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the rest of EBurope as well. This policy had
called forth other means and other powers, by
which it became possible to conduct Warwitha
degree of energy which could not have been
thought of otherwise.

Therefore, the actual changes in the Art of
War are a consequence of alterations in policy;
and, so far from being an argument for the pos-
sible separation of the two, they are, on the con-

The wvsual distinction between diplomacy and
force is not merely in the instruments, words or
“bullets, but in the relation between adversaries-—
in the interplay of motives and the role of comn-
munication, understandings, compromise, and
restraint. Diplomacy is bargaining: it seeks out-
comnes that, though not ideal for either party, are
better for both than some of the alternatives.
In diplomacy each party somewhat controls what
the other wants, and can get more by compro-
tise, exchange, or collaboration than by taking
things in his own hands and ignoring the other’s
wishes, The bargaining can be polite or rude,
entail threats as well as offers, assume a status
quo or ignore all rights and privileges, and
assume mistrust rather than trust. But whether
polite or impolite, constructive or aggressive,
respectful or vicious, whether it occurs among
friends or antagonists and whether or not there
is a basis for trust and goodwill, there must be
some common interest, if only in the avoidance of

From Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1966), Chap. 1.
Some of the author’s notes have been omitted.

trary, very strong evidence of the intimacy
their connexion.

Therefore, once more: War is an instrumey,
of policy; it must necessarily bear its charactey,
it must measure with its scale: the conduct g
War, in its great features, is therefore policy itself
which takes up the sword in place of the pen, by
does not on that account cease 1o think accorg.
ing to its own laws.

mutueal damage, and an awareness of the need o
make the other party prefer an outcome accept-
able to oneself.

With enough military force a country may not
need to bargain. Some things a country wants
it can take, and some things it has it can keep,
by sheer strength, skill and ingenuity. It can do
this forcibly, accommodating only to opposing
strength, skill, and ingenuity and without trying
to appeal to an enemy’s wishes. Forcibly a country
can repel and expel, penetrate and occupy, seize,
-exterminate, disarm and disable, confine, deny
access, and directly frustrate intrusion or attack.
It can, that is, if it has enough strength. “Enough”
depends on how much an opponent has.

There is something else, though, that force can
do. It is less military, less heroic, less impersonal,
and less unilateral; it is uglier, and has received
less attention in Western military strategy. In
addition to seizing and holding, disarming and
confining, penetrating and obstructing, and all
that, military force can be used fo hurt. In addi-
tion to taking and protecting things of value it can
destroy value. In addition to weakening an enemy
militarily it can cause an enemy plain suffering.
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pain and shock, loss and grief, privation and

| jarror are always in some degree, sometimes in
wiiible degree, among the results of warfare; but
“iraditional military science they are inciden-
‘they are not the object, If violence can be

¢ incidentally, though, it can also be done
pm_-posely. The power to hurt can be counted
siong the most impressive attributes of military

Hurting, - unlike forcible "seizure or self-
Jfense, is not unconcerned with the interest of
rs. It is measured in the suffering it can
se and the victims' motivation to avoid it.
¢ible action will work against weeds or floods
vell as against armies, but suffering requires
ctim that can feel pain or has something to
. To inflict suffering gains nothing and saves
hing directly; it can only make people behave
void it. The only purpose, unless sport or
nge, must be to influence somebody’s behav-
.10 coerce his decision or choice. To be coer-
vé, violence has to be anticipated. And it has
e avoidable by accommodation. The power
‘hurt is bargaining power. To exploit it is
plomacy—vicious diplomacy, but diplomacy.

he Contrast of Brute Force

ere is a difference between taking what you

ant and making someone give it to you, between *

ing off assault and making someone afraid
ssault you, between holding what people are
ng to take and making them afraid to take it,
veen losing what someone can forcibly take
giving it up to avoid risk or damage. It is the

quest and blackmail, between action and
ats. It is the difference between the unilat-
; “undiplomatic” recourse to strength, and
Tcive diplomacy based on the power to hurt.
The contrasts are several. The purely “mili-
or “undiplomatic” recourse to forcible

action is concerned with enemy strength, not
enemy interests; the coercive use of the power to
hurt, though, is the very exploitation of enemy
wants and fears. And brute strength is usually
measured relative to enemy strength, the one
directly opposing the other, while the power to
hurt is typically not reduced by the enemy’s power
to hurt in return. Opposing strengths may cancel
each other, pain and grief do not. The willingness
to hurt, the credibility of a threat, and the ability
to exploit the power to hurt will indeed depend on
how much the adversary can hurt in return; but
there is little or nothing about an adversary’s pain
or grief that directly reduces one’s own. Two sides
cannot both overcome each other with superior
strength; they may both be able to hurt each
other. With strength they can dispute objects of
value; with sheer viclence they can destroy them.

