support measures to implement the principles
of free enterprise, such as the removal of subsidies for favored
industries, the dismantling of tariff restrictions, or the enforce-
ment of the antitrust laws.

So it is with nuclear negotiations. The test of genuine com-
mitment is the willingness to try to accommodate Soviet ob-
jectives with American aims, and to brave the wrath of domes-
tic groups that are less than enthusiastic about trafficking with
the Soviets. Every postwar President has passed this test.
Every one has been willing to go beyond the safety of general
platitudes; each has ventured into the thicket of the particu-
lars of nuclear negotiations. This has been true even when re-
lations between the two great powers have been most bitter. It
was true even when the United States was waging war with a
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190 The nuclear presidency

Soviet ally in Southeast Asia. The postwar presidents' shared
interest in disarmament and arms control stands in contrast,
for some, to their policies and proclamations before entering
office. Once installed in the White House, however, every
President, whatever his previous views on nuclear weapons,
has taken up the cause of nuclear negotiation.

Harry Truman was the first nuclear President. He remains
the only President, indeed the only person, to have authorized
an atomic explosion for other than experimental purposes. His
record in office does not mark him as someone likely to have
felt deeply about controlling the new weapon that he inher-
ited with the office. His distrust of the Soviet government was
apparent almost from the moment he took office. He was in
power at the beginning of the Cold War, when the proper, if
not cordial, relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union that their common struggle with fascism had created
turned to hostility. During the Truman presidency both nu-
clear arsenals were relatively small. It was still possible to
consider them more sophisticated versions of the munitions
of the past. Between 1945 and 1949 the United States had a
monopoly, and after that a distinct advantage, in nuclear
weaponry. Truman had, on the face of it, no strong incentive
to search for nuclear accommodation with the Soviets - and
some reason to be wary of any dealings with them.

He was, however, one of the moving forces behind the first
disarmament proposal, the Baruch Plan. This was a scheme to
put every facet of nuclear energy, from the mining of uranium
to the manufacture of the bomb itself, under international su-
pervision. It was a presidential initiative. In his 1946 State of
the Union Address Truman stressed his desire for effective
control of the atomic bomb through the United Nations. In No-
vember of that year he issued a joint declaration with the
prime ministers of Great Britain and Canada - Clement Attlee
and McKenzie King - calling upon the UN to accept responsi-
bility for controlling atomic energy. He appointed a commit-
tee chaired by Dean Acheson, then Assistant Secretary of
State, and David Lilienthal, head of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, to work out the details of such an arrangement, and
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The arms control presidency 191

chose the noted financier, Bernard Baruch, to present a modi-
fied version of the committee's recommendations to the
United Nations.

The Soviet Union emphatically rejected the Baruch Plan. In
retrospect, it is difficult to imagine their consenting to any
form of international management of atomic energy.34 But
there is no evidence that Truman expected the Plan to fail. He
guided it through the channels of the American government
and into an international forum in the face of considerable do-
mestic opposition. His Secretary of State, James Byrnes,
wanted the United States to keep its exclusive nuclear fran-
chise.35 Influential members of Congress warned against giv-
ing away the nation's atomic secrets through the creation of an
international authority.36 The military was unenthusiastic.37

The President pushed ahead, undaunted by the reservations of
others.

The failure of the Baruch Plan set a pattern that nuclear ne-
gotiations followed for the better part of two decades. Tru-
man's role in authorizing its formation and putting it forward
carried over into the presidency of Dwight Eisenhower.
Eisenhower came to the White House after a career in the
Army, but his background did not keep him from feeling sym-
pathetic to the idea of restraints on nuclear armaments.38

Eisenhower's Republican Party, however, had accused the
Democrats of resisting too feebly the ambitions of the Soviet
Union and the spread of communism. Republican leaders in
Congress took a dim view of negotiations with the Soviets.39

Eisenhower's Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, who is
usually regarded as having exerted considerable influence on
the conduct of American foreign policy, agreed with them.
Dulles was suspicious of bargains of any sort with the So-
viets.40 Moreover, during the Eisenhower years the American
government embraced a defense doctrine that emphasized the
role of nuclear weapons in defending the nation's interests.
Finally, President Eisenhower was a man whose concept of
the office did not lend itself to the kind of bold international
initiatives that nuclear negotiations seemed to require.
Eisenhower did not see the presidency as a pulpit or as the
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192 The nuclear presidency
nerve center of the political system. He thought of himself
rather as sitting atop an organizational pyramid, with the re-
sponsibility for addressing only those matters that could not
be resolved successfully at lower levels.41 So his presidency
was not auspicious for energetic presidential efforts on behalf
of arms control.

But the persistent attempt to find common ground on nu-
clear matters with the Soviet Union is a distinct feature of the
Eisenhower presidency. Eisenhower seized upon the death of
Stalin in 1953 as the occasion for a broad offer of improved
relations with the Soviets, which he made in what came to be
known as the "Chance for Peace" speech.42 The same year he
made a dramatic proposal to the United Nations for joint par-
ticipation by the two great powers in an international organi-
zation to exploit atomic energy for peaceful purposes. This
proposal came to be called the "Atoms for Peace" plan. In
1955, acting, as he had with the two 1953 initiatives, more or
less on his own, he put forward a proposal for "Open Skies"
that would have given each great power the right to make aer-
ial inspections of the other's territory. In 1958 he ordered a
moratorium on the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmo-
sphere. In the two last years of his term, following - perhaps
not coincidentally - Dulles's death, he threw himself into a
strenuous bout of personal diplomacy in quest of accommoda-
tion with the Soviets. In 1959 he entertained Nikita Khrush-
chev and made a round-the-world trip in search of peace. The
next year he arranged a summit meeting, with nuclear issues
on the agenda, which had to be canceled after the Soviet Un-
ion shot down an American U-2 reconnaissance plane.

John Kennedy intended to be an active President, for
Eisenhower, he believed, had not been. At the beginning of his
presidency, he did not, however, seem likely to be active on
behalf of arms control. He came into office promising to close
the "missile gap," the dangerous lead in nuclear-tipped inter-
continental ballistic missiles that the Soviet Union was
thought to hold over the United States. Kennedy ordered a
large increase in the size of the American strategic nuclear
force at the beginning of his term. He also presided over the
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The arms control presidency 193
creation of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, but
he did not invest it with real authority. Kennedy's nuclear
emphasis, however, shifted during his term of office. His
brush with war over the Soviet missiles in Cuba in October
1962 turned his attention to nuclear negotiation. In the final
months of his abbreviated term, he signed the Limited Test
Ban Treaty, the first formal nuclear accord. He took some po-
litical risk in doing so. The example of Woodrow Wilson's hu-
miliating failure to secure American participation in the
League of Nations spurred Kennedy to organize a campaign to
persuade the Senate to ratify it. The campaign was successful.
Kennedy was preparing, before he died, to use the agreement
as a principal theme in his campaign for reelection in 1964.

The man who took his place, Lyndon Johnson, had no his-
tory of devotion to the pursuit of arms control. He came from a
state and a region where Dulles's attitude toward negotiations
of any kind with the Soviet Union predominated. In the Sen-
ate he had been interested in fortifying the American nuclear
arsenal, not restricting it. He had been part of the chorus of
Democrats that had decried the missile gap. He had chaired a
special subcommittee on military preparedness, which had
roundly criticized the Eisenhower administration for keeping
the nation's defenses in bad repair. Johnson was determined to
leave his mark on American history, but in domestic, not in-
ternational, affairs. He bent his energies to shepherding
through the Congress the largest volume of social welfare leg-
islation since the New Deal. What time remained was con-
sumed by the war in Vietnam, which gradually moved to the
center of his concerns.

It is not easy to hammer out arms control agreements with
one hand, while waging war with the other. Still, Johnson pre-
sided over the consummation of a Nonproliferation Treaty
with the Soviet Union, which was ready for signing in 1968.
He went further. He tried to start formal discussions on limit-
ing the strategic arsenals of the two great powers. The efforts
of his administration paved the way for the grand negotiations
of the Nixon years, and might themselves have been more pro-
ductive had not the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia pre-
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vented Johnson from officially inaugurating them, just as the
U-2 affair had cut short Eisenhower's quest for nuclear agree-
ments eight years earlier.

Richard Nixon, who followed Johnson, had a reputation as a
staunch anticommunist and a man as resolutely hostile to the
Soviet Union as any public figure of the postwar period. His
term of office shows most vividly the attraction of nuclear ne-
gotiations for the President, whoever he is. In the 1968 cam-
paign he tried to repeat the Democratic success with the mis-
sile issue in 1960 by floating the charge that the incumbent
Democrats had permitted a "security gap" to occur, to the dis-
advantage of the United States. Nixon was suspicious of the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks that Johnson had tried to set
in motion. One of his early acts as President was to postpone
them until he and his aides could study the matter thor-
oughly.43

Three years later, however, Nixon signed the most extensive
arms control accords ever enacted. The 1972 SALT agree-
ments effectively prohibited strategic defensive systems and
froze the offensive arsenals of the United States and the Soviet
Union. They served, too, as an unofficial charter for continu-
ing those complicated negotiations. Finally, having entered
the White House after opposing Lyndon Johnson's efforts to
open arms control talks with the Soviets, and then putting
aside the negotiation positions that the Johnson administra-
tion had developed, Nixon left it clinging to the nuclear agree-
ments he had helped to design, like a man clutching a life
preserver in a stormy sea. His plea for his political life rested
on his skill at arms control negotiations. His successor, Gerald
Ford, with a similar record of indifference, at best, to arms
control before assuming office, agreed in principle to a second
SALT accord only a few months after inheriting the presi-
dency. And his successor, Jimmy Carter, a southerner and an
Annapolis graduate, made a second SALT agreement the cen-
terpiece of his foreign policy.

American presidents in the nuclear age, from Harry Truman
to Jimmy Carter, form a diverse group. Their personalities and
their policies have varied widely. Besides their nuclear re-
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sponsibility they have had one thing in common: All have
pressed for nuclear negotiations with the Soviet Union. Why
has this been so?

The presidential burden
The reason for presidential sponsorship of nuclear negotia-
tions lies in the President's role in government and politics or,
more properly, his roles, because he plays more than one. He
is the focal point, as Richard Neustadt has noted, of four lines
of leadership.44

He is a partisan leader. He is the head of his political party
and the most important player in the ongoing contest for
power that takes place in every political system. The President
is a professional politician. He comes to office, and stays there,
by winning elections. Electoral calculations are therefore a
major source of presidential policies. The President has, as
well, an international role. His special preeminence in foreign
affairs makes him the American official who represents the
United States for foreign governments and upon whom they
press their claims. As by far the more important of the two
officials chosen by the entire electorate, the President is also a
national leader. It falls to him to express the national interest,
or to try to strike a balance among many competing interests.
Finally, the President has an executive role, the chief of the
executive branch of the federal government. He must both as-
sert its prerogatives and mediate its intramural disputes. Here
his national and executive roles are similar.

His partisan role occasionally pushes the President in the
direction of nuclear negotiations. It has proven politically ad-
vantageous to go before the electorate with a newly signed
nuclear agreement with the Soviet Union in hand. The 1972
SALT accords certainly assisted Mr. Nixon's reelection. But
just as often, a reputation for partiality to arms control has
seemed a political liability. President Gerald Ford never
brought the 1974 protocol on arms limitation that he and So-
viet General Secretary Brezhnev signed to the Congress for rat-
ification because, among other things, he feared that this
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would damage his political standing, especially within his
own party. The best evidence that a favorable attitude toward
nuclear negotiations is not an unmixed political blessing is
the fact that although the postwar presidents who made their
political careers wholly or mainly after 1945 all came to the
White House with records of staunch support for military pre-
paredness, none was a notable champion of arms control.
Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford had under-
stood that the way to move ahead in American politics was to
speak out in favor of more, not fewer, weapons. The national
political figures who took up the cause of arms restraint before
entering the White House never got there. Henry Wallace in
1948, Adlai Stevenson in 1956, and Hubert Humphrey in 1960
made the need for nuclear accommodation an important
theme in their respective presidential campaigns.45

The President's international role subjects him to appeals
for controls on nuclear weapons and even for full-scale dis-
armament. These come mainly from nations that do not have
nuclear armaments, are proud of their abstinence, and want
the great powers to follow their example. These nations use
the United Nations, both the General Assembly and various
special committees, to make their feelings known. The Presi-
dent has thought the good will of these nuclear teetotalers im-
portant enough to listen politely, or to have his representa-
tives do so. But he has rarely taken what they have said
seriously enough to adjust American nuclear policy to fit their
views.46 International pressures have pushed presidents away
from arms control. When Americans and Soviets have negoti-
ated privately the other members of NATO have worried that
they will strike a bargain unfavorable to them. It has fallen to
the President to soothe these anxieties.

The President's national role means that all roads lead to the
White House. Every grievance, every idea, every special inter-
est finds its way to the President's doorstep. Because so many
crowd in on him no single group can reasonably expect to
have great influence on presidential policy. One group, how-
ever, has been able to claim presidential attention and to use it
to encourage the interest of several presidents in nuclear nego-
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tiations - scientists. The nuclear age has given them prestige
and entree to the highest councils of government, a privilege
they never before enjoyed in the United States. Their role in
making the bomb weighed on their consciences after 1945;
having created nuclear weapons, they felt a special duty to
help make sure that they would never be used. Many became
partisans of nuclear negotiations, and their expertise made
them particularly effective. They began to lobby for nuclear
restraints as soon as the atomic bomb appeared feasible. Even
before Hiroshima the Danish physicist Neils Bohr sounded an
alarm about the perils of atomic energy that reached the high-
est officials of the American government and set in motion the
train of events that culminated in the Baruch Plan.47 Dwight
Eisenhower set up a President's Science Advisory Committee,
and its members reinforced his instinct to seek nuclear agree-
ments with the Soviet Union. John Kennedy relied heavily
upon the advice of his scientific counselors in wrestling with
the problem of nuclear testing.48

The President's role as a national leader - in effect the na-
tional leader - points him in the direction of nuclear negotia-
tions, as well, by making him the natural target of a particular
kind of political appeal — one that revolves around the distinc-
tion between narrow, concentrated interests and diffuse, gen-
eral ones.49 The first, of which the manufacture of armaments
is an example, lend themselves to formal organization. Orga-
nized interests, called "pressure groups/' lobby for favorable
policies, usually in the Congress. The second have no natural
ethnic, regional, or economic base upon which to build a po-
litically effective organization. The cause of arms restriction
falls into this second category, and its proponents have peti-
tioned the President because he is less susceptible to the de-
mands of pressure groups than are other public officials; he is
the natural champion of a cause that brings minor or intangi-
ble benefits to all, but substantial, palpable economic advan-
tages to none.

The President is the patron of diffuse, overconcentrated in-
terests; thus his national role blends into his executive duties.
For the interests dubious of nuclear agreements with the So-
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viet Union are represented within the executive branch of gov-
ernment as well as outside it. The armed forces often throw
their political weight against nuclear proposals that presi-
dents find attractive, and more than one chief executive has
certainly felt what Secretary of State Kissinger was moved to
say in 1974: "Both sides must convince their military estab-
lishments of the benefits of restraint."50

Because presidents have found sections of the executive
branch inhospitable to their designs for nuclear accommoda-
tion, they have often tried to bypass their own governments on
nuclear issues and deal directly, personally, with the Soviets.
John Kennedy, for example, was at pains to keep the July 1963
negotiations for a test ban treaty under close personal supervi-
sion. He sent a small hand-picked party to Moscow to work
out its details and kept in direct touch with its members
throughout their stay. Richard Nixon devised a formal system
for making and carrying out foreign policy, with the National
Security Council at its center, that was explicitly designed to
circumvent the Congress and the executive bureaucracy. The
system worked smoothly during the first round of SALT nego-
tiations, and the 1972 accords stand as its proudest achieve-
ment.51

His national and executive roles make the President the
most powerful potential lobbyist for arms control within the
American government. This explains why supporters of arms
control, like scientists, have pinned their hopes on him. But
they do not monopolize his attention. They cannot compel
him to promote their views. It is not always in his political
interest - and political interest is the north star of every prac-
ticing politician - to heed and act on their advice. So the ques-
tion remains, why has every postwar President done so?

Each postwar President's enthusiasm for arms control has
arisen, in part, from a conflation of his partisan and national
roles. If politics is, as Disraeli put it, a scramble "up the greasy
pole," then the President sits at the top. Others strive to go
higher than they are, to assume positions of greater prestige
and acquire more power. He has arrived. He contemplates a
different problem: what to do wtih the power that he has.
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One thing he invariably does is tend to his long-term reputa-
tion. Their standing with posterity, whether it is called honor,
glory, or fame, has always mattered to political leaders. To an
American President this means the verdict of history. 'Tor
most American Presidents, even the less visionary among
them," an observer of the office has written, "there have been
few concerns more nagging than the distant judgment by his-
tory."52

In the past the favored avenue to fame was war. Princes
strove to impress posterity by heroic deeds on the field of bat-
tle. The most celebrated American leaders have, on the whole,
been war presidents: Washington, Lincoln, Franklin
Roosevelt. Nuclear weapons have changed this. A President
now reckons that a contribution to nuclear peace gives him a
purchase on the good opinion of the future.

Dwight Eisenhower reflected this change in the approach he
planned to make to Khrushchev in their meeting in 1959. He
decided to invoke the Soviet leader's "priceless opportunity to
go down in history as one of the truly great statesmen of all
time, my thesis being that if he would use the power of his
position in the furtherance of disarmament, relaxation of ten-
sions, and support of peace, he could capture the respect
and admiration of the world for years to come. My proposal
was by no means merely a sop to the man's ego. It was a
chance which I sincerely believed he had before him."53 Had
the two men been able to make a sweeping settlement of the
nuclear issues that they confronted, they would have earned
shining places in the annals of diplomacy.

During the Cuban missile crisis, John Kennedy thought of
the future generations of Americans - and Russians - whose
fates hung in the balance as the two great powers moved to-
ward a collision. In the last painful hours of his presidency,
Richard Nixon apparently consoled himself at the prospect of
leaving office in disgrace with the thought that the negotia-
tions he had conducted with the Soviet Union would earn for
him the honorable reputation of a "peacemaker."54 Presidents
are not more humane than other people. But their political
role gives them a particular incentive, in the nuclear age, for
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putting their humane instincts at the center of their public
policies.

It is his executive role that pushes the President most force-
fully toward nuclear accommodation. He is the nation's only
military and civilian official. The intimate acquaintance with
the realities of nuclear technology that he shares with the pro-
fessional military is tempered by a broader perspective. In
fact, the President's role as commander in chief of the armed
forces gives him not just a different perspective from the mili-
tary's but an entirely different responsibility. The job of the
soldier is to win wars. The task of the President is to decide
which wars to fight, and whether victory, if it can be achieved,
will be worth the lives and resources that it will cost. The mili-
tary's responsibility is to receive and carry out orders, includ-
ing the order to use the nation's nuclear weapons. The Presi-
dent gives the orders; it is he who must decide whether the
moment of truth has arrived.

This special nuclear responsibility is embodied - literally -
in the man with the satchel who follows the President every-
where. It is this responsibility that has produced the enthusi-
asm for nuclear negotiations that is a consistent feature of the
postwar presidency. Every postwar President has considered
nuclear negotiatons with the Soviet Union a way of keeping
the nuclear peace, for which he has had a special personal
responsibility. This has been so even when the connection be-
tween the terms of the proposal in question and the possible
outbreak of war has been tenuous. Eisenhower's "Atoms for
Peace" program was designed to encourage the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy, in particular the generation of electric
power, but it did nothing directly to help prevent war.55 Ken-
nedy's test ban treaty stopped some, but not all, weapon tests
and made no provision for the weapons that were already
tested and deployed. Even the Strategic Arms Limitation
agreements, which have placed a ceiling on the totals of some
categories of nuclear armaments, have left both sides with
thousands of deadly warheads. The 1972 treaty restricting
antiballistic missiles is an exception to this pattern. By ratify-
ing the assured destruction capacity of both the United States

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.008
https://www.cambridge.org/core


The presidential burden 201

and the Soviet Union, the treaty reduced any temptation that
either might feel to launch a preemptive attack and so re-
moved, or at least reduced, one possible cause of war. But the
temptation to launch a disarming attack is only one cause,
and perhaps not the likeliest one, of nuclear war, and perhaps
too one that would not have been particularly dangerous even
without the treaty.

Presidents have prized nuclear agreements with the Soviet
Union not only, perhaps not even mainly, for the instrumental
purposes these have served, but for their symbolic value. They
stand as symbols of the joint Soviet — American capacity to co-
operate, despite their rivalry. If the two great powers can coop-
erate to reach arms control agreements, by this logic, they can
cooperate to avoid war.

Symbolic reassurances are not, perhaps, the firmest imagi-
nable guarantees of peace. But they are the firmest guarantees
that the United States and the Soviet Union have been able to
give each other. For peace is negative. It is the absence of war.
Achieving peace involves refraining from fighting. Judicious
diplomacy is the best guarantor of international harmony. But
the United States and the Soviet Union have not been able to
settle, finally, the issues that divide them that could ignite
war. Nor have they been able to abolish nuclear weapons. The
horrifying possibility of nuclear war that persists has, not sur-
prisingly, given rise to the desire for some more tangible evi-
dence that such a war will not occur than faith in the discre-
tion and prudence of national leaders. Arms control
agreements provide such evidence. They are concrete indica-
tors of peaceful intentions in an era in which, because of the
enormous costs and terrors of war, peace is more important
than ever before.

Presidents have said as much. Underlying his speech an-
nouncing the "Atoms for Peace" plan, according to Eisenho-
wer, was the "clear conviction that the world [was] courting
disaster in the armaments race, that something must be done
to put a brake on the momentum." He hoped that the plan
would serve as a base from which cooperation with the Soviet
Union could expand.56 Kennedy regarded the Test Ban Treaty
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as a first small step in the long and difficult process of reach-
ing nuclear accommodation with the Soviets. Johnson
summed up the connection between arms control measures of
all kinds and the need for nuclear peace in his comments on a
joint agreement with the Soviet Union to produce less fission-
able material, an agreement whose importance was almost en-
tirely symbolic: "We must remember that peace will not come
suddenly. It will not emerge dramatically from a single agree-
ment or a single meeting. It will be advanced by concrete and
limited accommodations, by the gradual growth of common
interests, by the increased awareness of shifting dangers and
alignments, and by the development of trust in good faith
based on a reasoned view of the world."57

Soviet leaders may well have behaved in similar fashion.
Although the lines of nuclear authority in the Soviet Union
are not publicly known, it is plausible to assume that the First
Secretary of the Communist Party, who has invariably
emerged as the most powerful member of the Politburo, has
considerable nuclear responsibility.

The First Secretaries after Stalin, Nikita Khrushchev and
Leonid Brezhnev, seem, like the American presidents, to have
championed the cause of nuclear accommodation. After the
Cuban missile crisis a struggle apparently took place within
the upper echelons of the Soviet leadership over the proper
course of relations with the United States. Khrushchev fought
for a policy of limited cooperation, against a faction wholly
distrustful of the Americans. His preference won out, and the
result was the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963. Brezhnev,
again on the basis of what little evidence is available, seems to
have gone through a similar battle in 1972. President Richard
Nixon was to visit Moscow in May. In April the United States
responded to a North Vietnamese attack on the south with a
dramatically escalated campaign of bombing against the north
and by mining the harbors of the North Vietnamese cities of
Haiphong and Hanoi, thereby blockading them. This could
only be interpreted as a concerted affront to the Soviet Union,
North Vietnam's principal ally, and so it threatened the Nixon
visit and the improvement in Soviet-American relations that
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the visit was designed to signal. A debate apparently took
place within the highest councils of the Soviet Union about
whether to cancel the trip. Brezhnev evidently insisted upon
proceeding on schedule. His chief critic, Pyotr Shelest, lost
the argument, fell from political grace, and was dropped from
the Politburo. Nixon arrived and concluded, with Brezhnev,
the first Strategic Arms Limitation agreements.58

The General Secretary of the Soviet Community Party does
not have the same institutional incentives for nuclear negotia-
tion as the President of the United States. The two preside
over radically different institutions. But they have a common
personal motive for accommodation. Each has the power, or
shares the power, to give the order to send a huge nuclear
arsenal, or parts of it, hurtling toward the territory of the other.
So terrible are the potential consequences of such an order
that each wishes to do whatever he can to avoid giving it. One
thing each leader can do is to work out nuclear agreements
with his counterpart.

The impulse to enact nuclear accords has transcended the
partisan differences among the postwar American presidents.
It transcends the ideological gulf that separates the American
from the Soviet political system. It appeals to a more funda-
mental emotion than partisanship or ideology.

It is no longer possible to speak with assurance of a single
concept of human nature. Social scientists have broken it
down into a hundred categories and given human behavior a
thousand different interpretations. But the horror of nuclear
destruction surely touches something that is shared widely
among the different cultural varieties of Homo sapiens. The
prospect of doomsday, or armageddon, is bound, to put it gent-
ly, to be unsettling, especially to the person who has the
power to bring it about. Anybody, whatever his political com-
mitments, will want to do whatever is in his power to forestall
it. "The sitting President lives daily with the knowledge that
at any time he, personally, may have to make a human judg-
ment - or may fail to control someone else's judgment - which
puts half the world in jeopardy and cannot be called back. You
and I will recognize his burden intellectually; he actually ex-
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periences it emotionally. It cannot help but set him - and his
needs - sharply apart from all the rest of us."59

The President can devastate a city, an entire nation, even
half a continent with a single command. To the extent that the
supreme leader of the Soviet Union has this sort of power, he,
too, will feel the same responsibility. During the missile crisis
Khrushchev wrote to Kennedy: " I see, Mr. President, that you
too are not devoid of a sense of anxiety for the fate of the
world, of understanding and a proper evaluation of the char-
acter of contemporary war and of what war entails/'60 In simi-
lar fashion, although in less urgent circumstances, Leonid
Brezhnev said, "There is no more important task in present
conditions, one touching the destiny of every person on earth,
than to ensure progress toward reducing and eventually re-
moving the threat of a thermonuclear disaster/'61

If this nuclear burden is not unbearable it cannot be easy to
bear. Every American President since 1945 has felt it weighing
on him, personally. So every man who has held the office has
sought agreements with the Soviet Union in order to lighten
it.

When Harry Truman saw aerial photographs of the damage
that the atomic bomb had done to Hiroshima, he was moved to
say that a "terrible responsibility'' had fallen upon him and
his associates, a responsibility, he later wrote, "without prece-
dent in history/'62 Eisenhower once shouted in a discussion of
nuclear strategy, "There's just no point in talking about 'win-
ning' a nuclear war. You might just as well talk about going
out and swimming the ocean." On a similar occasion he re-
marked, "You know, it is difficult. You come up to face these
terrible issues, and you know that what is in almost everyone's
heart is a wish for peace, and you want so much to do some-
thing. And then you wonder . . . if there really is anything you
can do."63 In his memoirs Eisenhower wrote: "Of the various
presidential tasks to which I early determined to devote my
energies, none transcended in importance that of trying to
devise practical and acceptable means to lighten the burdens
of armaments and to lessen the likelihood of war."64 "Most
people who talk about nuclear weapons have no conception of
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what it all means," John Kennedy remarked after he had borne
the presidential responsibility for two and one-half years, "but
the fact is that the weapons are there and it is important that
we develop a means for settling disputes peacefully instead of,
as we have done through history, resorting to the use of
arms."65 Lyndon Johnson, in his account of his years in power,
recalled that when he heard his successor pronounce the oath
of office two thoughts went through his mind: "First, that I
would not have to face the decision any more of taking any
step in the Middle East or elsewhere, that might lead to world
conflagration - the nightmare of my having to be the man who
pressed the button to start World War III was passing; and sec-
ond, that I had fervently sought peace through every available
channel and at every opportunity and could have done no
more."66

The public statements have a self-serving ring, especially
because they are addressed to the audience - history - upon
whom presidents have wanted to impress their devotion to
peace. But the private words are revealing. And there is no
reason to doubt that their nuclear responsibility has weighed
heavily on these men. How could it have failed to do so? It
would be difficult to believe that this had not obsessed them,
that it had not haunted them, that it had not taken up perma-
nent and menacing residence in a corner of each of their
minds. It is not necessary to subscribe to any particular theory
of the human personality to doubt that it is humanly possible
to rest easily with such a responsibility. Harry Truman seemed
to rest more easily than any of his successors. He never pub-
licly regretted dropping the bomb and he dismissed others'
doubts about the morality of the raids on Hiroshima and Naga-
saki. But one section of his library in Independence, Missouri,
was reserved for books on the bomb. At the end of one of the
volumes was Horatio's speech in the last scene of HamJet. Tru-
man had underlined part of it:
Let me speak to the yet unknowing world
How these things came about: So shall you hear
Of carnal, bloody and unnatural acts,
Of accidental judgements, casual slaughters,
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206 The nuclear presidency
Of deaths put on by cunning and forced cause,
And, in this upshot, purposes mistook
Fall'n on the inventors' heads . . .
But let this same be presently perform'ed,
Even while men's minds are wild; lest more mischance,
On plots and errors happen.67

Leaders since Thucydides's day have had to worry about
"mischance" and its consequences. The penalties in the nu-
clear age, however, exceed the darkest imaginings of the past.
The responsibility for avoiding them has weighed on the
American President. The nuclear age has brought with it a
personal nightmare for each man who has held the office since
1945. The drive for arms control has been, for each of them, a
way of trying to awaken from it.
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a
The Bomb, Dread, and
Eternity

Nuclear annihilation
After the first battles of the Peloponnesian War, as Thucydides
tells it, the Athenians assembled to honor their dead. Pericles
was chosen to address the public funeral. His speech was a
tribute to Athens, praising the city's political institutions and
the spirit of its people. The greatness of Athens, he argued,
was both the reason and the justification for the deaths of
those who fell in its defense. "This, then, is the kind of city for
which these men, who could not bear the thought of losing
her, nobly fought and nobly died. It is only natural that every
one of us who survives them should be willing to undergo
hardships in her service."1

Death, and the threat of death, are the central experiences of
war. All societies have formal ways of recognizing and com-
ing to terms with it. Some way, after all, is needed to persuade
men to risk their lives in battle; Pericles plainly had this in
mind.2 It is not, however, simply death in war that societies
recognize. Ceremonies and doctrines that provide some cul-
tural context for death are universal features of organized so-
cial existence. Their purpose is to emphasize what continues
even as an individual life ends; they connect death to life.

The need for "symbolic immortality" seems to be basic to
human beings.3 It can be achieved in biological terms, through
a family; it can be achieved in cultural terms, through individ-
ual works like books, buildings, or businesses; it can be
achieved in social terms, through membership in a group. In
each case the person contributes to something of value that
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208 The bomb, dread, and eternity
survives him.4 Although he perishes, parts of his life continue.
Death is not the end.

The expansion of military force since the French Revolution
has exposed ever-larger numbers of people to death in war.
Battles have left increasing numbers of men dead and
wounded and, especially with the advent of aerial bombard-
ment, more and more people have become potential targets of
the weapons that technology has furnished.5 The three mod-
ern military revolutions, the Napoleonic, the mechanical, and
the nuclear, each made warfare much more deadly than it had
been before. Moreover, the last two, at least, placed far greater
strain upon the methods by which societies confer symbolic
immortality upon their members than there had ever been be-
fore. "We cannot maintain our former attitude toward death,"
Freud wrote in the midst of World War I, "and have not yet
discovered a new one."6

Art is the reflection of culture. The art, especially the litera-
ture, of the post-Napoleonic period reflected the traumatic im-
pact not so much of the wars as of the revolution, which was
more menacing to the literate, cultured classes of Europe. Af-
ter 1918, however, the war itself had a shattering effect on
every form of European art. The new nonrepresentational
painting, the atonal music of the postwar period, and the writ-
ings of Joyce, Pound, and Eliot had in common the subversion
of traditional forms that became the hallmark of modernism.
Much of the writing about the war itself after 1918 had a char-
acteristic tone - irony. Irony is the idiom of disproportion, of
double meanings, of dashed hopes. Irony is apposite to all
wars in the sense that all wars turn out to be worse than ex-
pected. World War I was much worse. Insofar as the writing
about the war represents a watershed in Western literature -
insofar, that is, as it may be said, as one critic put it, "that there
seems to be one dominating form of modern understanding;
that it is essentially ironic; and that it originates largely in the
application of mind and memory to the events of the Great
War"7 - the industrial revolution in warfare may have created
a permanent tension between Western society's technical ca-
pacity for killing and its cultural capacity for coming to terms
with death.
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Nuclear annihilation 209
As for the reflection in art of the third modern military revo-

lution, strictly speaking there is, of course, no literature of
World War III. The offstage presence of nuclear weapons,
however, seems to extend the tone of some of the books about
World War II beyond the irony of World War I, just as the
nuclear revolution represents a further expansion of the de-
structive force that the mechanical military revolution had
made available. These are not the novels published just after
the war, like Norman Mailer's The Naked and the Dead and
James Jones's From Here to Eternity, but rather novels that ap-
peared fifteen, twenty, and twenty-five years after 1945: Jo-
seph Heller's Catch-22, Kurt Vonnegut's Slaughterhouse-Five,
and Thomas Pynchon's Gravity's Rainbow. (In this company,
as well, belongs Doctor StrangeJove, a film rather than a book,
whose subject is not the second but a third, nuclear, world
war.) Aerial bombardment is a major theme in each. And the
tone of each is one of black humor, a kind of irony taken to the
extreme. If the mechanical revolution in warfare seemed to
strain the means by which society offered its members sym-
bolic immortality, the tone of these works suggests that the
nuclear revolution has made them utterly absurd.

As reflected in literature, therefore, the nuclear revolution
in warfare is the extension of the previous modern military
revolution. In each case an increased capacity for destruction
imposed a strain on the cultural apparatus for making the
prospect of death psychologically tolerable. In another sense,
however, the nuclear revolution represents a sharp break with
the past. The mechanical revolution in warfare and the pros-
pect of nuclear destruction strained the cultural vehicles for
symbolic immortality. The fact of nuclear war would obliter-
ate them. The Napoleonic and the mechanical revolutions in
warfare produced sweeping changes in the societies that they
touched. A nuclear war that killed millions of people and laid
waste to the cities and towns in which they had lived would
likely destroy the ways of life they had followed, just as primi-
tive cultures have died out upon contact with technologically
more advanced ones. Although most scientific opinion holds
it unlikely, it is even possible that by fracturing the earth's
atmosphere, disrupting the ecology of the planet, and sowing
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210 The bomb, dread, and eternity
deadly radioactivity everywhere, nuclear war could destroy
the species Homo sapiens.

Nuclear war does not fit into the moral categories that are
ordinarily applied to wars.8 It undercuts familiar political
ways of thinking by escaping the bounds of the very definition
of war.9 Similarly, it threatens to shatter the cultural mecha-
nisms for coping with death by destroying everything that
makes symbolic immortality possible. The difference between
the wars in which the two previous modern military revolu-
tions appeared and a full-scale nuclear war is the difference
between destruction and annihilation. It is the difference be-
tween the end of an era and the end of a culture. Nuclear
weapons, unlike all other weapons known to man, have "the
power to make everything into nothing/'10

How has this prospect affected those who face it? In theory,
every human being alive today lives under the threat of nu-
clear annihilation. In fact, Americans, Russians, and to a lesser
extent Europeans have borne the heaviest psychological bur-
dens. At issue here are the effects on Americans, who have
much more information about nuclear weapons than do the
citizens of the Soviet Union and about whose reactions much
more information is available. The question raises another
one: where to look for evidence.

The prospect of nuclear annihilation is so daunting that it
might be expected to saturate everyday life, and indeed, some
observers believe that this has happened. "Impending disaster
has become an everyday concern, so commonplace and famil-
iar that nobody any longer gives much thought to how disaster
might be averted."11 "The image of total destruction . . . enters
into every relationship involving parents, children, grandpar-
ents."12 In his speech of acceptance for the Nobel Prize for
Literature in 1950, William Faulkner said, "There are no
longer questions of the spirit. There is only the question:
When will I be blown up?"13

Tracing the influence of the prospect of everything turning
into nothing is therefore an ecumenical (as well as a highly
speculative) exercise. Every precinct of human existence is
susceptible. This influence may be sought in the inner life of
human beings, the psychiatrist's and psychologist's field of
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Nuclear images 211
study; in social behavior, the realm of the sociologist and his-
torian; and in the popular doctrines, creeds, and myths that
offer the most explicit evidence of the impact of the bomb on
everyday life. How, then, has the nuclear revolution affected
people's thoughts, words, and deeds?

Nuclear images
It is possible that the structure of the human mind has not
changed since the beginnings of civilization.14 If a record of
the mental life of all of human history were available, it could
be studied for signs of change in 1945. It is not available. The
activities of the mind have been subject to systematic study
only in the twentieth century, and the record for the recent
past is fragmentary at best. With a few specialized exceptions,
access to the mind must be indirect, relying on a person's ac-
count of his own thoughts and feelings. These are subject to
distorted perceptions and selective reporting. Not everybody
has volunteered such an account. Still, with all these qualifi-
cations, there are at least two groups upon whom it is plausi-
ble to assume some nuclear psychological influence.

The first group includes those who are afflicted with severe
mental disturbances — psychotics, especially schizophrenics.
They tend to feel more acutely and express more dramatically
than others the strains in society. They are, in a sense, the
billboards of the unconscious. In them the culture's under-
ground streams of mental activity come to the surface. More-
over, schizophrenics often have special anxieties about
destruction and annihilation. One way of describing schizo-
phrenia is as the fear of psychic annihilation, of disconnection
from the stream of human experience.15

Technology looms large in schizophrenic fantasies, which
over the years seem to have evolved in conjunction with tech-
nological change. Once radios and refrigerators exercised sin-
ister powers of control; now it is televisions and computers
that schizophrenics believe are manipulating them.16 There is
not yet, however, a history of psychotic ideation that could
demonstrate whether or not nuclear weapons assumed a
prominent place in schizophrenic fantasies after 1945. What
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212 The bomb, dread, and eternity

little evidence there is suggests that these armaments have not
been especially prominent.

The second group consists of all of those born between 1940
and 1950. Arguably, they comprise a "nuclear-haunted" gen-
eration. There is scattered, although far from conclusive, evi-
dence that nuclear annihilation has been a more prominent
theme in their dreams, fantasies, and thoughts than in those of
people born before and afterward.17 They grew up with the
nuclear age. Between the ages of three and five the child first
has conscious fantasies involving anxiety, first becomes aware
of the world outside his direct experience, and first forms his
ideas of death.18 Everyone born between 1940 and 1950
passed through all or part of this period with the bomb very
much at the forefront of public consciousness. The year 1945
saw the first two atomic explosions, 1949 the announcement
of the first Soviet atomic test, and 1951 the explosion of the
first fusion, or hydrogen, bomb.

The danger of nuclear destruction was imprinted on the
minds of this generation by photographs of mushroom-shaped
clouds that newspapers and magazines frequently printed, by
constant fear of war, and perhaps most vividly by air raid
drills at school in which students were required to crouch un-
der the desks, which they knew were unlikely to provide any
protection from an attack if the stories of the bomb's power
were remotely true.19 In September 1979, Charles R. Hansen, a
thirty-two-year-old computer programmer, released to several
newspapers details of the design of the hydrogen bomb. He
had gleaned the information from public sources, but the gov-
ernment had tried to suppress it. In explaining his fascination
with nuclear weapons he "recalled the 'shapeless fears' that
his mind held from the day in grade school when air raid
drills were held at school."20

Not every member of the nuclear generation was so strongly
affected by the bomb's dangers. But the prominence of nu-
clear-induced anxieties when their images of death were be-
ing formed may have produced a generationwide psychologi-
cal pattern: an initial obsession with the bomb, followed by a
strenuous effort to push below the level of conscious aware-
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Nuclear behavior 213
ness the fears that it aroused because there was no satisfactory
way to come to terms with what it portended, fears that none-
theless did not disappear completely.21

Inner states may often be inferred from their outward mani-
festations. Thoughts, it is assumed, produce deeds, and psy-
chological meaning is ordinarily read into behavior, which is
much more readily observed and thus interpreted and even
measured. Anxiety of the sort that the threat of nuclear annihi-
lation produced in the generation born between 1940 and
1950 usually issues in behavior of some sort, and the behavior
of this generation lends further support to the idea of special
nuclear imprinting.

Nuclear behavior
The behavior of the nuclear generation has been distinctive,
and in ways that suggest roots in nuclear-induced fears. The
generation came to maturity in the 1960s; everybody born be-
tween 1940 and 1950 turned twenty sometime during that
decade. It was a time full of political turmoil and social
change, and especially of patterns of behavior unusual and
unexpected enough to require explanation. Three in particular
seem connected to the peril of nuclear annihilation.