And brute force succeeds when it is used,
whereas the power to hurt is most successful
when held in reserve. It is the threar of damage, or
of more damage to come, that can make someone
yield or comply. It is latent violence that can influ-
ence someone’s choice—violence that can still be
withheld or inflicted, or that a victim believes can
be withheld or inflicted. The threat of pain tries
to structure someone’s motives, while brute force
tries to overcome his strength. Unhappily, the
power to hurt is often communicated by some
performance of it. Whether it is sheer terroristic
violence to induce an irrational response, or cool
premeditated violence to persuade somebody that
you mean it and may do it again, it is not the pain
and damage itself but its influence on somebody’s
behavior that matters. It is the expectation of
more violence that gets the wanted behavior, if the
power to hurt can get it at all.

To exploit a capacity for hurting and inflict-
ing damage one needs to know what an adver-
sary treasures and what scates him and one
needs the adversary to understand what behav-
ior of his will cause the violence to be inflicted
and what will cause it to be withheld. The victim
has to know what is wanted, and he may have to
be assured of what is not wanted. The pain and
sulfering have to appear contingent on his
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behavior; it is not alone the threat that is
effective—the threat of pain or loss if he fails to
comply—but the corresponding assurance, pos-
sibly an implicit one, that he can avoid the pain or
Joss if he does comply. The prospect of certain
death may stun him, but it gives him no choice,

Coercion by threat of damage also requires
that our interests and our opponent’s not be abso-
lutely opposed. If his pain were our greatest
delight and our satisfaction his greatest woe, we
would just procead to hurt and to frustrate each
other. It is when his pain gives us little or no satis-
faction compared with what he can do for us, and
the action or inaction that satisfies us costs him
less than the pain we can cause, that there is room
for coercion. Coercion requires finding a bargain,
arranging for him to be better off doing what we
want—worse off not doing what we want—when
he takes the threatened penalty into account.

It is this capacity for pure damage, pure vio-
lence, that is usually associated with the most
vicious labor disputes, with racial disorders,
with civil uprisings and their suppression, with
racketeering. It is also the power to hurt rather
than brute force that we use in dealing with
criminals; we hurt them afterward, or threaten
to, for their misdeeds rather than protect our-
selves with cordons of electric wires, masonry
walls, and armed guards. Jail, of course, can be
either forcible restraint or threatened privatiorn;
if the object is to keep eriminals out of mischief
by confinement, success is measured by how
many of them are gotten behind bars, but if the
object is to threaten privation, success will be
measured by how few have to be put behind bars
and success then depends on the subject’s under-
standing of the consequences. Pure damage is
what a car threatens when it tries to hog the
road or to keep its rightful share, or to go first
through an intersection. A tank or a bulldozer
can force its way regardless of others’ wishes;
the rest of us have to threaten damage, usually
mutual damage, hoping the other driver values
his car or his limbs enough to give way, hoping
he sees us, and hoping he is in control of his own

car. The threat of pure damage will not work-
against an unmanned vehicle. :