It was a rebellious decade. The nuclear generation mounted
challenges to authority of all kinds. Universities, where many
members of this generation spent a sizable part of the 1960s,
were frequent targets of displays of displeasure that ranged
from marches and rallies all the way to outright assault; occa-
sionally bombs exploded on campus. The students protested
features of higher education that they found intolerable, the
government's foreign policy, and the treatment of the nation's
black citizens as well.

There was unexpected behavior of quite a different sort.
Some members of the nuclear generation shunned the atti-
tudes that they were expected to adopt, the roles that they
were supposed to play, and the institutions that shaped their
parents' lives. A life devoted to the accumulation of material
possessions, the propagation of a conventional family, and the
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214 The bomb, dread, and eternity

occupation of a niche in the world of white-collar jobs was not
for them. "Alienation" was the name sometimes given to their
disenchantment with the world they were to inherit; their re-
sponse was to "drop out" of it.

A third striking pattern of behavior in the 1960s was the
falling away of restraints on social and especially sexual con-
duct. The change in sexual mores was so dramatic, particu-
larly among members of the nuclear generation, as to consti-
tute a revolution.

Each of the three patterns has a plausible connection with
nuclear dread, for each is, in a sense, a logical reaction to it.
Student protest may be interpreted as a protest against the
specter of nuclear annihilation by "a generation that is by no
means sure that it has a future."22 Anger at having to live with
the knowledge that the end may be just around the corner may
have provided part of the impetus for the student activism of
the 1960s. As one student put it at the end of the decade,
"There is the ever present feeling that I have been cheated of a
certain amount of self-determination in my future. My genera-
tion is the first that is subject to the very real threat of an arbi-
trary end to everything. I feel a resentment at times that this
specter was thrust on me."23

Apathy and retreat are also plausible responses to the nu-
clear peril. To quote another student, "I think, in general . . .
the nuclear threat has made me very cynical. The feeling that
mankind is very stupid and very suicidal was for me the only
possible explanation."24 The dropout may have been sapped
of the energy to swim in the sea of social activity by nuclear-
induced fatalism.

Hedonism, as well, is a plausible reaction to the threat of the
end, the carpe diem response. The nuclear generation had
about it a sense of urgency in the 1960s, both to produce social
and political change and to cram all the personal experience
possible into what might be a short lifetime. The threat of the
bomb may have encouraged the philosophy to which the con-
demned man subscribes in ordering his last meal. Another
member of the nuclear generation reflected, "I do not drink,
take drugs, sleep around, live chaotically, believe in revolu-
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Nuclear behavior 215
tionary politics, gamble, and avoid planning solely because of
the existence of that threat, but I certainly would be willing to
wager it has something to do with it, since its images are
nearly inescapable in daily life."25

There is another reason for connecting the turmoil of the
1960s with nuclear threat: The nuclear generation was not the
first to be obstreperous, cynical, or hedonistic.26 Their con-
duct recalls extreme social behavior associated with great di-
sasters or anticipations of disaster in the past. The end, or the
fear of it, evoked similar reactions before 1945.

In early modern Europe "millenarian" movements, fired by
the certainty that the end of the world was approaching, chal-
lenged the existing social order and defied the political au-
thorities. They even established the equivalents of the " liber-
ated areas" students of the 1960s proclaimed the university
buildings they seized to be, islands of purity and fervor in the
midst of a corrupt world.27

The experience of catastrophe left in its wake emotional pa-
ralysis and demoralization like the "alienation" of the 1960s.
The bubonic plague, which killed perhaps one-third of all Eu-
ropeans in the fourteenth century, had this effect. "Emotional
response, dulled by horrors, underwent a kind of atrophy epit-
omized by the chronicler who wrote, 'and in these days was
burying without sorrowe and wedding without friend-
shippe.' "28 The response to the plague is not the only example
of the emotional deadening effects of imminent catastrophe.
"It is perfectly clear," according to one student of the psychol-
ogy of the past, "that disaster and death threatening the entire
community will bring on a mass emotional disturbance, based
on a feeling of helpless exposure, disorientation, and common
guilt."29

The third syndrome of the 1960s also has historical prece-
dents. Both in millenarian movements and in the aftermath of
the plague, customary social restraints, especially on sexual
conduct, collapsed. The latter part of the fourteenth century
is said to have been "a period of unusual immorality and
shockingly loose living, which we must take as the continua-
tion of the devil-may-care attitude of one part of the popula-
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216 The bomb, dread, and eternity
tion."30 There is even a parallel in fifth-century B.C. Greece. In
430 B.C., Thucydides records, the plague struck Athens. As a
result, "people now began openly to venture on acts of self-in-
dulgence which before then they used to keep dark. Thus they
resolved to spend their money quickly and spend it on plea-
sure, since money and life alike seemed equally ephemeral."31

Still, the connection between the looming menace of the
bomb and the unexpected and unorthodox social trends of the
1960s is a matter of conjecture, not established fact. The paral-
lel between that decade in the United States and the episodes
of vast social disruption in postmedieval Europe is far from
exact. Both upset the social order. But if the social equivalent
of a seismic scale could be designed, the remote upheavals
would likely register much more forcefully than those of the
recent past. The marches, the strikes, even the violence of the
students of the 1960s were a far cry from the hysteria of mille-
narian movements in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, in
which people scourged themselves in bloody frenzies and
fought pitched battles with the ecclesiastical authorities that
sometimes ended in mass slaughter. Student unhappiness in
the 1960s with the world they were to inherit falls well short
of the torpor that enveloped Europe after the devastation of the
Black Death. And although the nuclear generation's disregard
for conventional social and secular morality agitated their el-
ders, it represented a considerably less dramatic departure
from established custom than the outbreaks of licentiousness
witnessed by earlier periods of history.

Moreover, there are plausible reasons other than the threat
of nuclear destruction for students' behavior during the 1960s.
The sexual revolution was in part the result of advances in the
technology of birth control. Alienation may have been a re-
sponse to the continual intrusion of violence of all kinds
rather than (or in addition to) the threat of nuclear violence.
People born between 1940 and 1950 grew up against the back-
ground of World War II and the Holocaust, they heard the con-
tinual clatter of guns firing on movie and television screens,
they followed the Vietnam War in their homes on television,
and they lived through the assassinations of three leaders fa-
miliar to all and beloved by many.32
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Nuclear behavior 217
Student protest itself is a recurrent feature of social history.

European students were active in the 1960s, and the rebellions
on both sides of the Atlantic may simply have been part of an
age-old struggle, for which no specific cataclysm, actual or
impending, is necessary, between parents and children. Stu-
dents tend to come from the more affluent parts of society, and
the activism of American students, like that of those before
them in other countries, has been interpreted as springing
from guilt at the privileges they enjoyed.33

The very size of the nuclear generation may have influenced
its behavior. Just as biologists have found that animals become
restless when crowded together in too small a space, so the
competition to succeed in the "meritocratic" educational sys-
tem of the United States, which was fierce among the mem-
bers of the nuclear generation because they were so numerous,
may have set off a backlash of resentment in the 1960s.34 Or
student activism and alienation may both have stemmed from
a sense of powerlessness and uselessness that living in the
large, complicated postindustrial society of the United States
after World War II produced.35

Finally, even where they influence political events psycho-
logical conflicts do not enter the public arena directly. There
is an intermediate series of concerns through which they are
filtered - politics. The students said, and believed, that they
were protesting against the war in Vietnam and the racial in-
equities of American society. The war, in particular, loomed
not only as morally repugnant but as personally threatening.
A student could be drafted into the Army, shipped to Vietnam
to fight, and killed there. This was reason enough to try to
bring the war to an end. Manifest motives can also be the ac-
tual ones.

There is a final drawback to attributing the three novel and
disruptive social patterns of the 1960s to the psychological
impact of nuclear weapons. University students behaved in
these ways. But students made up less than half of the nuclear
generation, the majority of which did not go to college; and
only a minority of college students, generally at the most pres-
tigious institutions, protested, dropped out, or flouted their
parents' social and sexual mores.36 Perhaps fears of the bomb
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218 The bomb, dread, and eternity
spurred those who did so. How did the rest of American soci-
ety respond to the nuclear threat?

It is possible that rather than (or in addition to) the bomb
affecting only members of a certain age group throughout
their lives, it affected everybody, but only for a specific period.
There was a time when the danger of nuclear war was much
on the public mind - the late 1950s and early 1960s. The
boundaries of a "nuclear epoch" can be fixed with some preci-
sion. The logical beginning is the launching of the Soviet
Sputnik in 1957; the ending comes with the Cuban missile
crisis of 1962 and the signing of the Limited Test Ban Treaty
in 1963.

During this half-decade the symbols of nuclear danger
seem, in retrospect, more dramatic than before or since.37

Sputnik marked the first step by man into outer space. The
Soviet Union took it, and suddenly the entire heavens seemed
a potential launching pad for a surprise nuclear rocket attack
on the United States. Four years later, in 1961, President Ken-
nedy stirred fears of war by advising Americans to provide
themselves with protection against the radioactive fallout that
would linger after a Soviet nuclear assault. Every family was
urged to build in its basement what became, in effect, a sym-
bol of nuclear warfare, the bomb shelter. Throughout this per-
iod, although there was no war, Americans (and others) were
exposed to radioactivity, which came from the open-air tests
of nuclear explosives that the United States and the Soviet Un-
ion carried out. Scientists discovered that one of the fallout's
poisonous ingredients, strontium 90, a potent source of can-
cer, seeped into the grass on which cows grazed and thence
into the milk that people drank. In addition, the two most se-
rious confrontations of the nuclear age between the United
States and the Soviet Union took place in those years, over
Berlin in 1961 and in the Caribbean in 1962.

American society between Sputnik and the missile crisis re-
sembles one of Freud's classic case studies of neurosis. Sput-
nik was a trauma that made a danger suddenly vivid, and sub-
sequent events reinforced the sense of peril it created. The
result was something like neurotic behavior. There was a pre-
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occupation with nuclear weapons, as well as with competition
with the Soviet Union. This was the era when the slogan "bet-
ter dead than red" became popular, when Khrushchev's re-
mark "we will bury you" was much discussed, and when the
American performance in comparison with its Soviet counter-
part of everything from the output of the economy to the read-
ing skills of first graders came under intense scrutiny. This
"thermonuclear fever"38 reached its zenith with the rush to
build fallout shelters, which in turn touched off debates about
whether neighbors who had neglected to construct their own
should be admitted in time of nuclear war.

The fever was dissipated by the missile crisis and the Test
Ban Treaty. The first brought the fears of war to the surface of
public consciousness because it brought the United States and
the Soviet Union to the brink of war. It helped to ease these
fears because it was resolved short of war, and because out of
its resolution came the mutual acknowledgment of the horrors
of nuclear conflict and a limited reconciliation between the
two powers, which came to be known as "detente." The Test
Ban Treaty, because it was the first formal agreement between
the two great powers on nuclear weapons, gave the reconcilia-
tion an official imprimatur, and removed the nuclear poisons
from the air as well. These two events corresponded to the
moment in Freud's cases when the patient's unconscious de-
livers up the childhood trauma that was at the root of his neu-
rosis, enabling him to relive or reenact it symbolically and so
rid himself of its burden.39

The designation of a "nuclear epoch" as the effect of arma-
ments on the everyday lives of Americans also has shortcom-
ings, however. Analogies, after all, are not explanations. There
are large differences between Freud's tours de force of psycho-
logical sleuthing and the collective mental history of Ameri-
can society. Freud was a physician, not a social historian. His
thought has served (and was intended to serve) mainly as the
basis for individual therapy, not sociological research.40

Moreover, the fears that Freud treated were lodged in the
imaginations of his patients. He distinguished between a
"real" danger, "which threatens a person from an external ob-
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ject," and an object of neurotic anxiety, "which threatens him
from an instinctual demand."41 Nuclear weapons are all too
real. Measured by the number of them available for warfare, in
fact, the danger that they pose has grown considerably since
1963.

If the American thermonuclear fever has nonetheless abated
since then, it is perhaps because nuclear armaments have re-
ceded from the forefront of public consciousness. No interna-
tional crises of comparable gravity have taken place since the
confrontation in the Caribbean in the fall of 1962. Nuclear anx-
ieties may have submerged psychologically even as the
weapons themselves were disappearing from view. In the
1960s the mainstay of the American nuclear arsenal ceased to
be the B-52 bomber airplane, the "superfortress" that looked
like a huge bird of prey and so made a striking symbol of nu-
clear danger, and became instead the Minuteman missile,
which is buried in a concrete silo underground, and the Po-
laris submarine, which is similarly hidden from view.42 This
may explain why those born after 1950, and especially after
1960, have seemed less marked by nuclear anxieties.

Still, the nuclear threat persists. A nuclear end remains all
too possible. In the past, fears of the end have been associated
with particular doctrines, which have been prominent in mo-
ments of strain and uncertainty and present virtually every-
where, called "eschatologies." These are accounts of the last
times, which connect personal fears with social turmoil and
which anticipate and explain the end. What influence has the
prospect of nuclear annihilation had on these?

Nuclear apocalyptics
All societies have some idea of the end. All cultures provide
some story of how and why the last days will come. The need
for an explanation and a justification of the end (as well as the
beginning) of everything seems to be as fundamental to hu-
man life as the need for symbolic immortality.

The sacred text of the Western religious tradition, the Bible,
concerns itself with last things. In particular, the book of Dan-
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Nuclear apocalyptics 221
iel and the book of Revelation foretell dramatic endings. They
inspired a body of writing in postbiblical times that foresaw
cataclysmic and spectacular conclusions to world history. In
these "apocalyptic" writings (the term comes from the Greek
word for revelation), signs intelligible only to the elect fore-
shadow the end, which comes after a time of troubles - often
the reign of a tyrannical ruler - culminating in a thunderous
final battle, the greatest that the world has ever seen. The com-
patibility of the apocalyptic schema with nuclear weapons is
clear.

Apocalyptic doctrines inspired the social movements that
arose periodically from the Middle Ages through the first dec-
ades of the Reformation, of which the disruptions of the 1960s
were reminiscent.43 The term "millenarian" that is used to de-
note them comes from the passage in Revelation that antici-
pates a thousand-year reign of the Savior between the Second
Coming and the Last Judgment.

In the modern age the Bible has lost some of its authority.
Not everybody takes Daniel or Revelation literally. This, how-
ever, has always been true. Although the relevant passages
have always been part of both Jewish and Christian traditions,
they have historically received two radically different kinds of
interpretations.

The first has taken these passages literally, regarding them
as accurate renderings of what is to happen, predictions of the
future for which preparations must be made in the present.
Apocalyptic literalists have characteristically scanned the
events of the day for signs of the approaching end foretold in
Scripture. Millenarian movements have drawn their inspira-
tion from this school of interpretation. It has, however, invari-
ably been the minority view.44

The second approach to Daniel, Revelation, and similar sec-
tions of the Bible has interpreted them in figurative, allegori-
cal fashion. They herald, according to this school, not the
material transformation of the world but a spiritual change
within each person.

The appeal of each interpretation has, historically, de-
pended on social location. The literal version has been the
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property of the outcast, the marginal, and the desperate. It has
served as a protest against things as they are.45 It has been a
social protest, by those who feel that they have been denied
their rightful place in the social order, and a political protest,
by a conquered people against their conquerors.46 Sometimes
it has been both. Sabbatai Sevi, the Jewish self-proclaimed
Messiah of the seventeenth century, attracted followers of
every social station. All Jews, even wealthy ones, had reason
to feel socially marginal and physically vulnerable in the Eu-
rope of that period.47

One account of the origin of apocalyptic doctrine regards it
as the prophetic tradition of the earlier parts of the Bible,
which foretold the restoration of the proper moral and politi-
cal order, exaggerated and transformed by the growing hope-
lessness of the prospect for that restoration. As the prospect of
overthrowing the Romans and reestablishing the Jewish king-
dom grew fainter, the optimism of the early predictions
"yielded to the pessimism of apocalyptic eschatology, held by
people clinging to the prophetic promises of restoration, but
failing to see how the order of this world could accommodate
those promises, prompting them to leave the vision of restora-
tion on the cosmic level of myth/'48 The first interpretation is
thus, in a sense, a counsel of desperation. The second, by con-
trast, has been the doctrine of those who are anything but des-
perate. It has been the creed of the establishment. This is logi-
cal. For those who are doing well in this world, the apocalypse
looks unpromising by comparison.

The first interpretation is sometimes applied to the early
Christians, even to Jesus himself.49 The second stems from the
period of the established Church, in whose hands temporal
power largely rested from the end of the Roman Empire
through the Middle Ages, and which therefore would bear
some responsibility for imperfections in the temporal world
and stand to lose its authority in the millennium.50

The foremost Christian proponent of the second interpreta-
tion was Saint Augustine, who held that the promise of salva-
tion applied not to the body politic, which was already under
Christian dominion, but to the individual soul. Redemption
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meant''inner" not "outer" transformation.51 Augustine's Jew-
ish counterpart was Maimonides, the great Talmudic scholar,
who argued that the coming of the end of days would not in-
validate the body of rabbinic law that had come into being to
govern life in the Diaspora, which would still apply.

A comparable social division is relevant to American atti-
tudes toward the prospect of nuclear annihilation. Such apoc-
alyptic fervor as exists in the United States resides on the
fringes rather than at the core of American society. Fundamen-
talist Protestants tend to place more emphasis on the nuclear
fulfillment of apocalyptic prophecies than other religious
groups.52 According to Billy Graham, whose theology, at least,
tends to be fundamentalist, "When the prophets speak of fire
in the world's judgement, or when Peter mentions fire at the
end of the age, it is not likely that they refer to the fire of com-
bustion. It could be the fire of fission, the release of nuclear
power by the splitting of the atom."53

Those most committed to literal interpretations of the litera-
ture of the apocalypse tend to belong to cults, which lie far
from the mainstream of American society. The leader of the
People's Temple, whose members committed mass suicide in
Guyana in 1978, predicted imminent nuclear destruction and
claimed that following him offered the only hope of salva-
tion.54 This group bore a striking resemblance to one of the
most prominent European millenarian movements, the radical
Anabaptists who appeared in Miinster, in south Germany, in
the sixteenth century. In both cases a charismatic, messianic
leader demanded total obedience from his followers. Both
groups were separated from the rest of society, first in the
sense that their beliefs differed radically from the reigning or-
thodoxy, and then physically, as they gathered themselves to-
gether in isolated bastions. Both felt persecuted - in the case
of the Anabaptists, legitimately so. Their behavior grew ever
more irrational and dangerous, ending, in both cases, in self-
destruction.55

The "established" nuclear doctrine of the United States, by
contrast, is the nuclear weapons policy of the American gov-
ernment, the policy of deterrence. This policy is predicated on
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the hope - which has hardened over time into an assumption
- that nuclear war will not take place. Indeed, it is an impor-
tant, although far from unanimously accepted, principle of the
received doctrine that believing that a nuclear war might be
fought, and preparing to fight (and to survive) it, can be posi-
tively dangerous, because it makes such a war more likely to
occur than it would be otherwise. Civil defense is the excep-
tion to this pattern, a form of serious preparation for nuclear
war in which participation was probably directly correlated
with social standing, rather than inversely related, as has his-
torically been the case with anticipations of the end. The rich
were more likely than the poor to build fallout shelters in their
basements. Still, these shelters represented attempts to pre-
serve the world as it is, to prevent the transformation that mil-
lenarian movements traditionally have welcomed.

The incorporation of the threat of nuclear annihilation into
an apocalyptic schema drawn from the Bible has captured the
imagination of only a minority of Americans. How have most
Americans come to terms with the prospect of the end that the
nuclear revolution has raised? Some may regard it in terms
that are not conventionally religious. Although still enor-
mously important, Judaism and Christianity are now two doc-
trines among many. Others have apocalyptic overtones, and
notable among them are political ideologies.

The affinities of ideologies with religious creeds have often
been noted. The political doctrines of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries typically claim to be authoritative, as do
religious doctrines. Ideologies often foresee upheaval leading
to a new, different, and better world, just as Jewish and Chris-
tian apocalyptic forecasts did. Marxism certainly has these
features. It fits the apocalyptic pattern neatly: a period of op-
pression - of the proletariat by the bourgeoisie - leading to a
fierce struggle that ends with the revolutionary victory of the
worker and a new day of brotherhood and liberty. Marx never
fully described the postrevolutionary society, but neither have
the details of life in the millennium always been made alto-
gether clear.
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Nuclear apocalyptics 225
Other forms of literature, especially fiction, show a clearer

nuclear imprint. There are novels whose subject is nuclear
war, like Nevil Shute's On the Beach. There are, as well,
novels with distinctly apocalyptic motifs. Doris Lessing's The
Memoirs of a Survivor is a fable that takes place in a time of
disruption and chaos and suggests, at the end, apocalyptic re-
demption: "Both walked quickly behind that One who went
ahead showing them the way out of this collapsed little world
into another order of world altogether/'56 Lessing's Shikasta57

is set far in the future and refers to a storm of nuclear destruc-
tion leading to a new, fresh, social order.