This difference between coercion and brute
force is as often in the intent as in the instru.
ment. To hunt down Comanches and to extermi.
nate them was brute force; to raid their villages
to make them behave was coercive diplomacy,
based on the power to hurt. The pain and loss to
the Indians might have looked much the same
one way as the other; the difference was one of
purpose and effect. If Indians were killed because
they were in the way, or somebody wanted their
land, or the authorities despaired of making them
behave and could not confine them and decided
to exterminate them, that was pure unilateral
force. If some Indians were killed to make other
Indians behave, that was coercive violence—or
intended to be, whether or not it was effective,
The Germans at Verdun perceived themselves to
be chewing up hundreds of thousands of French
soldiers in a gruesome “meat-grinder.” If the
purpose was to eliminate a military obstacle—
the French infantryman, viewed as a military
“asset” rather than as a warm human being—the
offensive at Verdun was a unilateral exercise of
military force. If instead the object was to make
the loss of young men—not of impersonal “effec-
tives,” but of sons, husbands, fathers, and the
pride of French manhood-—so anguishing as to
be unendurable, to make surrender a welcome
relief and to spoil the foretaste of an Allied vic-
tory, then it was an exercise in coercion, in applied
violence, intended to offer relief upon accommo-
dation. And of course, since any use of force
tends to be brutal, thoughtless, vengeful, or plain
obstinate, the motives themselves can be mixed
and confused. The fact that heroism and brutality
can be either coercive diplomacy or a contest in
pure strength does not promise that the distine-
tion will be made, and the strategies enlightened
by the distinction, every time some vicious enter-
prise gets launched.

The contrast between brute force and coer-
cion is illustrated by two alternative strategies
attributed to Genghis Khan. Early in his career
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pursued the war creed of the Mongols: the
nquished can never be the friends of the vic-
rs their death is necessary for the victor’s
fety. This was the unilateral extermination of
menace or a liability, The turning peint of his
reer, according to Lynn Montross, came later
hen he discovered how to use his power to hurt
for diplomatic ends, “The great Khan, who was
t inhibited by the usual mercies, conceived the
plan of forcing captives—women, children, aged
fathers, favorite sons—to march ahead of his
army as the first potential victims of resistance.”
Live captives have often proved more valuable
than enemy dead; and the technique discovered
- by the Khan in his maturity remains contempo-
- rary. North Koreans and Chinese were reported
to have quartered prisoners of war near strategic
targets to inhibit bombing attacks by United
Nations aircraft. Hostages represent the power
to hurt in its purest form.

Coercive Violence in Warfare

This distinction between the power to hurt and
the power to seize or hold forcibly is important
in modern war, both big war and little war,
hypothetical war and real war, For many years
the Greeks and the Turks on Cyprus could hurt
each other indefinitely but neither could quite
take or hold forcibly what they wanted or protect
themselves from violence by physical means.
The Jews in Palestine could not expel the British
in the late 1940s but they could cause pain and
fear and frustration through terrorism, and
eventually influence somebody's decision. The
brutal war in Algeria was more a contest in pure
violence than in military strengtih; the question
was who would first find the pain and degrada-
tion unendurable. The French troeps preferred—
indeed they continually tried—to make it a
contest of strength, to pit military force against
the nationalists’ capacity for terror, to extermi-
nate or disable the nationalists and to screen off
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the nationalists from the victims of their vio-
lence. But because in civil war terrorists com-
monly have access to victims by sheer physical
propinquity, the victims and their properties
could not be forcibly defended and in the end the
French troops themselves resorted, unsuccess-
fully, to a war of pain.

Nobody believes that the Russians can take
Hawaii from us, or New York, or Chicago, but
nobody doubts that they might destroy people
and buildings in Hawaii, Chicago, or New York.,
Whether the Russians can conquer West Ger-
many in any meaningful sense is questionable;
whether they can hurt it terribly is not doubted.
That the United States can destroy a large part
of Russia is universally taken for granted; that
the United States can keep from being badly
hurt, even devastated, in return, or can keep
Western Europe from being devastated while
itself destroying Russia, is at best arguable; and
it is virtnally out of the question that we could
conquer Russia territorially and use its eco-
nomic assets unless it were by threatening disas-
ter and inducing compliance. It is the power to
hurt, not military strength in the traditional
sense, that inheres in our most impressive mili-
tary capabilities at the present time [1966]. We
have a Department of Defense but emphasize
retaliation—"to return evil for evil” (synonyms:
requital, reprisal, revenge, vengeance, retribu-
tion). And it is pain and violence, not force in the
traditional sense, that inheres also in some of
the least impressive military capahilities of the
present time—the plastic bomb, the terrorist’s
bullet, the burnt crops, and the tortured farmer.

War appears to be, or threatens to be, not so
much a contest of strength as one of endurance,
nerve, obstinacy, and pain. It appears to be, and
threatens to be, not so much a contest of mili-
tary strength as a bargaining process—dirty,
extortionate, and often quite reluctant bargain-
ing on one side or both—nevertheless a bargain-
ing process.

The difference cannot quite be expressed as
one between the use of force and the threat of
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force. The actions involved in forcible accomplish-
ment, on the one hand, and in fulfilling a threat,
on the other, can be quite different. Sometimes
the most effective direct action inflicts enough
-cost or pain on the enemy to serve as a threat,
sometimes not. The United States threatens the
Soviet Union with virtual destruction of its soci-
ety in the event of a surprise attack on the United
States; a hundred million deaths are awesome as
pure damage, but they are useless in stopping the
Soviet attack—especially if the threat is to do it
all afterward anyway. So it is worth while to keep
the concepts distinct—to distinguish forcible
action from the threat of pain—recognizing that
some actions serve as both a means of forcible
accomplishment and a means of inflicting pure
damage, some do not. Hostages tend to entail
almost pure pain and damage, as do all forms of
reprisal after the.faci. Some modes of self-
defense may exact so little in blood or treasure as
to entail negligible violence; and some forcible
actions entail so much violence that their threat
can be effective by itself.

The power to hurt, though it can usually
accomplish nothing directly, is potentially more
versatile than a straightforward capacity for
forcible accomplishment, By force alone we can-
not even lead a horse to water—we have to drag
him—much less make him drink. Any affirma-
tive action, any collaboration, almost anything
but physical exclusion, expulsion, or extermina-
tion, requires that an opponent or a victim do
something, even if only to stop or get out. The
threat of pain and damage may make him want
to do it, and anything he can do is potentially
susceptible to inducement. Brute force can only
accomplish what requires no collaboration. The
principle is illustrated by a technique of unarmed
combat: one can disable a man by various stun-
ning, fracturing, or killing blows, but to take him
to jail one has to exploit the man’s own efforts.
“Come-along” holds are those that threaten pain
or disablement, giving relief as long as the victim
complies, giving him the option of using his own
legs to get to jail.

We have to keep in mind, though, that wha
pure pain, or the threat of it, at one level of de
sion can be equivalent to brute force at anoth
level. Churchill was worried, during the eg
bombing raids on London in 1940, that Londg
ers might panic. Against people the bombs we
pure violence, to induce their undisciplined e
sion; to Churchill and the government, the bom)
were a cause of inefficiency, whether they spoil
transport and made people late to work or scared
people and made them afraid to work. Churchill’s
decisions were not going to be coerced by the
fear of a few casualijes. Similarly on the battle!
tield: tactics that frighten soldiers so that they
run, duck their heads, or lay down their arms
and surrender represent coercion based on the

power to hurt; to the top comimand, which is:

frustrated but not coerced, such tactics are part
of the contest in military discipline and strength.

The fact that violence—pure pain and
damage-—can be used or threatened to coerce
and to deter, to intimidate and to blackmail, to
demoralize and to paralyze, in a conscious pro-
cess of dirty bargaining, does not by any means
imply that violence is not often wanton and
meaningless or, even when purposive, in danger
of getting out of hand. Ancient wars were often
quite “total” for the loser, the men being put to
death, the women sold as slaves, the boys cas-
trated, the cattle slaughtered, and the buildings
leveled, for the sake of revenge, justice, personal
gain, or merely custom. If an enemy bombs a
city, by design or by carelessness, we usually
bomb his if we can. In the excitement and fatigue
of warfare, revenge is one of the few satisfactions
that can be savored; and justice can often be
construed to demand the enemy’s punishment,
even if it is delivered with more enthusiasm than
justice requires. When Jerusalem fell to the
Crusaders in 1099 the ensuing slaughter was
one of the bloodiest in military chronicles. “The
men of the West literally waded in gore, their
march to the church of the Holy Sepulcher being
gruesomely likened to ‘treading out the wine

y
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rves that these excesses usually came at the

ax of the capture of a fortified post or city.

' long the assailants have endured more pun-
ment than they were able 1o inflict; then once
walls are breached, pent up emotions find an
oiitlet in murder, rape and plunder, which disci-
ine is powerless to prevent.” The same occurred
hen Tyre fell to Alexander after a painful siege,
the phenomenon was not unknown on Pacific
Jands in the Second World War. Pure violence,

e fire, can be harnessed to a purpose; that does

t mean that behind every holocaust is a shrewd

tention successfully fulfilled.