There is, as well, science fiction, a genre of writing that is
filled with cosmic forces, climactic battles, and visions of the
future, in which the special importance of technology is evi-
dent from its name. The science-fiction writing of the postwar
period is not a literature of nuclear apocalypse in the sense
that it does not have the prophetic role of similar writing be-
fore 1945. Then, fiction was frequently a more accurate har-
binger of war in the future than official reports, plans, and
scenarios. Now, as one student of this literature put it, "the
brutal facts of the new military technologies describe the di-
saster of nuclear warfare in terms that fiction cannot better."58

In fact, much of contemporary science fiction seems to offer "a
means of escape from perplexed and troubled time, since
many tales of interplanetary adventure establish a fantastic
world of the future in which the cold war, Communist China,
and other problems of the world have been forgotten."59 More-
over, contemporary literature with apocalyptic traces, both
fiction and nonfiction, has inspired no social movements or
even social agitation. Almost no one appears particularly up-
set about the bomb. Americans seem to have abdicated respon-
sibility for nuclear war and peace to their leaders, especially to
the President, and to regard the nuclear threat as something to
be passively endured, not actively resisted. This is not to say
that there is no agitation outside the world of religious cults,
however. There is, but the threat of destruction that has in-
spired it does not come from nuclear weapons.

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.009
https://www.cambridge.org/core


226 The bomb, dread, and eternity
An anxiety with less literal, dramatic apocalyptic features

does affect those close to the core of American society. It is the
set of dangers ranged under the heading "ecology:" the ex-
haustion of the planet's natural resources, overpopulation,
and environmental pollution. Together they threaten a sti-
fling, a suffocation, a winding down of human society. The
ecological literature warns that "the ecosphere is being driven
towards collapse," that "the present course of environmental
degradation, at least in industrialized societies, represents a
challenge to essential ecological systems that is so serious
that, if continued, it will destroy the capability of the environ-
ment to support a reasonably civilized human society," that
"the present course of human civilization is suicidal."60 There
is an ecological movement - composed of organizations that
carry on research, engage in political lobbying, participate in
electoral campaigns, and even conduct marches and demon-
strations of protest against activities that seem especially
harmful.

In a sense, the threat that the degradation of the environ-
ment poses and the danger of nuclear annihilation spring from
a common source - runaway technology. In both cases science
threatens to transform itself from the servant to the execu-
tioner of mankind.61 On the whole, however, they are distinct.
Why has the first galvanized greater popular activity among
Americans than the second?

There is one difference that may be significant. Apocalyptic
literature has a particular form. It has a dramatic structure.
Scenarios of ecological doom fit this structure; nuclear fore-
bodings do not. Jewish and Christian apocalypses assign re-
sponsibility for the cataclysm; they impute disaster to human
sinfulness. Millenarian movements customarily threw them-
selves into frenzies of piety to atone for the corruption ramp-
ant in the world in order to stave off the apocalypse, or, failing
that, to qualify for a comfortable destiny in the new world that
would arise from the ashes of the old. Similarly, the ecological
crisis springs from familiar human flaws: the greed of a con-
sumer society, "the selfish maneuvering of those in power,
and their willingness to use, often unwittingly, and some-

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.009
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Nuclear apocalyptics 227

times cynically, even environmental deterioration as a step to-
ward more political power,"62 and the hubris that underlies
the assumption that man can control the environment and
flout the designs of nature. Nuclear war, by contrast, seems
more likely to be the result of a mechanical accident than of
moral turpitude. In the popular imagination it is mispercep-
tion, uncontrolled escalation, the push of the wrong button
that triggers annihilation.

The traditional apocalyptic story has a measured, logical
plot, like a play.63 So it is with ecological prophecies. The
signs of deterioration and decay are everywhere. The particles
of noxious matter in the air and the drinking water can be
precisely measured. The forecast of doom is the extrapolation
of present trends.64 Nuclear destruction, by contrast, seems
likely to come suddenly, perhaps even without any warning at
all, and certainly without the element of individual responsi-
bility. An exchange of intercontinental ballistic missiles could
kill millions of people in half an hour.

Perhaps most important of all, apocalyptic tales in the bibli-
cal tradition are invariably stories with happy endings. On the
far side of the gauntlet of oppression and destruction through
which the world must pass lies salvation. After catastrophe
comes redemption. Out of chaos rises a better world. The end,
and this is the crucial point, is always also a beginning.65

Ecological apocalyptics promise a new beginning. The envi-
ronmental crisis, according to one of its Jeremiahs, has "begun
to act upon the central institutions of our society with a force
that is profoundly subversive, but which carries within it the
promise of cultural renewal."66 'The needed productive re-
forms can be carried out without seriously reducing the
present level of useful goods available to the individual; and,
at the same time, by controlling pollution the quality of life
can be improved significantly."67 Disaster, that is, can be pre-
vented if only people will change their habits to be more mod-
est, frugal, and respectful of their natural surroundings. And if
they do not reform, the cataclysm will lead to changes in the
way people live, through measures that range from turning off
lights in order to conserve energy to relocating in rural com-
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munal farms in order to lead wholly self-sufficient lives. From
the standpoint of human happiness, these changes will repre-
sent an improvement over the pollution, noise, and tension of
life in urban industrial society.

Nuclear war, however, does not promise a happy ending. It
would poison, not purify, the earth. Such survivors as there
were would not inherit a new Eden. No renewal or rebirth
seems likely to follow. There would be a storm of fiery de-
struction, and then - nothing.

Apocalyptic literature, both sacred and secular, always ends
on a hopeful note.68 The eternal recurrence of hope is no doubt
related to the need for symbolic immortality. Stories or doc-
trines in which everything turns into nothing cannot provide
it. Still, it is not strictly true that, as a book about the theme of
death in modern literature put it, "the human imagination has
no way of contending with the anxiety of nuclear-induced ex-
tinction."69 It is the Western imagination that cannot encom-
pass nuclear annihilation because of the Western concept of
time.

That concept is linear. History is progressive. One stage fol-
lows another; one thing causes another. This framework of un-
derstanding lends itself to the idea of the end as the transition
to paradise, an idea that dominates apocalyptic thinking. It is
not, however, compatible with the idea of the end as simply
the end, as seems likely in the event of nuclear war.

A non-Western idea is more compatible. This is the idea of
time as cyclical, as an endless repetition of archetypes rather
than a chain of sequential development. Cataclysm and cos-
mic transformation recur seasonally. History, in this under-
standing, goes around and around, not forward.70

The cyclical view of history predominated in the West for
most of recorded history. The Greeks subscribed to it.71 As late
as the sixteenth century it had wide currency in Europe.72 In
the seventeenth century, however, the linear image of time
supplanted it and has held pride of place ever since. This pro-
gressive view of history was, arguably, rooted in the apocalyp-
tic schema that had been part of the Western tradition for fif-
teen centuries.73
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Perhaps a momentous shift in the opposite direction is tak-

ing place. Perhaps, in Mircea Eliade's words, "at a moment
when history could do what neither the cosmos, nor man, nor
change have yet succeeded in doing - that is, wipe out the
human race in its entirety . . . we are witnessing a desperate
attempt to prohibit the 'events of history' through a reintegra-
tion of human societies within the horizon of archetypes and
their repetition/' The time may be coming "when humanity,
to ensure its survival, will find itself reduced to desisting from
any further 'making' of history [and] will confine itself to re-
peating prescribed archetypal gestures."74 Unless and until
such a time arrives, however, there will exist a tension be-
tween the physical properties of nuclear weapons and the cul-
tural apparatus for coming to terms with the end.

There is an irony in that tension, for the two are related. The
idea of progress, which Europe embraced in the seventeenth
century, led to the fact of material progress, the shaping of the
natural world to human design. The zenith of material pro-
gress has come with the industrial revolution, and one of its
offshoots has been the nuclear revolution. The idea of pro-
gress, that is, led, through many intermediate stages, to nu-
clear weapons. So the end of the world can be achieved, but
not imagined, ultimately for the same reason. Insofar as the
linear view of time makes it impossible to integrate nuclear
annihilation into the Western cultural forms for coping with
the end, it may be said that what makes nuclear war possible
also makes it unthinkable.
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corporated the revolutionary techniques during most of the wars of
the French Revolution, whereas both did so in World War I. But both
sides were equipped for mechanical warfare during World War II,
which was nonetheless a war of movement in both the European and
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38 Osgood, op. cit., pp. 95-6.

Chapter 2. Nuclear weapons and chemical
and biological weapons
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Nuclear Years (New York: Praeger, 1971), p. 17.
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Press, 1979), pp. 27-40, 196.
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11 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Volume I,
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19 Ibid., pp. 306, 308.
20 For contrasting views of the likelihood that the Soviet Union
employed chemical weapons in Afghanistan, see the testimony be-
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Committee of Matthew Meselson
and Matthew Nimetz, April 24, 1980.
21 For the German attitude toward chemical weapons see "Study
Advises US Advance in Chemical Weapons," Arms Control Today,
January 1979, p. 3. The Federal Republic's distaste for chemical ar-
maments is further reflected in its refusal to train its troops for com-
bat involving their use.
22 The American government has declared that it will not begin a
war with the Soviet Union but that in a nonnuclear conflict that
NATO is losing, escalation to a nuclear defense of Europe is not
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ing their presumed advantage in nonnuclear weaponry on the cen-
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23 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, Hearings Before the Committee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 88th Congress, 1st Session (Wash-
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296.
24 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Volume III,
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more readily usable it lowered the threshold, and thus raised the
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34 During the controversy over the neutron bomb one scientist
who opposed it wrote, "On a personal note, as a professional radia-
tion protection scientist, I look upon the whole idea of 'proper selec-
tion of radiation casualty criteria' to 'optimize' the results on the
battlefield [the mission of the neutron bomb] - with considerable
revulsion. This is exceeded only by chemical weapons and the
results produced by them, which, to my thinking, represent the epit-
ome when it comes to the wrong use of science." By implication,
radiation and chemical weapons are more repulsive than garden-va-
riety nuclear weapons, which are also, after all, produced by scien-
tists. Jorma K. Miettinen, "Enhanced Radiation Warfare," The Bulle-
tin of the Atomic Scientists 33:7 (September 1977): 35.
35 On the nuclear power controversy see, for example, William
Sweet, "Opposition to Nuclear Power in Europe," The Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists 33:10 (December 1977): and Dorothy S. Zin-
berg, "The Public and Nuclear Waste Management," The Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists 35:1 (January 1979): 34-9.
36 S. A. Goudsmit, "An Irrelevant Debate," The Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists 33:3 (March 1977): 67. Similarly, another scientist
wrote that he felt "virtually certain that the probability of an uncon-
trolled nuclear catastrophe arising from the accidental misuse of
some of the many thousands of nuclear weapons in national arsenals
is far greater than it is from a few hundred meticulously monitored
reactors. Bombs are designed to produce catastrophe. The ultimate
safeguards for bombs are increasingly dependent on human behav-
ior, not upon the sequential cluster of well-considered technical de-
vices incorporated in a reactor." Cyril Stanley Smith, "Weapons are
the real problem." Ibid. The point is not just that a bomb going off
would cause more damage than a power plant accident, but that the
average person has a greater chance of suffering from the first than
from the second. In 1957, during the test ban controversy, a group of
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nuclear war was a greater danger than the fact of radioactive fallout.
Divine, op. cit., p. 161.
37 This is not to say that nuclear reactors are not hazardous at all
and that opposition to nuclear power is wholly unfounded.
38 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Volume V,
The Prevention of CBW (Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell; New
York, Humanities Press, 1971), Appendix I, 'The Claims that CB
weapons are less inhumane than other weapons," pp. 124-9, and J.
B. S. Haldane, CaJJinicus: A Defence of Chemical War/are (London:
Kegan, Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1925). "Callinicus" means "he who
conquers in a noble or beautiful manner." See p. viii.
39 Frederic J. Brown, Chemical Warfare: A Study in Restraints
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1968), p. 236. This was
not the only reason why Germany did not use chemical weapons in
World War II. See ibid., pp. 230-45.
40 James William Morley, "Realism in the Military Defense of Ja-
pan," in Franklin Weinstein, editor, US-Japan Relations and the
Security of East Asia: The Next Decade (Boulder, Colo.: Westview
Press, 1978), p. 57. The government was forced by the opposition to
enshrine these principles in a formal resolution of the Diet. Takuya
Kubo, "Meaning of the U.S. Nuclear Umbrella for Japan," in ibid.,
pp. 109-10.
41 Kubo, op. cit., p. 111.
42 Included in a list of characteristics common to all known cul-
tures compiled by the anthropologist George P. Murdock are cleanli-
ness training, ethnobotany, food taboos, and hygiene. Cited in
Edward O. Wilson, On Human Nature (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1978), p. 22.
43 CB Weapons Today, p. 118.
44 This general argument is drawn from Mary Douglas, Purity and
Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo (New York:
Praeger, 1966). "I believe that ideas about separating, purifying, de-
marcating and punishing transgressions have as their main function
to impose system on an inherently untidy experience" (p. 4).
45 A good statement of the case is to be found in Wilson, op. cit.
46 Ibid., p. 88.
47 Ibid., p. 68. Wilson continues, "In early human history phobias
might have provided the extra margin needed to insure survival: bet-
ter to crawl away from a cliff, nauseated by fear, than to walk to its
edge absent-mindedly. The same could be true of phobias about poi-
sonous substances."
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48 Frank, op. cit., p. 318.
49 Howard, op. cit, p. 12.
50 Noel Perrin, Giving Up the Gun: Japan's Reversion to the
Sword, 1543 - 1879 (Boston: Godine, 1979). On the role of the chi-
valric code in the Hundred Years War see John Barrie, War in Medie-
val Society: Social Values and the Hundred Years War, 1337-99
(London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 1979), Chapter 3.
51 Bernard and Fawn M. Brodie, From Crossbow to H-Bomb
(Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1973, paperback), pp.
10-11.
52 Bern Dibner, "Leonardo: Prophet of Automation," in Latislo
Reti and Bern Dibner, editors, Leonardo Da Vinci Technologist
(Norwalk, Conn: Burndy Library, 1969), p. 45.
53 Howard, op. cit, pp. 4-5.
54 Herbert F. York, The Advisors: Oppenheimer, Teller and the
Superbomb (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman, 1976), p. 52.
55 The Prevention of CBW, p. 24.
56 On this general subject, see M. D. Feld, 'The Military Self-Im-
age in a Technological Environment," in Morris Janowitz, editor,
The New Military (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1964), pp.
159ff. The role of the institutional self-interest of the military in the
nuclear age is also discussed below; see pp. 100-1, 131.
57 Frank, op. cit., pp. 317-18.
58 Wyndham D. Miles, 'The Idea of Chemical Warfare in Modern
Times," Journal of the History of Ideas 21:2 (April-June 1970):298.
Cultural restraints operated as well. The Admiralty pointed out that
the use of gas would violate the rules of war.
59 CB Weapons Today, pp. 132ff; The Rise of CB Weapons, p. 306.
60 This problem is even more pronounced for biological weapons.
Germs act so slowly and unpredictably that no attacking force using
them could be sure of shielding itself from their effects. This is un-
doubtedly one reason for the unilateral, unconditional American re-
nunciation of biological weapons. CB Weapons Today, p. 125.
61 "Binary" gases are designed to avoid this hazard. They
consist of two chemicals that are innocuous singly but deadly
when combined, which can be transported separately to the battle-
field and there mixed together when the moment for using them
arrives.
62 Miles, op. cit.
63 The Rise of CB Weapons, pp. 90-5; CB Weapons Today, pp.
95-8; Meselson and Robinson, op. cit., pp. 40-4.
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64 Although neither has concentrated on developing specially
designed delivery vehicles for chemical payloads, each has so many
airplanes, artillery shells, rockets, and missiles for other purposes
that finding delivery systems for chemical attacks would not be diffi-
cult.
65 CB Weapons Today, p. 163. The precise character of the Soviet
chemical weapons program is the subject of disagreement. Chemical
weapons cannot be monitored as closely by standard surveillance
techniques as can nuclear weapons.
66 Meselson and Robinson, op. cit., p. 38.
67 There might be expected to be more chemical than nuclear pro-
liferation. Each requires both access to the relevant materials and
mastery of the techniques of fabrication. If the second is equally dif-
ficult for both kinds of armament, the first can be more readily
achieved for chemical than for nuclear weapons. That there is not
more chemical proliferation, or more states employing gases that are
simpler to manufacture than the most lethal varieties, may well be
due, therefore, to the special cultural restraints that attach to chemi-
cal munitions.
68 CB Today, p. 189.
69 Matthew Meselson, editor, Chemical Weapons and Chemical
Arms control: Papers and Discussions from a Conference at the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Boston, January 21-22,
1977 (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, 1978), p. 22. The Rise ofCB Weapons, p. 102; Brown, op. cit.,
p. 11.
70 Mandelbaum, op. cit., Chapters 3 and 4.
71 See Meselson, editor, op. cit., pp. 3, 6, 97, 99 and The Preven-
tion of CBW, p. 31.
72 "If the Manhattan Project (and its Soviet equivalent) had failed,
what would have been the character of post-war international poli-
tics? One may suggest that . . . the new geography of power, with
the intercontinental distances dividing the principal adversaries,
would have ensured the development and procurement of long-
range successors to the B-29 (e.g. the B-36 and so on) - the exponen-
tially rising unit costs of which would have spurred the develop-
ment of 'unconventional' weapons (e.g. nerve gas)." Colin Gray,
"Across the Nuclear Divide," International Security 2:1 (Summer
1977): 28.
73 The Prevention of CBW, pp. 97-8.
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Chapter 3. The balance of power in the nuclear age
1 This is the sense in which, according to Kenneth N. Waltz, bal-

ance of power is the theory of international politics. By theory he
means the explanation of a law or regularity. The regularity here is
the tendency toward the preservation of the independence of the
constituent units of the international system. The theory, or explana-
tion for this, is the tendency of these units to try to strengthen them-
selves, which, mediated through the structure of the international
system, yields a pattern of equilibrium. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of
International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), es-
pecially pp. 116-23.

2 Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, translated by Rex Warner
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, paperback, 1972), p. 103, 129.
3 Ibid., pp. 299, 300.
4 Ibid., p. 300.
5 See Herbert Butterfield, "The Balance of Power," in Herbert

Butterfield and Martin Wright, editors, Diplomatic Investigations
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 139.
6 Quoted in Inis L. Claude, Power and International Relations

(New York: Random House, 1962), pp. 43-4.
7 See Waltz, op. cit., pp. 89-91.
8 Claude, op. cit., p. 74. "Many scholars who ascribe good results

to the system in past centuries maintain that it cannot repeat its suc-
cessful operations in our time." Ibid. "The classical balance-of-
power system, based on mechanical premises, cosmopolitanism,
and the existence of a limited framework, was dated as soon as the
great new forces of the nineteenth century gained their feet."
Edward Vose Gulick, Europe's Classical Balance of Power (New
York: Norton, paperback, 1967), p. 307.

9 See Waltz, op. cit., pp. 118, 163.
10 Robert Osgood makes a similar distinction, between a "compre-
hensive" balance, which "requires continual maintenance of a fairly
stable balance of power" and a "limited" one, which "requires only
combined opposition to periodic drives for hegemony or preponder-
ance." He does not, however, associate the first with the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries and the second with the eighteenth. Robert
Osgood, "The Evolution of Force," in Robert Osgood and Robert W.
Tucker, Force, Order and Justice (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1967), p. 97. For another similar although not identical
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distinction, see F. H. Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of Peace:
Theory and Practice in the History of Relations between States
(Cambridge University Press, 1967, first published 1963), pp.
195-6.
11 The parallel goes further. The managed economy and the "man-
aged" balance of power of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
represent modifications, not fundamental transformations, of the
original systems. There are two basic ways of organizing economic
activity: the market, on the one hand, and the command economy,
where a central authority sets input quotas and output targets, on the
other. See Charles E. Lindblom, Politics and Markets (New York:
Basic Books, 1978). The market is a decentralized, anarchical system;
the command system is hierarchical. Despite the impact of Keynes's
thought and the ever-greater government involvement in the
workings of the modern economy, "the great principles of self-inter-
est and competition, however watered down or hedged about, still
provide basic rules of behavior which no contemporary economic
participant can afford to disregard entirely. It is not the neat world of
Adam Smith in which we live, but the laws of the market can still be
discerned if we look beneath its surface." Robert Heilbroner, The
WorJdJy Philosophers, fourth edition (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1972), p. 57. Similarly, the international systems of both the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries were and are far more anarchical than
hierarchical; national self-interest and interstate competition contin-
ued to be the touchstones of every major state's foreign policy, but in
each case leavened by international cooperation as well. Both lais-
sez-faire systems, economic and international, it has been argued,
were historically particular exceptions. The nineteenth century en-
joyed prosperity without central management because "the normal
weakness of the inducement to invest was offset by special factors:
rapid population growth, new inventions, the opening up of new
continents, the state of confidence, frequent wars, etc." Robert Ski-
delsky, "Keynes and the Reconstruction of Liberalism," Encounter,
(April 1979), p. 31. The eighteenth-century international system simi-
larly achieved equilibrium without conscious direction or self-re-
straint because the major European powers chanced to be more or
less equal in strength, in contrast to the preceding century when
France towered over the others. Hinsley, op. cit., pp. 180ff. There is,
it should be noted, a significant difference between the two systems.
Government intervention in the economy brings some economic ac-
tivity under hierarchical control. The economic system becomes
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partly anarchical and partly hierarchical. The international system
remains entirely anarchical even when there is cooperation among
the great powers. That cooperation remains voluntary. Compliance
with government edicts in a mixed economic system is not.
12 Thucydides, op. cit, p. 242.
13 Osgood, op. cit., p. 108.
14 Claude, op. cit., Chapter 4, and Osgood, op. cit., pp. 97-8.
15 Gulick, op. cit., p. 144.
16 Ibid., pp. 154-5.
17 Ibid., p. 280.
18 In 1920 the same objection played a role in keeping the United
States out of the League of Nations.
19 Harold Nicolson, The Congress of Vienna. A Study in Allied
Unity, 1818 - 1822 (New York: Viking Press, 1961, paperback).
20 Henry Kissinger, A World Restored (New York: Grosset &
Dunlap, 1964, paperback), pp. 221-31.
21 Ibid., p. 30.
22 See Hinsley, op. cit., p. 205. Hinsley argues that Castlereagh's
opposition to the conception of the Holy Alliance arose, as well,
from "his sense of the limits of the practicable in international col-
laboration." He knew, that is, that it would not work (p. 206).
23 The term was Palmerston's. Hajo Holborn, The Political Col-
lapse of Europe (New York: Knopf, 1957), p. 34.
24 See Hinsley, op. cit., pp. 211-12.
25 To make the two terms parallel, either the nineteenth-century
balance of power ought to be called the "Napoleonic" system, after
the military revolution that underpinned it, or the twentieth-century
system should be called the "Geneva" or "summit" system, for the
meetings at which the United States and the Soviet Union have dis-
cussed issues relevant to international equilibrium.
26 There is an episode similar to the aftermath of World War I in
Thucydides's account, an attempted collective security arrangement
that ended not in a managed balance of power system but in war.
This was the peace of 422-1 B.C. Athens and Sparta divided Greece
into separate spheres of influence. They pledged joint action against
any enemy invasion of either's territory. Each promised, as well, to
intervene in case of an internal rebellion against the other. "In case
of a rising of the slaves," one provision of their accord read, "the
Athenians are to come to the aid of Sparta with all their strength,
according to their resources." Thucydides, op. cit., p. 362. Although
"for six years and ten months they refrained from invading each
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other's territory," according to Thucydides, "abroad . . . the truce
was never properly in force, and each side did the other a great deal
of harm, until finally they were forced to break the treaty made after
the ten years, and once more declare war openly on each other."
Ibid., p. 363.
27 Russia was not able to take full military advantage of its popula-
tion.
28 There is controversy about the sincerity of Metternich's offer to
keep Napoleon on the throne of a France that would be restored to its
prewar borders. See, for example, Kissinger, op. cit., p. 101.
29 Holborn, op. cit., p. 23.
30 Gulick, op. cit., pp. 236, 248ff.
31 "From the point of view of a weak state sacrificed to it, the bal-
ance of power must appear a brutal principle. But its function in the
preservation of international order is not for this reason less cen-
tral." Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1976), p. 108.
32 See Hinsley, op. cit, pp. 214-15.
33 On the difference between rules and patterns, see Waltz, op. cit.,
pp. 120-1.
34 For more on the fortuitous origins of international tranquility in
the nineteenth century see Osgood, op. cit., p. 104.
35 Hinsley, op. cit., p. 249.
36 Ibid., p. 250.
37 See Michael Mandelbaum, "International Order and Nuclear
Stability: The First Nuclear Regime," in David C. Gompert, editor,
Nuclear Weapons and World Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1977), pp. 17-19.
38 "Text of Basic Principles," May 29, 1972. Reprinted in John H.
Barton and Lawerence D. Weiler, editors, International Arms Con-
trol (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1976), pp. 383-4.
39 Waltz, op. cit., p. 163.
40 The point is controversial. For a fuller discussion, see Chapter
5.
41 Waltz, op. cit, p. 172.
42 "Turkey formed part of the European dominated international
system from the time of its emergence in the sixteenth century, tak-
ing part in wars and alliances as a member of the system. Yet in the
first three centuries of this relationship it was specifically denied on
both sides that the European powers and Turkey possessed any com-
mon interests or values; it was held on both sides that agreements
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entered into with each other were not binding, and there were no
common institutions, such as united the European powers, in whose
working they cooperated. Turkey was not accepted by the European
states as a member of international society until the Treaty of Paris in
1856." Bull, op. cit, p. 14.
43 See Martin Wight, 'The Balance of Power," in Butterfield and
Wight, editors, op. cit., pp. 167-8.
44 Gulick, op. cit., p. 67; Claude, op. cit., pp. 90ff.
45 Butterfield, op. cit., p. 142; Holborn, op. cit., p. 16.
46 This is one of the major themes of Kissinger, op. cit. See, for
instance, p. 297.
47 Holborn, op. cit., p. 72.
48 See Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question: The United
States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge University
Press, 1979), Chapter 4.
49 For another discussion of this question, see Miles Kahler, "Ru-
mors of War: The 1914 Analogy," Foreign Affairs 58:2 (Winter
1979): 374-96.
50 This is not to say that the controversy about responsibility for
the outbreak of war in 1914 has completely died away. The two
books by Fritz Fischer, Germany's Aims in the First World War (New
York: Norton, 1967, published in Germany in 1961) and The War of
Illusions (London: Chatto and Windus, 1975, published in Germany
in 1967), caused a considerable stir in Germany and some excite-
ment in professional historical circles in the English-speaking
world. F. H. Hinsley has argued that the distinction between long-
range impersonal causes of the war, on the one hand, and the events
of the July crisis, for which responsibility may be assigned, on the
other, is a false one. By July 1914, in his view, events had slipped out
of anybody's control. In the years leading up to the war, by contrast,
Germany bears a greater share of the blame for provoking interna-
tional tensions than any of the other major powers. Hinsley, op. cit.,
Chapter 13.
51 Hinsley, op. cit, pp. 228-30.
52 F. S. Northedge and M. J. Grieve, A Hundred Years of Interna-
tional Relations (London: Praeger, 1971), p. 117.
53 Hinsley, op. cit., pp. 260ff.
54 See Stanley Hoffmann, 'The Elusiveness of Modern Power,"
The International Journal 30:2 (Spring 1975):183-206.
55 See Stanley Hoffmann, Primacy or World Order: American For-
eign Policy Since the Cold War (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978), pp.
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115ff. For the view that the nature of power has not fundamentally
altered, see Waltz, op. cit, pp. 184-92.
56 See A. J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848-
1918 (Oxford University Press, 1971, paperback) pp. xxix ff.
57 Some argued in the second half of the 1970s that the United
States was lagging behind - but in nuclear terms. See Chapter 5.
58 Hinsley, op. cit., p. 301; David Calleo, The German Problem Re-
considered: Germany and the World Order, 1870 to the Present
(Cambridge University Press, 1978), pp. 37-8, 49-52.
59 Hoffmann, Primacy or World Order, p. 115. The logic of interde-
pendence applies, as well, to the military relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union.
60 Waltz, op. cit, pp. 170ff; Osgood, op. cit., p. 176.
61 Waltz, op. cit, p. 181.
62 See Albert Wohlstetter et al., Swords from Plowshares, The Mil-
itary Potential of Civilian Nuclear Energy (University of Chicago
Press, 1979), Chapter 5.
63 Northedge and Grieve, op. cit., p. 72.
64 Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question, Chapter 5.
65 See, for example, Herman Kahn, On Escalation: Metaphors and
Scenarios (New York: Praeger, 1965).
66 For a brief summary of the argument, see Kahler, op. cit., pp.
390-2.
67 Julien Benda, quoted in Herman Wouk, "Foreword," The Winds
of War (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971).

Chapter 4. Arms competition: the nuclear arms race and
the Anglo -German naval rivalry

1 Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, translated by Rex Warner
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, paperback 1972), pp. 105, 128.

2 See Chapters 2 and 3.
3 For a list see Samuel P. Huntington, ''Arms Races: Prerequisites

and Results," in Carl J. Friederich and Seymour E. Harris, editors,
Public Policy: A Yearbook of the Graduate School of Public Admin-
istration Volume IX (Cambridge, Mass., Harvard Graduate School of
Public Administration), p. 43. This list does not include the re-
gional, nonnuclear races that have taken place since 1945 - between
Israel and the Arab states, for example, and between India and Paki-
stan.
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4 See Carlo M. Cipolla, ''Introduction," in Carlo M. Cipolla, edi-
tor, The Fontana Economic History of Europe: The Industrial Revo-
lution (London: Fontana Books, 1973), p. 7.

5 David Landes, The Unbound Prometheus: Technological
Change and Industrial Development in Western Europe from 1750 to
the Present (Cambridge University Press, 1972, paperback), p. 1.

6 Bernard Brodie, "On the Objectives of Arms Control," Interna-
tional Security 1:1 (Summer 1976): 30. Brodie calls it "the stereotype
of the modern arms race."

7 The Royal Navy was built first according to the "two-power"
standard and then to the requirement that it exceed the number of
German capital ships by 60 percent. See Huntington, op. cit., p. 42,
n. 3. The Germans built first according to the risk theory and then,
after 1905, aimed at parity with the British. See below, p. 97. The
United States has proclaimed assured destruction as the standard its
strategic nuclear arsenal must meet. The Soviet Union is the excep-
tion; no publicly enunciated standard of adequacy exists. See below,
pp. 140-1, 144-5.

8 See Bernard Brodie and Fawn M. Brodie, From Crossbow to H-
bomb (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1973, paper-
back), Chapters 1 and 5.

9 The categories are from Michael Howard, "The Forgotten Di-
mensions of Strategy," Foreign Affairs 57:5 (Summer 1979): 978.
10 Quoted in Elting E. Morison, Men, Machines and Modern Times
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1966), p. 12.
11 On the emphasis that the shift from sail to steam placed upon
superiority in numbers see Bernard Brodie, Sea Power in the Ma-
chine Age (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1941), pp.
93ff. The significance of numerical superiority in nuclear arma-
ments beyond the point at which the capacity for assured destruc-
tion is secured is discussed in Chapter 5.
12 Arthur Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea Power (Hamden,
Conn.: Archon Books, 1964), p. 25.
13 They were not free of all logistical restraints; steamships re-
quired periodic refueling at overseas coaling stations.
14 Brodie, Sea Power in the Machine Age, p. 57.
15 Arthur Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, Volume
I, The Road to War, 1904-1914 (London: Oxford University Press,
1961), pp. 56-70; Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea Power, pp.
536-8.
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16 Hajo Holborn, The Political Collapse of Europe (New York:
Knopf, 1963), p. 76.
17 Ibid.
18 Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara was one such official.
'Interview with Robert McNamara," U.S. News and World Report,
April 12, 1965, p. 52. Cited in Albert Wohlstetter, "Is There a Strate-
gic Arms Race?" Foreign Policy 15 (Summer 1974): 18.
19 See Volker Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War in
1914 (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1972), pp. 66-70, 106.
20 It has been argued that because nuclear weapons are so power-
ful, even a small nuclear arsenal can deter a nation with a large one.
The argument has come not from the Soviet Union, whose nuclear
arsenal cannot be described as small, but from France, whose arsenal
cannot be described as anything but small. See Chapter 6, pp. 163 —
4, 169-70.
21 When each side reciprocally overestimates and overbuilds, the
result is to ratchet the level of armaments continuously upward.
This has been called the "action-reaction cycle" or the "spiral
model." See George Rathjens, "The Dynamics of the Arms Race," in
Arms Control: Readings from Scientific American (San Francisco:
W. H. Freeman, 1973), pp. 177-87, and Robert Jervis, Perception
and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-
ton University Press, 1976), pp. 62-7.
22 See Kenneth L. Moll, "Politics, Power and Panic: Britain's 1909
Dreadnought 'Gap,'" in Robert Art and Kenneth Waltz, editors, The
Use of Force (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971). Moll argues that the spurt
in naval construction that the overestimation of German building in
1909 encouraged provided the British fleet with a margin of super-
iority that proved useful in World War I. The British proposed an
exchange of information on building programs, including inspec-
tion, to prevent overestimation. The Germans did not agree. A. J. P.
Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848-1918 (Oxford,
England: Oxford University Press, 1971, paperback), p. 459.
23 The Kennedy administration knew that there was no missile
gap before making the final decision to deploy a thousand Minute-
man missiles. Domestic political pressures pushed the total higher
than strictly strategic calculations seemed to require. See Desmond J.
Ball, The Strategic Missile Programme of the Kennedy Administra-
tion, unpublished manuscript, Australian National University, 1976.
If the United States had deployed fewer missiles in the 1960s, the
Soviet Union might have deployed fewer in the 1970s. Then again,
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the Soviets might have done precisely what they did do - steadily
increase the size of their strategic arsenal. If so, the United States
would probably have followed suit, and the result of the arms race
by the end of the 1970s would have been the same, although the
rhythm would have been different. On the question of how accurate
American estimates of Soviet strategic plans have been and the ex-
tent to which American nuclear weapons programs have been
geared to these estimates, see the articles by Albert Wohlstetter and
his critics in Foreign Policy, numbers 15, 16, 19, and 20.
24 For the case that public opinion influences the government of
the Soviet Union, see 'The Soviet Experience and the Measurement
of Power," in Jerry Hough, The Soviet Union and Social Science
Theory (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972).
25 On the general restraints that the democratic revolution has im-
posed see F. H. Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of Peace, Theory and
Practice in the History of International Relations (Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, paperback, 1967), p. 284.
26 See C. J. Lowe and M. L. Dockrill, The Mirage of Power (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972), p. 32.
27 The term is from Morison, op. cit., pp. 41-2.
28 See Graham T. Allison and Frederic A. Morris, "Armaments
and Arms Control: Exploring the Determinants of Military
Weapons," in Arms, Defense Policy and Arms Control, Daedalus
104:3 (Summer 1975): pp. 99-129. The tendency for different parts
of the government to pursue their own interests is sometimes called
"bureaucratic politics." For general discussions of the subject, see
Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971), and Morton Halperin, Bu-
reaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1975).
29 See James Kurth, "Why We Buy the Weapons We Do," Foreign
Policy 11 (Summer 1973): 33-56.
30 The phrase probably comes originally from the sociologist
C. Wright Mills in The Power EJite (Oxford University Press,
1956).
31 The fullest description of the British military-industrial com-
plex is in Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea Power, Chapter 3. See
also James R. Kurth, "The Political Consequences of the Product Cy-
cle: Industrial History and Political Outcomes," International Orga-
nization 33:4 (Winter 1979): 17-18, 20.
32 See Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea Power, p. 36.
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33 Eckart Kehr, Battleship Building and Party Politics in Germany,
1894-1901, edited, translated, and with an introduction by Pauline
R. Anderson and Eugene N. Anderson (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1975, first published in Germany, 1930), pp. 365-75,
399.
34 Tirpitz's "ideas were to determine the German Navy's course,
outlook and fate far beyond his own tenure of its secretaryship
(1897-1916)." He was "a brilliant tactician and organizer, a born
leader of men; a past master of intrigue; resourceful, indefatigable in
the pursuit of his aims; utterly unscrupulous in his methods." Her-
bert Rosinski, "Strategy and Propaganda in German Naval
Thought," in H. G. Thursfield, editor, Brassey's Naval Annual, 1945
(New York: Macmillan, 1945), p. 126.
35 See Berghahn, op. cit, pp. 32ff, 79ff, and lOOff, and Jonathan
Steinberg, Yesterday's Deterrent: Tirpitz and the Birth of the Ger-
man Battle Fleet (London: MacDonald, 1965), Chapters 4 and 5 and
pp. 23-5.
36 Berghahn, op. cit., pp. 27-8, 92; Kehr, op. cit., pp. 175, 184,
239.
37 See Roman Kolkowicz, "The Military," in H. Gordon Skilling
and Franklyn Griffiths, editors, Interest Groups in Soviet Politics
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1973, paperback), p.
131.
38 See Skilling and Griffiths, op. cit., especially Skilling, "Interest
Groups and Communist Politics: An Introduction" and "Groups in
Soviet Politics: Some Hypotheses."
39 Timothy J. Colton, Commissars, Commanders, and Civilian Au-
thority: The Structure of Soviet Military Politics (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1979), p. 244.
40 "While conditions for the development of an inner cohesion
and institutional self-awareness were inauspicious during the op-
pressive Stalin era, the years since, having witnessed a progressive
ideological disillusionment, a new stress on functional and profes-
sional excellence, the disappearance of the terror machine, and ac-
ceptance of the principle of collective leadership, have greatly fa-
vored the military's role as an articulate interest group." Kolkowicz,
op. cit., p. 138.
41 In his memoirs, Khrushchev says that he told Eisenhower:
"Some people from our military department come and say 'Comrade
Khrushchev, look at this! The Americans are developing such and
such a system. We could develop the same system but it would cost
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such and such.' I tell them there's no money; it's all been allotted
already. So they say, 'If we don't get the money we need and if
there's a war, then the enemy will have superiority over us.' So we
talk about it some more; I mull over their request and finally come to
the conclusion that the military should be supported with whatever
funds they need." Khrushchev Remembers: The Last Testament,
translated and edited by Strobe Talbott (Boston: Little, Brown, 1974),
p. 412.
42 Kolkowicz, op. cit., pp. 141-2; Colton, op. cit, pp. 201, 203,
246-7.
43 Ball, op. cit
44 Winston Churchill, The World Crisis (New York: Scrib-
ner's, 1923), p. 33. See also E. L. Woodward, Great Britain
and the German Navy (Oxford, England: Clarendon Press, 1935),
p. 228.
45 "He was not only the technical architect of the ill-fated German
navy but also the first nationalistic manipulator of mass opinion in
Germany. His ability to organize mass support had something of the
Hitlerian touch, although the admiral addressed a higher social class
than did Corporal Hitler." Holborn, op. cit., p. 81.
46 Kehr, op. cit., pp. 177-81.
47 Ibid., p. 55, and Steinberg, op. cit., p. 142.
48 This argument is in keeping with the revisionist interpretation
of Wilhelmine foreign policy, which assigns a major share of the
responsibility for World War I to Germany and that interprets Ger-
man international behavior in the years leading up to World War I in
part as an effort to cope with domestic tensions arising from the con-
tradictory political system and ultimately from deep divisions in the
society. The process of revision was set in motion by Fritz Fischer's
two books, Germany's Aims in the First WorJd War (New York: Nor-
ton, 1967) and The War of Illusions (London: Chatto and Windus,
1975). On the domestic political purposes of naval policy see
Berghahn, op. cit., pp. 3, 30, 212, and Anderson and Anderson, "In-
troduction" to Kehr, op. cit., p. xx. Although Kehr's book received
little notice when it first appeared in 1930, during the 1960s and
1970s historians have revived interest in it.
49 Fischer, Germany's Aims, pp. 27-8.
50 Between the two world wars the British were much more recep-
tive to Hitler's hints that their empire would remain untroubled if
they allowed the Germans to carry out their designs on the continent
unimpeded. See Klaus Hildebrand, The Foreign Policy of the Third
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Reich (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1973, paper-
back), pp. 51-9. So, the British refusal to contemplate such an ar-
rangement before 1914 may have had something to do with their
perception of the balance of strength in European politics and of the
likelihood, and likely costs, of war. Still, in the end, the British did
not accept this arrangement with Hitler either.
51 On this general point, see Joseph J. Kruzel, Parchment and
Swords (New York: Free Press, forthcoming).
52 See Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question: The United
States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1979), pp. 186-9.
53 For a fuller discussion of this motive for the United States, and
especially for American presidents, see pp. 201-2.
54 For a further discussion of this issue, see p. 162.
55 See Mandelbaum, op. cit, pp. 129-57.
56 Holborn, op. cit., pp. 75—8. ''Count erf actual" history must al-
ways be a matter of speculation. But Germany went to war out of a
combination of ambition and desperation. A differently arranged Eu-
rope might have been better placed to accommodate German ambi-
tion - the British might have been more sympathetic to it - and less
conducive to desperation - the Germans might not have felt encir-
cled.
57 See John Ellis, The Social History of the Machine Gun (New
York: Pantheon, 1976).
58 On the influence of Mahan, see Margaret Tuttle Sprout, "Ma-
han: Evangelist of Sea Power," in Edward Mead Earle, editor,
Makers of Modern Strategy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1943), p. 415; Marder, The Anatomy of British Sea Power, p.
461; Berghahn, op. cit., p. 35. On Mahan's influence in Britain, see
Marder, From the Dreadnought . . . , p. 4.
59 Brodie, Sea Power in the Machine Age, p. 92.
60 Holborn, op. cit., p. 76; Steinberg, op. cit., p. 201; Rosinski, op.
cit., p. 130.
61 The point is controversial. It assumes that both sides accept
some version of assured destruction and that new weapons contrib-
ute to rather than undercut it. See Chapter 5.
62 Technical change may, of course, make the weapon that is the
subject of the competition obsolete. If the underlying political ri-
valry persists, however, the result will be a competition in weapons
using the new technology and another quantitative arms race.
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Chapter 5. Arms competition: the nuclear arms race
and tariff competitions

1 James R. Schlesinger, Annual Defense Department Report, FY
1975 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, March 4,
1974), p. 34.
2 The history of the standard of assured destruction suggests that

American officials in fact believed that the wherewithal to destroy
considerably smaller fractions of the population and the industry of
the Soviet Union would deter Soviet mischief, but because the levels
of destructive capacity finally decided on were readily available
there was no reason not to set the standard accordingly. Schle-
singer's explanation of the origins of assured destruction a decade
later refers to the possible shortcomings, for the purpose of deter-
rence, of levels of destruction "substantially below" — not margin-
ally below - those upon which the American government ultimately
decided.

3 The American submarine fleet is probably less vulnerable than
that of the Soviet Union because its vessels have greater range, and
its techniques for evading sonar detection are more sophisticated.

4 In fact, the treaty restricted each side to two systems. Later the
number was reduced to one. The United States has chosen to deploy
none.

5 Quoted in Lawrence Freedman, U.S. Intelligence and the Soviet
Strategic Threat (London: Macmillan, 1977), p. 198. See also Alain
Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much Is Enough? Shaping the
Defense Program, 1961-69 (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1971),
p. 103.

6 Quoted in Raymond Garthoff, "Mutual Deterrence in Soviet Pol-
icy," International Security 3:1 (Summer 1978): 142.

7 Arming itself in nonnuclear terms may make a state worse off
than before, if this sows suspicion and hostility among other states
where none existed previously. Or more weapons may yield more
security. The point is that increments of nuclear force above what is
necessary for assured destructive have, according to this view, nei-
ther effect.

8 Neither of these statements is wholly correct, of course, but both
are accurate enough to serve a heuristic purpose. See Richard Caves
and Victor Jones, World Trade and Payments: An Introduction (Bos-
ton: Little, Brown, 1973), p. 3.
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254 Notes to pp. 120-5

9 Strictly speaking, in market economies the purpose of economic
activity is profit; the result is welfare.
10 The definitions of security and welfare here are simplified.
They are useful, however, for analytical purposes.
11 The parallel is inexact here. The imposition of a tariff lowers
welfare; the acquisition of weaponry beyond the level of assured de-
struction, by a strict construction of the optimizing doctrine, does
not diminish security; it simply wastes money.
12 The other four countries that have detonated nuclear explosions
- Britain, France, the People's Republic of China, and India - do not
have arsenals large enough to qualify unambiguously as having the
capacity for assured destruction. India, as of 1980, did not have a
nuclear arsenal, properly so-called, at all.
13 Enthoven and Smith, op. cit., p. 177.
14 Jacob Viner, 'Tower versus Plenty in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries," in The Long View and the Short (Glencoe,
111.: Free Press, 1958), pp. 285, 286.
15 See Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question: The United
States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge University
Press, 1979), pp. 3-4, 124-7.
16 For those who believe that it can be achieved, "victory" in a
nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union may
depend less on the hardware at the disposal of each than on the
tactics employed in using them. Such Soviet writings on strategic
war as exist seem to emphasize preemption. A strategic mercantilist
of this persuasion could give credence to the idea of victory, there-
fore, without necessarily believing that this requires a larger nuclear
arsenal than that of the other side.
17 James R. Schlesinger, Annual Defense Department Report, FY
1976 and 197T (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
February 5, 1975), p. II-7.
18 Ibid., p. 1-13. For an elaboration and critical discussion of this
position, see Patrick M. Morgan, Deterrence (Beverly Hills, Calif.:
Sage Publications, 1977), pp. 130ff.
19 Schlesinger, Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1975, p.
38.
20 Schlesinger, Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1976 and
FY 1971, p. II-9.
21 Schlesinger, Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1976 and
197T. The list of articles registering alarm at an actual or impending
"counterforce gap" is a long one. See, for example, Paul Nitze, "As-
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suring Strategic Stability in an Era of Detente," Foreign Affairs 54:2
(January 1976): 207-32.
22 See Robert Jervis, "Why Nuclear Superiority Doesn't Matter"
Political Science Quarterly 94:4 (Winter 1979-80), 612-33; Thomas
C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1966), Chapter 1; Glenn H. Snyder, Deterrence and De-
fense, Toward a Theory of National Security (Princeton, N.J.: Prince-
ton University Press, 1961), Chapter 1.
23 In this sense the missile crisis is a more useful precedent for
relations between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of
China.
24 Mandelbaum, op. cit., pp. 144-54.
25 Paul Samuelson, Economics: An Introductory Analysis, sixth
edition (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 660.
26 See, For example, Richard Pipes, "Why the Soviet Union
Thinks It Could Win a Nuclear War," Commentary (July 1977) 2 1 -
34; Fritz Ermarth, "Contrasts in American and Soviet Strategic
Thought, International Security 3:2 (Fall 1978) 138-55; and Ben-
jamin S. Lambeth, "The Political Potential of Soviet Equivalence"
(Santa Monica, Calif.: The Rand Corporation, 1977).
27 "In the Soviet perception, the United States has continued, not-
withstanding SALT and detente, to seek military superiority . . .
powerful forces are believed to continue to seek advantage and su-
periority in order to compel Soviet acquiescence in American policy
preferences." Garthoff, op. cit.} p. 135.
28 Economists ordinarily regard tariffs as second-best means to
these ends, in that they can be achieved at lower cost in overall wel-
fare by different economic measures. Caves and Jones, op. cit., p.
253.
29 In the theory of comparative advantage, when foreign competi-
tion drives a firm out of business its workers simply transfer to in-
dustries in which the country enjoys a comparative advantage in the
international economy and that therefore are booming. In practice,
matters are not so simple. Workers often cannot readily move to
areas where the thriving industries are located or easily master the
skills necessary for a new job.
30 The parallel goes further. The description of each has a similar
history. First came the discovery and development of the optimizing
doctrine. The equivalents for security of Ricardo and the exponents
of comparative advantage who followed him were the nuclear strate-
gists of the 1950s and 1960s, who worked out the conditions for
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survival in a world of two formidable nuclear states. After descrip-
tions and explanations of the doctrine in each case came accounts of
the gap between theory and practice. One of the most influential
books about American politics in the twentieth century was a study
of the way tariffs are set. E. E. Schattschneider's account of the
Smoot-Hawley tariff of 1928, Politics, Pressure, and the Tariff (New
York: Prentice-Hall, 1935), portrays rapacious special interests using
a panoply of lobbying techniques to impose tariffs that enrich the
industries they represent at the expense of unrepresented con-
sumers. The bureaucratic politics literature on the development of
the American nuclear arsenal has a similar air of piercing the veil of
doctrine to reveal the political reality that lies behind it. "A careful
review of the literature of arms control and strategy finds no impor-
tant issue less studied than the question of what determines the
number and character of the weapons in American and Soviet force
postures." Graham T. Allison and Frederic A. Morris, "Exploring the
Determinants of Military Weapons," in F. A. Long, editor, Arms, De-
fense Policy, and Arms Control, Daedalus (Summer 1975): 101. This
school of analysis arises from the obvious disparity between ' 'ra-
tional models of decision-making," with their grounding in doc-
trine, and "the donnybrook world of service rivalries, bureaucratic
jostling, and the clash of parochial interests of pressure groups that
determine the way that nations behave in practice." Marshall D.
Shulman, "Arms Control in International Context," in Long, editor,
op. cit., p. 53. The bureaucratic politics school of analysis differs
from earlier writing on the American military-industrial complex,
particularly the work of sociologist C. Wright Mills, who seems
to have coined the phrase in The Power Elite (Oxford University
Press, 1956). In explaining the American side of the arms race
the first school emphasizes the impulse for organizational self-
perpetuation, the second the motive of financial gain. They have,
moreover, quite different perspectives on the Cold War. Mills
suggested that groups standing to gain from it artificially provoked,
or at least worked to inflame, the rivalry between the United
States and the Soviet Union. Bureaucratic politics analysts tend to
concede a legitimate role for American nuclear weapons and
to concentrate on weapons in excess of what assured destruction
requires.
31 Caves and Jones, op. cit., p. 236.
32 Ibid., p. 241.
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33 Ibid., p. 291.
34 For a similar but more detailed and nuanced scheme of possible
preferences in an arms competition see Thomas C. Schelling "A
Framework for the Evaluation of Arms Control Proposals," in Long,
editor, op. cit. pp. 187-200. The conditional optimizer's logic is rel-
evant to arms races involving nonnuclear weapons.
35 Caves and Jones, op. cit., p. 263.
36 See, for example, Jon Woronoff, 'The Trade War with Japan,"
WorJdview 22:7-8 (July-August 1979): 23-6.
37 The ABM question is not an entirely satisfactory illustration of
the point in question in that its critics charged not simply that it was
"excessive" by doctrinal standards but that it undercut the doctrine
itself. (The charge carried more weight against the initial proposal to
defend cities than against the system to protect ballistic missiles
upon which the administration ultimately settled. Critics feared,
however, that the second kind would lead to the first.) Perhaps a
better example of the split between conditional and pure optimizers
is the controversy over the MX missile, which gathered momentum
in the late 1970s.
38 On armaments see G. W. Rathjens, Abram Chayes, and J. P.
Ruina, NucJear Arms Control Agreements: Process and Impact
(Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
1974), pp. 13ff, and Jane M. O. Sharp, ''Arms Control and the Alli-
ance," in The Atlantic Alliance: The First Thirty Years (Geneva: An-
nals of International Studies, 1979), pp. 104-6. On tariffs see Ray-
ond Bauer, Ithiel Pool, and Lewis Dexter, American Business and
Public Policy (New York: Atherton Press, 1965), p. 79.
39 Schattschneider, op. cit., p. 136.
40 The German economist Friedrich List, quoted in Charles
Kindleberger, Economic Response: Comparative Studies in Trade,
Finance, and Growth (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1978), p. 53.
41 See Mandelbaum, op. cit., pp. 74-87.
42 See Stephen D. Krasner, "United States Commercial and Mone-
tary Policy: Unravelling the Paradox of External Strength and Inter-
nal Weakness," in Peter J. Katzenstein, editor, Between Power and
Plenty: Foreign Economic Policies of Advanced Industrial States
(Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1978). See also be-
low, pp. 197-8.
43 Kindleberger, op. cit., pp. 57, 60.
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44 Bauer, Pool, and Dexter, op. cit., p. 29.
45 Michael Mandelbaum and William Schneider, "The New Inter-
nationalisms: Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy," in
Kenneth A. Oye et al., editors, Eagle Entangled: U.S. Foreign Policy
in a Complex World (New York: Longman, 1979), p. 38.
46 Viner, op. cit., p. 441.
47 Quoted in Kindleberger, op. cit.f p. 52.
48 Les Aspin, 'The Defense Budget and Foreign Policy: The Role
of Congress," in Long, editor, op. cit., p. 156.
49 On a per capita basis other countries do as well as, or better
than, the United States. Overall, the United States does best simply
because, of all the industrialized Western countries, it is by far the
largest. What is required to be a great power does not vary with the
size of the country. Thus it can be true both that the price of being a
great power is relatively low for the United States and that, as Ken-
neth N. Waltz has noted, the price for countries other than the
United States (and the Soviet Union) is increasingly high. Waltz
points out that limitations of scale work decisively against the ''mid-
dle powers." Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 183. If Japan were the
size of the United States - that is, twice its present population - and
if Japan had accumulated a nuclear arsenal over thirty years (and
had been as prosperous for all of those thirty years as it has been for
the last fifteen), then Japan could have built a nuclear arsenal of the
same size as cheaply as the United States.
50 Joseph A. Pechman et al., Setting National Priorities: The 1979
Budget (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1977), pp. 17,
258. The percentage of national income devoted to armaments by the
major European powers in 1914 was roughly comparable. For Ger-
many it was 4.6 percent, for France 4.8 percent, for Russia 6.3 per-
cent, and for Britain (which had a formidable navy but a small army)
3.4 percent. A. J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848
-1918 (Oxford University Press, 1971, paperback), p. xxxix.
51 See Albert Wohlstetter, "Rivals, But No 'Race,'" Foreign Policy
16 (Fall 1974):62.
52 See John Reilly, "The American Mood: A Foreign Policy of Self-
Interest," Foreign Policy 34 (Spring 1979):74-86.
53 Stanley Sienkiewicz, "SALT and Soviet Nuclear Doctrine," In-
ternational Security 2:4 (Spring 1976):96-7.
54 See Seweryn Bialer, Stalin's Successors: The Politics of Change
in the Soviet Union (Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 18; and
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Jerry F. Hough and Merle Feinsod, How the Soviet Union Is Govern-
ed, an extensively revised and enlarged edition of Merle Feinsod's
How Russia Is Ruled (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
1979), pp. 551-2.
55 See Thane Gustafson, Reform in the Soviet Union (Cambridge
University Press, 1981). On the other hand, in the late 1950s
and early 1960s, Nikita Khrushchev seems to have tried to bring
about a shift away from military spending. The military resisted,
and not only did he fail, he was ousted from power. His dismissal
probably had several causes, however. He was unpopular in the
upper ranks of the party, where his "harebrained schemes" and
especially his attempts at reorganization had made enemies. So his
fate does not necessarily show that a concerted attempt to shift from
guns to butter in the Soviet Union is bound to fail. See Thomas
Wolfe, Soviet Power in Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1970), Chapter 8.
56 Matthew P. Gallagher and Karl F. Spielman, Jr., Soviet Deci-
sion-Making for Defense: A Critique of U.S. Perspectives on the
Arms Race (New York: Praeger, 1972), p. 78.
57 On this point, see Ermarth, op. cit., p. 139; Garthoff, op. cit., p.
117; and Sienkiewicz, op. cit., p. 95.
58 See Garthoff, op. cit., p. 114.
59 Ibid., p. 115.
60 On the evidence for a Soviet debate over arms deployment, see
Lawrence T. Caldwell, Soviet Attitudes to SALT (London: Adelphi
Paper 75, 1971), and Samuel B. Payne, Jr., "The Soviet Debate on
Strategic Arms Limitation, 1969-72," Soviet Studies 27:1 (January
1975):27-45.

Chapter 6. NATO: the nuclear alliance

1 Thucydides, The PeJoponnesian War, translated by Rex Warner
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1972, paperback), p. 128.

2 See above, pp. 100-2 and 131.
3 Thucydides, op. cit., p. 514.
4 In Thucydides's history the ambassadors from Mytilene de-

scribe the Athenian alliance system in terms that recall the relations
between the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Their account is not
disinterested, however, because they are trying to break away from
Athens. And the fact that they can contemplate breaking away dis-
tinguishes the Athenian from the Soviet system.
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5 See Robert E. Osgood, 'The Evolution of Force," in Robert E.
Osgood and Robert W. Tucker, Force, Order, and Justice (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1967), pp. 72-5.

6 Another reason is the rising emphasis on national self-determi-
nation and territorial integrity. These principles, of course, have of-
ten been honored in the breach. But since the French Revolution, as
states have come to be regarded less as the property of the sovereign
and more as the home of the nation, it has become less acceptable to
pass people back and forth between sovereign jurisdictions as in a
casual game of Monopoly. Insofar as the transfer of territory has been
its purpose, war has thus become, to some extent, less acceptable
and therefore, to an even more limited extent, less feasible.

7 NATO has become a more or less permanent alliance because it
has been an unusually successful defensive arrangement. Align-
ments of two or more nations persisted for decades, moreover, well
before the nineteenth century. The Franco-Swedish alliance of the
seventeenth century is an example. Previous long-lived alliances,
however, unlike NATO to date, were tested by war. See George
Liska, Nations in Alliance (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1962), p. 133.

8 See above, pp. 59-77.
9 See Osgood, op. cit., p. 86.

10 "A sense of malaise and dysfunction can be found in a row of
titles that run from Henry Kissinger's The Troubled Partnership
through Stanley Hoffmann's Gulliver's Troubles to the series of
studies edited by David Landes under the title of Western Europe:
The Trials of Partnership." Stephen J. Barrett, "Retreat from a
Shared Vision," in Derek Leebaert, editor, European Security: Pros-
pects for the 1980's (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1979), p.
27.
11 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 166.
12 Thucydides, op. cit., p. 59. See also Chapter 1.
13 Ibid., pp. 62-3.
14 Ibid., p. 418.
15 Neither World War I nor the Athenian alliance with Corcyra is
an unalloyed example of entrapment. Germany was prepared for war
in 1914 and encouraged the Austrian ultimatum to Serbia. Similarly,
Athenian policy was based on the belief that "whatever happened,
war with the Peloponnese was bound to come." Ibid., p. 62.
16 Ibid., p. 77.
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17 ' 'Highly technical matters that used to be the exclusive concern
of military officers are now the subject of national and international
controversy because they are suffused with political import." Os-
good, op. cit., p. 27.
18 A third way to reassure the Europeans was to carry out commit-
ments elsewhere, whatever the cost, as a sign of good faith. The need
to maintain a reputation for fulfilling pledges was offered more than
once as a reason for fighting in Vietnam, even when the initial com-
mitment had come to seem, in retrospect, unwise. Shortly before he
joined the Nixon administration Henry Kissinger wrote, ". . . the
commitment of five hundred thousand Americans has settled the
issue of the importance of Vietnam. For what is involved now is
confidence in American promises. However fashionable it is to ridi-
cule the terms 'credibility' or 'prestige,' they are not empty phrases;
other nations can gear their actions to ours only if they can count on
our steadiness." 'The Vietnam Negotiations," reprinted in Henry
Kissinger, American Foreign Policy, expanded edition (New York:
Norton, 1974), p. 112.
19 The comparison comes from Liska, op. cit., p. 7,
20 In 1954 a Rand Corporation paper raised the question of the
reliability of the American guarantee in the face of a Soviet intercon-
tinental striking force. See Morton Halperin, "The U.S. Nuclear Um-
brella and Japanese Security," in Franklin B. Weinstein, editor, U.S.
-Japan Relations and the Security of East Asia: The Next Decade
(Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1978), p. 93. John Foster Dulles's
speech enunciating the doctrine of deterrence through the threat of
massive retaliation sparked a debate about the credibility of NATO's
deterrent forces.
21 The Kennedy administration proposed two responses to the
growth of the Soviet long-range striking force. The other was a
standard of strategic adequacy to which it tried to tailor the Ameri-
can strategic nuclear arsenal. This standard was "assured destruc-
tion," the capacity to deliver a crushing blow to the Soviet Union
after riding out a massive Soviet assault. It meant being proof against
a disarming attack (see above, pp. 117-20). The setting of this
standard did not comfort the Europeans, however, because their
safety depended on the ability to cope with a different challenge,
which assured destruction was not desgined to meet - a Soviet non-
nuclear attack on Europe. There seemed little doubt that the United
States would respond to a nuclear attack on its homeland in nuclear
fashion. So the credibility of a threat to reply to a nuclear assault on
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the United States in nuclear terms depended simply on the Ameri-
can technical capacity to do so. The standard of assured destruction
meant simply the ability to retain such a capacity under any circum-
stances. To threaten to respond to a nonnucJear assault on some
other country, however, would not, it was thought, be credible with-
out at least a clear margin of nuclear superiority, which the standard
of assured destruction neither mentioned, nor required, nor encour-
aged. Assured destruction could protect the United States, against
which a Soviet attack would almost certainly be nuclear, but not
Western Europe, which would likely receive a nonnuclear blow.
22 See Catherine McArdle Kelleher, Germany and the Politics of
Nuclear Weapons (New York: Columbia University Press, 1975), p.
284.
23 The Kennedy administration's announcement, in 1962, that it
was modifying the American strategic nuclear targeting doctrine
also aroused European fears of decoupling. The Secretary of De-
fense, Robert McNamara, said that in the event of nuclear war the
United States would not simply hurl all of its nuclear explosives at
the Soviet Union at once, in "spasm" fashion. Instead, there would
be an attempt to follow the custom of prenuclear wars and concen-
trate on the enemy's military forces, to the exclusion (to the extent
possible) of the civilian population. The Europeans suspected that
this "counterforce" or "no cities" doctrine amounted to a subtle
kind of decoupling, because if there were a distinction between ci-
vilian and military targets there could be one as well between North
American and European ones, which could weaken deterrence in
Europe.
24 See Robert Osgood, NATO: The Entangling Alliance (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1961), pp. 227, 268.
25 Ibid., pp. 131-2.
26 Ibid., pp. 38, 238.
27 Occasionally American officials used blunter language. In a
widely noted speech in 1962, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara
termed small, independent nuclear forces "dangerous, expensive,
prone to obsolescence and lacking in credibility as a deterrent."
Speech delivered at Ann Arbor, Michigan, June 16, 1962, reprinted
in Survival 4:5 (September-October 1962):195.
28 For an exposition of American fears of the consequences of nu-
clear proliferation within NATO, see Osgood, NATO: The Entan-
gling Alliance, pp. 271—3. For specific reference to entrapment see
Raymond Aron, The Great Debate, translated from the French by
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Ernst Pawel (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965), p. 142.
29 John Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision: New Di-
mensions of PoiiticaJ Analysis (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1974J, pp. 189, 226, 258-61.
30 See Robert Metzger and Paul Doty, ''Arms Control Enters the
Gray Area," International Security 3:3 (Winter 1978-79):23.
31 For an account of the development of this controversy, see Fred
Kaplan, "Worry Over New Missiles for NATO," New York Times
Magazine (December 9, 1979): 46, 55-7, 84-90.
32 Louis de Guiringaud, quoted in Doty and Metzger, op. cit., 2 3 -
4.
33 See Alain Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much Is Enough:
Shaping the Defense Program, 1961-1969 (New York: Harper &
Row, 1972, first published 1971), Chapter 4. For a more recent esti-
mate of the overall balance of nonnuclear forces in Europe see Henry
Stanhope, "New Threats - Or Old Fears?" in Leebaert, editor, op.
cit., p. 57.
34 In 1974 the United States went some distance toward recogniz-
ing the strategic worth of the British and French nuclear arsenals. A
NATO declaration referred to "The European members . . . two of
whom possess nuclear forces capable of playing a deterrent role of
their own contributing to an overall strengthening of the deterrence
of the Alliance." Department of State Bulletin, July 8, 1974, p. 43.
35 See Kelleher, op. cit., pp. 279-80.
36 Alastair Buchan, "The Reform of NATO," Foreign Affairs 40:2
(January 1962):165-82.
37 See, for example, Enthoven and Smith, op. cit., p. 156.
38 See Anton DePorte, Europe Between the Superpowers (New Ha-
ven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1979), p. 195.
39 For an exposition of this argument see Robert W. Tucker, The
Radical Left and American Foreign Policy (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1971).
40 DePorte, op. cit, p. 193.
41 "How deeply he believed [the arguments in favor of French nu-
clear weapons] - rather than in the more general idea that renounc-
ing an independent nuclear force meant resignation to permanent,
barely influenceable dependence on other nations, and submission
to small-power status in a world where the negative productivity of
nuclear power was enormous - is unclear. . . . It is likely that he
deemed America's guarantee still probably sufficient to deter the
Russians despite his well-publicized doubts. . . . But it does not fol-
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low that he was insincere in wondering whether, if the improbable
occurred, and the Russians ran risks they had so far avoided, the
guarantee that had failed to deter would also be carried out." Stanley
Hoffmann, "De Gaulle's Foreign Policy: The Stage and the Play, the
Power and the Glory," in Hoffmann, Decline or Renewal? France
Since the 1930s (New York: Viking Press, 1974), p. 299.
42 Aron, op. cit., pp. 211-12.
43 DePorte, op. cit, p. 192.
44 The phrase is Robert E. Osgood's.
45 Michael Howard, "The Relevance of Traditional Strategy," For-
eign Affairs 51:2 (January 1973): 262.

Chapter 7. The nuclear presidency

1 Thucydides, The PeJoponnesian War, translated by Rex Warner
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1972, paperback), p. 49.

2 Ibid., pp. 133, 138, 163.
3 Ibid., p. 164.
4 Joel Larus, Nuclear Weapons, Safety and the Common Defense

(Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press, 1967), pp. 84-6. This
is almost certainly an authenticating, not an enabling, code. The
weapons could be fired without a presidential order, although not by
a single person. In official public discussions of the nuclear chain of
command, which are rare, the President is said to have the power to
"release" the weapons. The term implies a physical act, but it is also
often used in a legal sense, as in signing a release. Making it possible
for the President, and the President alone, to arm every one of the
thousands of American nuclear weapons would require a formidable
feat of engineering. Such an arrangement, moreover, would have a
strategic drawback. A Soviet attack that destroyed the President and
his entourage and a single fusion warhead could lay waste to the
nation's capital might paralyze the American nuclear force, permit-
ting the Soviet Union to win a nuclear war with the United States by
"decapitation." See "First Use of Nuclear Weapons: Preserving Re-
sponsible Control," Hearings before the Subcommittee on Interna-
tional Security and Scientific Affairs of the Committee on Interna-
tional Relations, House of Representatives, 94th Congress, 2nd
Session, March 16, 18, 23, and 25, 1976. (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1976). On unauthorized nuclear use see
especially pp. 76 and 94. On the purpose of the code, see George H.
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Quester, "Presidential Authority and Nuclear Weapons," in ibid., p.
214.

5 Harry S Truman, Memoirs; Volume Two: Years of Trial and
Hope (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1956) and Sydnor Walker, edi-
tor, The First One Hundred Days of the Atomic Age, August 6 —
November 15, 1945 (New York: The Woodrow Wilson Foundation,
1946), p. 6.

6 "First Use of Nuclear Weapons: Preserving Responsible Con-
trol," p. 178.

7 "Authority to Order the Use of Nuclear Weapons. (United
States, United Kingdom, France, Soviet Union, People's Republic of
China)," prepared for the Subcommittee on International Relations
by the Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, December 1,1975), p. 2.

8 Hearings on the subject in 1976 revealed one minor exception to
this rule. The North American Air Defense Commander was autho-
rized to release nuclear weapons that were "low in yield, purely de-
fensive in nature, and would be used over friendly territory or open
seas . . . in response to a threat of 'first use' by the opposition and
under actual war conditions." Revocation of this authority was ap-
parently underway at the time of the hearings, however. "First Use
of Nuclear Weapons: Preserving Responsible Control," p. 49.
9 Ibid., p. 50.

10 See Theodore Ropp, War in the Modern World (Durham, N.C.:
Duke University Press, 1959), Part I, especially p. 20.
11 "[The General staff] seems to be the only way by which large
armies can be handled in the field, even with methods of communi-
cation which were not available in the mid-nineteenth century."
Ibid., p. 139.
12 "First use deserves more than one decision-maker. A proposal
of the Federation of American Scientists to restrict presidential
power to initiate nuclear war," The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists
32:3 (March 1976): 54.
13 Ibid.
14 See Quester, op. cit., p. 218.
15 "First use deserves more than one decision-maker," 54.
16 Jonathan Schell, The Time of Illusion (New York: Knopf, 1976),
p. 386.
17 "A sense of security is somewhat like religious faith in its belief
that there is a higher being with the power, knowledge, and pres-
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ence to protect people in a threatening world constantly in turmoil.
Similarly, the essence of the faith from which a sense of security
derives is that there is a supreme being at the apex of the political
system who is the fountainhead of that faith. Nuclear power there-
fore has created the need for a god. This notion should not be sur-
prising. Most civilized societies have gone through periods when
kings and emperors assumed some kind of divine form." Franz
Schurmann, The Logic of World Power: An Inquiry into the Origins,
Currents, and Contradictions of World Politics (New York: Pantheon
Books, 1974), p. 12.
18 James Bryce, The American Commonwealth (London: Macmil-
lan, 1891), pp. 36-7.
19 "By the early 1970s the American President had become on is-
sues of war and peace the most absolute monarch (with the possible
exception of Mao Tse-tung) among the great powers of the world."
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Imperial Presidency (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1974), p. 11.
20 Schell, op. cit., p. 381. Schell's argument about the connection
between the nuclear and the imperial presidency is ingenious if not
altogether convincing. The policy of deterrence, he says, depends
for its effectiveness upon the credibility of American resolve to act
firmly and decisively, and this came after 1945 to mean the credibil-
ity of the President. So global peace has hinged on how other coun-
tries have perceived him, and he - that is, the men who have suc-
cessfully held the office - has asserted wider and wider powers to
ensure a perception of strength. A similarly elaborate and provoca-
tive, if not wholly persuasive, argument is to be found in The Logic
of World Power. The author, Franz Schurmann, distinguishes be-
tween "ideology" and "interests." The first is an articulated vision;
the second are narrower and more specialized. The American Presi-
dent in the postwar period, he argues, has been the champion of an
ideological foreign policy; business and the Congress have sup-
ported foreign policies that advance particular interests. An impor-
tant source of the President's intramural strength in promoting ideo-
logical policies, according to Schurmann, has been his nuclear
authority: "Whenever America's nuclear power expanded in abso-
lute and relative terms, so did the power of the chief executive
within the bureaucracies of the government" (p. 160).
21 Bagehot differentiated between a "distinguished" or ceremo-
nial purpose, which Parliament as a whole continued to serve, and
an "efficient" or effective role, which in his day belonged to the
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cabinet and which in ours, according to Richard Crossman, has
passed to the Prime Minister. See R. H. S. Crossman, "Introduction"
to Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1966), pp. 49ff.
22 In both France and the Federal Republic of Germany, the execu-
tive has assumed considerable power in the postwar period. France
does not have a formidable nuclear arsenal; Germany, of course, has
none at all. Neither country, however, has a long and clearly defined
tradition of restrictions on executive authority, as do the United
States and the United Kingdom.
23 See above, p. 99.
24 Aaron Wildavsky, "The Two Presidencies," in Aaron
Wildavsky, editor, The Presidency (Boston: Little, Brown, 1969).
25 Quoted in The New Yorker, April 2, 1976, p. 30.
26 Justice Burton dissenting in Duncan v. Kahanamoku. Quoted in
Ernest R. May, "The President Shall be Commander in Chief," in
Ernest R. May, editor, The Ultimate Decision (New York: George
Braziller, 1960), p. 5.
27 Thucydides, op. cit., pp. 163, 164.
28 The Discourses, Book I, Chapter 24. Cited in Schlesinger, op.
cit, p. 306.
29 May, op. cit., pp. 12-18.
30 Ernest R. May, "Eisenhower and After," in May, editor, op. cit.,
p. 215.
31 Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (New York: Norton,
1971), p. 413. Glenn D. Paige, The Korean Decision (New York: Free
Press, 1968), pp. 189-90, 195-200, 216-21, 262-8.
32 See John E. Mueller, War, Presidents, and Public Opinion (New
York: WHey, 1973), pp. 65, 155.
33 Se'>, for example, Morton H. Halperin, Bureaucratic Politics and
Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1974),
especially Chapter 16.
34 See Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question: The United
States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge University
Press, 1979), pp. 23-33.
35 Joseph I. Lieberman, The Scorpion and the Tarantula. The
Struggle to Control Atomic Weapons (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1970), p. 136.
36 Ibid., pp. 151, 153, 219.
37 Ibid., p. 287.
38 His background may in fact have contributed to what became

Cambridge Books Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010D7B C 8 C7 3 3 34 7 3D :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 D7B C :DD C, 6  B9  . 1  
/ 3676 8B :DD C,  53 4B 697 B9 5 B7 .3 4B 697 2 7BC D 03 15D 3D , , C 4 75D D D:7 .3 4B 697 . B7

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511572845.010
https://www.cambridge.org/core


268 Notes to pp. 191-7

his passion for peace. He, after all, had seen war at first hand. He had
another reason for wanting to restrain the arms race, which neither
his predecessor nor his successor shared. He believed that the level
of public spending to which the nuclear competition with the Soviet
Union was driving the United States would ruin the American econ-
omy.
39 David Capitanchik, The Eisenhower Presidency and American
Foreign Policy (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969), p. 56.
40 See Emmett John Hughes, The OrdeaJ of Power (New York: Ath-
eneum, 1963), pp. 104ff.
41 See Arthur Larson, Eisenhower: The President Nobody Knew
(New York: Scribner's, 1968), Chapter 2.
42 Hughes, op. cit., p. 103.
43 John Newhouse, CoJd Dawn (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1973), p. 133.
44 Richard Neustadt, "The President at Mid-Century," in
Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 196.
45 Eugene McCarthy in 1968 and George McGovern in 1972 were
also unsuccessful "peace" candidates. But they put greater emphasis
upon ending the war in Vietnam than on curbing the competition in
nuclear armaments with the Soviet Union.
46 The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 was an exception to this
rule. Every country was prey to the radioactivity that nuclear tests
spewed into the atmosphere, and almost every one registered a pro-
test against these tests. Nehru of India, who remained deliberately
neutral between the two great global competitors, became the lead-
ing critic of atmospheric testing. His views carried weight with the
United States, which was courting his favor. The leader of America's
closest ally, British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, was also ea-
ger to have a test ban. He helped keep the issue alive when the nego-
tiations between the United States and the Soviet Union stalled by
prodding President Kennedy to continue them, and he dispatched
his own special emissary to Moscow to accompany Kennedy's repre-
sentative, Averell Harriman, on the successful mission to fix the
terms of the treaty in July 1963.
47 Lieberman, op. cit., Chapter 2; Robert Gilpin, American Scien-
tists and Nuclear Weapons Policy (Princeton, N.J: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1962), Chapter 2.
48 Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy
in the White House (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1965), Chapter 27.
49 See below, pp. 129-30.
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50 Kissinger press conference in Moscow, July 3, 1974, in The De-
partment of State Bulletin, July 29, 1974, p. 210.
51 In fact, almost every President has designated a special repre-
sentative for nuclear negotiations. Harry Truman chose Bernard
Baruch to present the first American disarmament plan because he
hoped that Baruch's enormous prestige would mute congressional
objections to putting the bomb under international control. Eisenhow-
er named Harold Stassen his Special Assistant for Disarmament.
Stassen was supposed to report directly to the President and to "co-
operate closely with the State Department." (Dwight D. Eisenhower,
Waging Peace, 1956-61 (New York: Doubleday, 1965), p. 469. But
the State Department did not help him. The task of contending with
both the Soviets and Dulles proved too much for Stassen, who fi-
nally resigned. Kennedy appointed Arthur Dean and John McCloy,
Wall Street lawyers with experience in government, records as reli-
able opponents of communism, and ties to the Republican party, as
his personal disarmament representatives. He plucked Averell Har-
riman, a distinguished diplomat and former Ambassador to the So-
viet Union, out of the State Department to lead the American test ban
delegation. Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford relied upon Henry Kis-
singer's personal discussions with Soviet leaders to move the Strate-
gic Arms Limitation Talks toward agreement. During the first stage
of SALT, while the official negotiating parties met in Helsinki and
Vienna, Kissinger opened a "back channel" of communication with
the Soviet Ambassador in Washington, Anatoly D6brynin. After
1972 he flew directly to Moscow several times to confer with the
members of the Soviet Politburo about nuclear matters.

Lyndon Johnson was the exception that proves the rule. When the
issue of restrictions on strategic armaments first arose, he insisted
that a consensus position be hammered out at the lower levels of the
federal government before proceeding to talks with the Soviets. But
the government was so divided - the armed forces were so chary of
any negotiations - that no consensus could be reached (Newhouse,
op. cit., p. 108). Only Johnson's personal intervention galvanized
the American government to the task of working out an approach
to the talks. And only presidential power within the American
political system has sustained the commitment to arms con-
trol that the United States has kept since the dawn of the nuclear
age.
52 Hughes, op. cit., p. 84.
53 Eisenhower, op. cit., p. 432.
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54 Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstein, The Final Days (New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1976), pp. 422-3.
55 Ironically, the program may have had the opposite effect by
spreading atomic reactors whose fuel and byproducts can be used to
make bombs throughout the world.
56 Dwight D. Eisenhower, Mandate for Change (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1963), p. 254.
57 Lyndon B. Johnson, The Vantage Point: Perspectives of the
Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,
1971), p. 467.
58 See Henry Kissinger, White House Years (Boston: Little, Brown,
1979), pp. 1204-5.
59 Neustadt, "Testimony," in Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 515.
60 The Department of State Bulletin, November 19, 1973, p. 640.
61 Quoted in Joseph A. Pechman, editor, Setting National Priori-
ties: The 1979 Budget (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution,
1978), p. 262.
62 Lieberman, op. cit., p. 120; Truman, op. cit, p. 2.
63 Hughes, op. cit, pp. 203, 105-6.
64 Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 467.
65 John F. Kennedy, The Public Papers of the President, 1963
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964), p. 612.
66 Johnson, op. cit., p. 566. Jimmy Carter, defending the SALT II
treaty with the Soviet Union ''seemed emotional about the pact" to a
New York Times reporter when he said: "I have only one life to live
on this earth, as you have. I think the most important single achieve-
ment that could possibly take place for our nation during our life-
time is the ratification of the SALT treaty that we have just negoti-
ated with the Soviet Union." Bernard Gwertzman, ''Carter Meeting
with Brezhnev Set for June 15," The New York Times, May 11, 1979,
p. 1.
67 Cited in Merle Miller, PJain Speaking: An Oral Biography of
Harry S Truman (New York: Putnam, 1973), pp. 230-1.

Chapter 8. The bomb, dread, and eternity

1 Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, translated by Rex Warner
(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1972, paperback), p. 148.
2 On the various reasons why men do fight see John Keegan, The

Face of Battle. A Study of Agincourt, Waterloo, and the Somme
(New York: Vintage Press, paperback, 1977).
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3 See Robert J. Lifton, The Broken Connection (New York: Simon
& Schuster, 1979), pp. 5-6, 13.
4 Theodore Lidz, The Person: His Development Throughout the

Life Cycle (New York: Basic Books, 1968), pp. 500-1.
5 War touched noncombatants long before the twentieth century,

however. Thucydides records that the Athenians decided to bring all
citizens into the city at the beginning of the war, and that those liv-
ing outside its boundaries "were far from pleased at having to move
with their entire households. . . . It was sadly and reluctantly that
they now abandoned their homes and the temples time-honoured
from their patriotic past, that they prepared to change their whole
way of life, leaving behind them what each man regarded as his own
city." Thucydides, op. cit., p. 135.
6 Sigmund Freud, "Reflections on War and Death," in Sigmund

Freud, Character and Culture (New York: Collier Books, paper-
back, 1963), p. 124. Freud argued that "civilization" covers man's basic,
primitive feelings about death with layers of defense, which war
strips away. The source of distress in 1915 was not so much the scale
of the killing, in Freud's view, as the thickness of the accumulated
cultural defenses that had fallen away. "How far we have moved
from this primitive state in our conventionally civilized attitude to-
ward death! . . . [War] strips us of the later accretions of civilization,
and lays bare the primal man in each of us." Ibid., p. 132.

7 Paul Fussell, The Great War and Modern Memory (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 35. Of course, prophets and agents
of cultural dissolution - Nietzsche, Freud, and Einstein - were
present before 1918. But the war brought to the surface cultural cur-
rents and speeded trends that had existed previously.

8 See Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument
with Historical Illustrations (New York: Basic Books, 1977), Chapter
17.
9 See Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Question: The United

States and Nuclear Weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge University
Press, 1979), pp. 124-8.
10 Robert J. Lifton, Death in Life: The Survivors of Hiroshima (New
York: Random House, 1967), p. 278.
11 Christopher Lasch, The Culture of Narcissism: American Life in
an Age of Diminished Expectations (New York: Norton, 1978), p. 4.
12 Lifton, The Broken Connection, p. 338.
13 Quoted in Rexford G. Tug well, A Chronicle of jeopardy, 1945 -
1955 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1955), p. 1. On the other
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hand there is the view that "the threat of destruction, though con-
stant, is invisible and unnoticed/' Walzer, op. cit, p. 271.
14 Freud believed this. See Frank E. Manuel, 'The Use and Abuse
of Psychology in History/' Daedalus 100:1 (Winter 1971): 198.
15 Robert J. Lifton, "End of the World Imagery Linked with Actual
Holocaust Experiences," Seminar, Center for International Studies,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, April 17, 1978.
16 See V. Tausk, "On the Origins of the 'Influencing Machine' in
Schizophrenia," translated by Dorian Feigenbaum; Psychoanalyti-
cal Quarterly 2 (1933): 519-56.
17 The idea is drawn from Robert Liebert, Radical and Militant
Youth: A Psychoanalytic Inquiry (New York: Praeger, 1971), Chap-
ter 11, especially pp. 239ff; Kenneth Keniston, Young Radicals:
Notes on Committed Youth (New York: Harcourt Brace and World,
1968), Chapter 7; discussion and correspondence with David Ries-
man; and discussions with psychiatrists and members of this genera-
tion. All this amounts to evidence for the existence of a "nuclear
generation" that is suggestive but hardly conclusive.
18 Lidz, op. cit, pp. 195-8, 497.
19 Liebert, op. cit., p. 239.
20 Wallace Turner, "Amateur Expert on Weapons: Charles R. Han-
sen," New York Times, September 18, 1979, p. C7.
21 See Lifton, The Broken Connection, pp. 363-5. Lifton has ex-
plored at length the psychological impact of nuclear weapons. In
The Broken Connection he suggests that their influence has been
enormous. They have, he says, produced psychic "dislocation,"
which in turn has led to "totalism" (p. 297) and "victimization" (p.
302). The first refers to totalitarian political systems, the second to
the kind of persecution of ascriptively defined groups that reached
its apogee in Nazi Germany. The antecedents of both go back to the
beginning of recorded history. Each, it is true, reached its zenith in
the twentieth century, but before Hiroshima. Since 1945 the worst
cases of victimization have, on the whole, taken place in parts of the
world little influenced by nuclear weapons.
22 George Wald, A Generation in Search of a Future. A Speech
Delivered as Part of the "March 4th Movement" at the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology (Stoughton, Mass.: Press of the
Nightowl, 1969), p. 16. The full quotation is: "Anybody can do the
simple calculation that shows that two percent [chance of nuclear
war] per year means that the chance of having that full-scale nuclear
war by 1990 is about one in three, and by 2000 it is about fifty-fifty. I
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think I know what is bothering the students. I think we are up
against a generation that is by no means sure that it has a future."
23 Quotation from a student paper written in the 1960s, in Liebert,
op. cit, p. 235. See also Lifton, The Broken Connection, pp. 365-6.
24 From a student paper on the effect on personal development of
having been born in the nuclear era, quoted in Liebert, op. cit, p.
237.
25 Ibid. ''A belief that one would never live to be a grown-up dis-
couraged any patience for the acceptance of the need to grow up.
Indeed, like Peter Pan . . . the bomb allowed the transformation of
the present into a never-never land in which no gratification need be
postponed and one could celebrate here what Tom Wolfe aptly
called the 'happiness explosion' instead of the unhappy one we once
feared." Ron Rosenbaum, 'The Subterranean World of the Bomb,"
Harper's, March 1978, p. 90. See also Lifton, The Broken Connec-
tion, p. 342.
26 The last two attitudes go back to ancient Greece, from which the
terms themselves come.
27 See Norman Cohn, The Pursuit of the Millennium: BevoJution-
ary MiJlenarians and Mystical Anarchists of the Middle Ages (Lon-
don: Paladin, 1970).
28 Barbara W. Tuchman, A Distant Mirror: The Calamitous Four-
teenth Century (New York: Knopf, 1978), p. 97. See also Francis
Aidan Gasquet, The Black Death of 1348 and 1349 (London: George
Bell, 1908), p. 251. The aftermath of the plague has also been com-
pared to the social effects of the mechanical revolution in warf re
during World War I. "The Black Death wrought a universal upheaval
and transformation of society to which nothing else in history is
comparable except the influence of the Great War." James Westfall
Thompson, "The Aftermath of the Black Death and the Aftermath of
the Great War," The American Journal of Sociology 26:5 (March
1921): 570.
29 William L. Langer, "The Next Assignment," in Bruce Mazlish,
editor, Psychoanalysis and History (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1963), p. 97.
30 Ibid., p. 101. See also Gasquet, op. cit., pp. 25, 29.
31 Thucydides, op. cit, p. 155.
32 "To summarize a complex thesis in a few words: the issue of
violence is to this generation what the issue of sex was to the Victo-
rian world. . . . Inner and outer violence is replacing sex as a prime
object of fear, terror, projections, displacement, repression, suppres-
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sion, acting out, and efforts at control." Keniston, op. cit., pp. 248,
252. For a critique of Keniston and other theories of student behavior
in the 1960s, see Stanley Rothman and S. Robert Lichter, 'The Case
of the Student Left," Social Research 45:3 (Autumn 1978):535-609.
33 This is, in part, the thesis of Lewis Feuer's study of student
movements throughout history, The Conflict of Generations. (New
York: Basic Books, 1969). See especially pp. 529ff. His general argu-
ment can be made compatible with the thesis that the bomb and its
implications lay at the root of the campus turmoil in the 1960s if it is
assumed that the grievance of the young against the old, the reason
for what Feuer calls the "deauthoritarianization of the older genera-
tion," (p. 528} was the failure to rid the world of the mortal danger
that nuclear weapons pose. See also Erik H. Erikson, Identity: Youth
and Crisis (New York: Norton, 1968), p. 243.
34 Gerald Grant and David Riesman, The Perpetual Dream (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), pp. 191-2; Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, "Peace - Some Thoughts on the 1960s and 1970s," The
Public Interest 32 (Summer 1973): 3-12.
35 Bruno Bettelheim, "Obsolete Youth," in Bruno Bettelheim, Sur-
viving and Other Essays (New York: Knopf, 1978).
36 R. G. Braungart, "Youth and Social Movements," in Sigmund E.
Dragastin and Glen H. Elder, Jr., editors, Adolescence in the Life Cy-
cle: Psychological Change and Social Context (Washington, D.C.:
Hemisphere Publishing, 1978), p. 268.
37 During the psychologically formative years of the nuclear gen-
eration, the bomb was novel but not as directly menacing to Ameri-
cans as Sputnik made it seem.
38 Rosenbaum, op. cit., p. 87.
39 Liebert, op. cit, p. 222.
40 Still, Freud was well aware that his ideas might prove useful
tools of social explanation as well as medical treatment. He tried his
own hand at applying them to society as a whole, especially in his
books Totem and Taboo and Moses and Monotheism.
41 Quoted in Richard Wollheim, Sigmund Freud (New York: Vi-
king, 1971), p. 244.
42 See Michael Lesey, "Mixed Images," New York Times Book Re-
view, June 25, 1978, p. 46.
43 These are described in Cohn, op. cit.
44 Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia: For-
tress Press, 1975), p. 2.
45 The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, supplementary vol-
ume (Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon, 1976), p. 30.
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46 Ibid., pp. 30-1.
47 Gershom Scholem, Sabbatai Sevi: The Mystical Messiah, 1626-
1676 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1973). Scholem
objects to a simplistic class analysis of the Sabbataian movement (p.
4). In fact, it appears to have been both a class and a "national" phe-
nomenon.
48 Hanson, op. cit., p. 26.
49 See Albert Schweitzer, The Kingdom of God and Primitive
Christianity (New York: Seabury Press, 1968); and Michael Grant,
Jesus: An Historian's Interpretation of the Gospels (New York: Scrib-
ner's, 1977).
50 This was, of course, the indictment made by the Reformation,
which touched off several millenarian outbursts.
51 Frank Manuel and Fritzie Manuel, "Sketch for a Natural History
of Paradise," Myth, Symbol, and Culture, 101:1 (Winter 1972):
83-128. See also Cohn, op. cit., p. 29, and Ernest Lee Tuveson, Mil-
lennium and Utopia: A Study in the Background of the Ideas of Pro-
gress (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1964, paperback, first pub-
lished 1949), pp. 16-17.
52 See, for example, a pamphlet entitled "Are We Living in the
Last Days?" issued by the Worldwide Church of God, an organiza-
tion with headquarters in Pasadena, California, which suggests that
the crises of the present day correspond to the biblical signs of the
imminence of the end.
53 Billy Graham, World Aflame (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
1965), pp. 246-7. His association with the corporate and political
leaders of the United States means that Graham cannot be placed on
the fringes of American society. There is something of a contradic-
tion between his theology and his social location. See Marshall
Frady, Billy Graham: A Parable of American Righteousness (New
York: Simon & Schuster, 1979).
54 Diane Johnson, "Heart of Darkness," New York Times Book Re-
view, April 9, 1979, p. 5.
55 See Cohn, op. cit, pp. 272-329, and William Pfaff, "Reflections
on Jonestown," The New Yorker, December 18, 1978, pp. 57-63.
56 Doris Lessing, The Memoirs of a Survivor (London: Picador,
1974), p. 190.
57 New York, Knopf, 1979. This is the first of a planned multivol-
ume work.
58 I. F. Clarke, Voices Prophesying War, 1763-1984 (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 3.
59 Ibid., p. 204; see also pp. 201-3.
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60 Barry Commoner, The Closing Circle: Nature, Man and Tech-
nology (New York: Knopf, 1971), pp. 12, 217-95.
61 See Lifton, The Broken Connection, pp. 335-6. The return to a
simpler, more rural way of life that some Americans have under-
taken may be seen in part as a strategy for surviving a nuclear war.
62 Commoner, op. cit.f p. 294.
63 'The whole drama must be seen as it unfolds, and each suc-
ceeding event makes the action clearer, exactly as each act in a
play." Tuveson, op. cit., p. 4.
64 For a notable example see D. H. Meadows et al., The Limits to
Growth (New York: Universal Press, 1972).
65 Cohn, op. cit., pp. 20-1; Harold A. T. Reiche, "The Archaic Her-
itage: Some Myths of Decline and End in Antiquity/' Seminar, Cen-
ter for International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
March 20, 1978, p. 5.
66 Theodore Roszak, Person/PJcmet: The Creative Disintegration of
Industrial Society (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Press, 1977), p. xix.
Roszak suggests that the resolution of the ecological crisis will pro-
duce change in people's personalities as well. 'There is a planetary
dimension to the spreading personalist sensibility which links the
search for an authentic identity to the well-being of the global envi-
ronment." p. xxx.
67 Commoner, op. cit, p. 295.
68 See Clarke, op. cit, pp. 176, 183, 199.
69 Lawrence L. Langer, The Age of Atrocity: Death in Modern Lit-
erature (Boston: Beacon Press, 1978), p. 61.
70 Mircea Eliade, Cosmos and History: The Myth of the Eternal
Return (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1959), and Hanson, op. cit.,
p. 407.
71 Eliade, op. cit, pp. 87ff.
72 Tuveson, op. cit., p. 56.
73 Ibid., pp. xi, 75. Eliade, op. cit., p. 145.
74 Eliade, op. cit., pp. 153-4.
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Acheson, Dean, 190
Afghanistan, 30, 75,168
Africa, 75
Aix-la-Chapelle, conference at, 63
Alexander I of Russia, 25 -7 , 56, 60
Alliances, 148,149-50,151,160
American Civil War, the, 18, 85
Anabaptists of Minister, the, 223
anarchy of the international system, the,

9,11,21,57
and alliances, 147-8
and arms races, 88
and disarmament, 24-5
compared with hierarchy, 242

Anglo -German naval rivalry, the, 91
and "stage-skipping," 96
and the "danger zone," 96 -7
and worst-case planning, 98-9
as an industrial arms race, 92 -9
effect on international politics of,

113-16
negotiations to limit, 106-9
sources of, 100

antiballistic missiles (ABM), see ballistic
missile defense

Arab states, the, 7
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,

the, 193
arms races, 12, 21, 88,117,147
"assured destruction," 74,110

and European nuclear forces, 162-3
and the Soviet Union, 144 -6
and stability, 115-16
as an absolute standard, 118
history of, 253
influence on policy of, 140-1
popularity of, 137
proponents of, 140
status of, 127
unassailability of, 118 -20

Athens, 5,57,177
and alliances, 6,147,151 -2 , 259

and collective security, 23-4
and disarmament, 23-4
and Melos, 29
and Mytilene, 309
and the plague, 216
attempts to dominate Greece by, 51
cost of being a great power to, 141
invasion of Sicily by, 52
rivalry with Sparta of, 8, 90

"Atoms for Peace" plan, 192, 200, 201
Attlee, Clement, 190
Augustine, Saint, 222
Austria, 61

and collective security, 63 -4
and Napoleon, 56, 59
and World War I, 85
annexations in 1908 by, 110
at the Congress of Vienna, 63
neutralization of, 70

B-52 bomber, 220
Bacon, Roger, 40
Bagehot, Walter, 184
balance of power, the, 12, 21

before and after the Napoleonic wars,
55

compared with other forms of interna-
tional order, 60

compared with the market mechanism,
56-7

definition of, 51
in the eighteenth century, 53
in the nineteenth century, 89
managed version of, 65-6
nature of, 53-4
theory of, 241

Balkan Wars, the, 79,110
ballistic missile defense, 3,110,119,

135-6,257
"bargaining chip" tactic, the, 135-6
Baruch Plan, the, 23 -4 , 49,107, 111,

190-1,197
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Berlin crisis of 1961, the, 173, 218
Bible, the, 220-4,227
biological weapons, 235, 239
bipolarity, 8, 70, 73-4, 82, 110
Bismarck, Otto von, 71 -2 , 79,137 - 8
Bohr, Niels, 197
Bretton Woods Conference, the, 172
Brezhnev, Leonid, 104,195, 202 - 3 , 204
Bright, John, 137
Bryce, Lord, 183-4
bubonic plague, the, 215, 216
Byrnes, James, 191

Canning, George, 63
Carter, Jimmy, 25, 270
Castlereagh, Lord, 60-3, 68, 76, 78
Catholic Church, the, 30
Central Powers Treaty Organization

(CENTO), 148
Chemical Corps, the, 42
chemical weapons, 27

and military revolutions, 49
aversion to, 30, 37 -9 , 41
battlefield drawbacks of, 42-5
"binary" varieties of, 239
compared with nuclear weapons,

28-9 ,35-6 ,46-7
cultural restraints on, 29 -40
defense against, 44-5
effects of, 35,38
institutional restraints on, 29, 39 -45
legitimacy of, 31 -2
of NATO, 28
of the Soviet Union, 28
origins of, 27
strategic restraints on, 45
with humane effects, 36

China, 75, 77, 79, 83, 145, 149
Churchill, Winston, 3,18,105,151
Clausewitz, Carl von, 15, 43
Cobden, Richard, 137
Cochrane, Admiral Thomas, 42, 44
collective security, 59 -60, 61 - 3 , 64 - 5 ,

243-4
command of the sea, 114-15
comparative advantage, 120-2,127,129,

132,137,255
Conference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe, 171
Congress of Berlin, the, 71, 79
Congress of Vienna, the, 59, 63, 67
conscription, 15,17
Corcyra, 6,151
Corinth, 6,151-2

Cuban missile crisis, the, 111,112,113,
138,173,193,199

lessons of, 127-8
psychological effect of, 218 -19

Crimean War, the, 71, 79
Cyprus, 168
Czechoslovakia, 152,193

da Vinci, Leonardo, 41
de Gaulle, Charles, 159-64,173
detente, 171
deterrence, 6,167

"absolute," 47
American doctrine of, 224
and chemical weapons, 46
in Europe, 163,173 -4
"proportional," 47 -8,125
psychological nature of, 128

disarmament, 21
and chemical weapons, 28, 48 - 9
and nuclear weapons, 29
compared with the balance of power, 51
conference on, 107
history of plans for, 25-7
in ancient Greece, 23
requirements for, 24

Disraeli, Benjamin, 76,198
Doctor Strangelove, 209
Dreadnought, the, 95, 96, 97
Dresden, 21
Dulles, John Foster, 191,192

ecology, 226-8
Eliade, Mircea, 229
Eliot, T. S., 208
Eisenhower administration, the, 48
Eisenhower, Dwight D., 191 -2,197,199,

201-2,204

fallout shelters, 219, 224
Faulkner, William, 210
Federalist Papers, the, 185 - 6
Federation of American Scientists, the,

182
Fisher, Sir John, 95,101
"flexible response," 47,157 -60,166,169
Ford, Gerald R., 194,195,196, 269
France

after World War 1,150
and nuclear weapons, 145,159 -65,

169-70,173
before World War I, 7
in the 1930s, 78
see also Napoleon
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Franco-Prussian War, the, 18, 85
Frederick the Great, 179
French Revolution, the, 15, 89
Freud, Sigmund, 208, 219

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT),132-3,134

Geneva Protocol of 1925, the, 31, 32 - 3 ,
42

George III of England, 183 - 4
Germany, 145,171

and chemical weapons, 45
and Great Britain, 98, 111 -15
and nuclear weapons, 165,170
and World War 1,18,85
before World War I, 7
debates about ship-building in, 102
division of, 70
growth in power of, 80-1
in the 1930s, 7
"military-industrial complex" of,

101-2
political purpose of the fleet of, 105 - 6
see also Prussia, Hitler

Gladstone, William E., 76
Gogol, Nikolai, 58
Goldwater, Barry, 178, 180, 182
Graham, Billy, 223
Great Britain

after World War 1,150
and chemical weapons, 44, 45
and disarmament, 26
and Europe, 76
and free trade, 139
and Germany, 111-15
and Hitler, 56, 59
and indirect rule, 149
and Napoleon, 59
and nuclear weapons, 161,184
and the Dreadnought panic, 105
and the industrial revolution, 9
as a nuclear power, 145
at the Congress of Vienna, 63
attack on the Danish fleet in 1807 by,

97
attitude toward Europe of, 61, 63 -5
before World War I, 7
cost of being a great power to, 141
debates about ship-building in, 99 -

100,102
fears of France of, 57
in the eighteenth century, 148 - 9
in the 1930s, 7, 78
military-industrial complex of, 101

political stability of, 64
political system of, 9,184

Grechko, Andrei, 104
Greece, 168
Grey, Sir Edward, 112
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, the, 188

Habsburg Empire, the, 58, 61
see also Austria

Haldane,R. B.,107
HamJet, 205-6
Hansen, Charles R., 212
Harriman, Averell, 269
Healey, Denis, 46,174
Heller, Joseph, 209
Hermocrates, 52
Hiroshima, 1 - 3 , 21, 23, 35, 47, 205
Hitler, Adolf, 7, 37,56
Hoffmann, Stanley, 81
Holmes, Oliver Wendell, 142
Humphrey, Hubert, 196
Hundred Days, the, 63
hydrogen bomb, the, 3, 95, 212

India, 82,149
Indochina, 70,154

see aJso Vietnam
industrial revolution, the, 2, 9,18, 89, 94
interdependence, 81
Iran, 168
Israel, 7,82,87,168

Japan, 145
and nuclear weapons, 37, 83, 258
and the United States, 30,148
atomic attack on, 47, 56
European concessions to, 75
in 1895,79,114
reversion to the sword by, 40
victory over Russia in 1905 of, 114
see also Hiroshima, Nagasaki

Jefferson, Thomas, 185
Johnson, Lyndon B., 180,196

and arms control, 202, 269
and nuclear weapons, 179,193-4,

205
and the multilateral force, 167
and Vietnam, 188

Jones, James, 209
Joyce, James, 208
Jutland, the Battle of, 112

Kafka, Franz, 58
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Kennedy administration, the, 48,157 -9 ,

261-2
Kennedy, John F., 105,154,196

and arms control, 198, 269
and nuclear weapons, 192-3,199,201,

205
and scientists, 197
and the Cuban missile crisis, 113

Keynes, John Maynard, 56-7, 242
Khrushchev, NikitaS., 104,113,192,202,

204,259
Kissinger, Henry A., 120,198, 269
Kipling, Rudyard, 75
Korea, 70,153 -4,178,187

Laibach, conference at, 63
League of Nations, the, 26, 66,193
Lessing, Doris, 225
Lilienthal, David, 190
Limited Test Ban Treaty, the, 31,108 -9 ,

138,170,193,200
as a "first step," 202
international pressure for, 268
significance of, 218 -19
see also test ban

Lincoln, Abraham, 185,199
London Treaty of 1930, the, 108
Louis XIV, 53
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