"But if the occurrence of violence does not
always bespeak a shrewd purpose, the absence of
ain and destruction is no sign that violence was
dle. Violence is most purposive and most success-
ful when it is threatened and not used. Successful

threats are those that do not have to be carried
_out. By European standards, Denmark was virtu-
ally unharmed in the Second World War; it was
violence that made the Danes submit. Withheld
violence—successfully threatened violence—can
look clean, even merciful. The fact that a kidnap
victim is returned unharmed, against receipt of
ample ransom, dees not make kidnapping a non-
violent enterprise. * * *

EE

The Strategic Role of Pain
and Damage

Pure violence, nonmilitary viclence, appears
most conspicuously in relations between unequal
countries, where there is no substantial military
challenge and the outcome of military engage-
ment is not in question. Hitler could make his
threats contemptuously and brutally against Aus-
tria; he could make them, if he wished, in a more
refined way against Denmark. It is noteworthy
that it was Hitler, not his generals, who used this
kind of language; proud military establishments

do not like to think of themselves as extortion-
Ists. Their favorite job is to deliver victory, to dis-
pose of opposing military force and to leave most
of the civilian violence to politics and diplomacy.
But if there is no room for doubt how a contest in
strength will come out, it may be possible to
bypass the military stage altogether and to pro-
ceed at once to the coercive bargaining.

A typical confrontation of unequal forces
occurs at the end of a war, between victor and
vanquished. Where Austria was vulnerable before
a shot was fired, France was vulnerable after its
military shield had collapsed in 1940. Surrender
negotiations are the place where the threat of
civil violence can come to the fore. Surrender
negotiations are often so one-sided, or the poten-
tial violence so unmmistakable, that bargaining
succeeds and the violence remains in reserve,
But the fact that most of the actual damage was
done during the military stage of the war, prior
to victory and defeat, does not mean that vio-
lence was idle in the aftermath, only that it was
latent and the threat of it successful.

Indeed, victory is often bui a prerequisite
to the exploitation of the power to hurt. When
Xenophon was fighting in Asia Minor under Per-
sian leadership, it took military strength to dis-
perse enemy soldiers and occupy their lands; but
land was not what the victor wanted, nor was
victory for its own sake.

Next day the Persian leader burned the villages to
the ground, not leaving a single house standing,
s0 as to strike terror into the other tribes to
show them what would happen if they did not give
in....He sent some of the prisoners into the hills
and told them to say that if the inhabitants did not
come down and settle in their houses to submit to
him, he would burn up their villages too and
destroy their crops, and they would die of hunger.?

Military victory was but the price of admission.
The payoff depended upon the successful threat
of viclence,
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The Nuclear Contribution
to Terror and Violence

Man has, it is said, for the first time in history
enough military power to eliminate his species
from the earth, weapons against which there is
no conceivable defense. War has become, it is
said, so destructive and terrible that it ceases to
be an instrument of national power. “For the first
time in human history,” says Max Lerner in a
book whose title, The Age of Gverkill, conveys the
peint, “men have bottled up a power ... which
they have thus far not dared to use.”* And Soviet
military authorities, whose party dislikes having
to accommodate an entire theory of history to a
single technological event, have had to reexam-
ine a set of principles that had been given the
embarrassing name of “permanently operating
factors” in warfare. Indeed, our era is epitomized
by words like “the first time in human history,”
and by the abdication of what was “permanent.”

For dramatic impact these statements are
splendid. Some of them display a tendency, not
at all necessary, to belittle the catastrophe of
earlier wars. They may exaggerate the historical
novelty of deterrence and the balance of terror.
More impeortant, they do not help to identify just
what is new about war when so much destruc-
tive energy can be packed in warheads at a price
that permits advanced countries to have them in
large numbers. Nuclear warheads are incompa-
rably more devastating than anything packaged
before. What does that imply about war?

It is not true that for the first time in history
man has the capability to destroy a large frac-
tion, even the major part, of the human race.
Japan was defenseless by August 1945, With a
combination of bombing and blockade, eventu-
ally invasion, and if necessary the deliberate
spread of disease, the United States could proba-
bly have exterminated the population of the Japa-
nese islands without nuclear weapons. It would
have been a gruesome, expensive, and mortify-
ing campaign; it would have taken time and
demanded persistence. But we had the economic

and technical capacity to do it; and, t
with the Russians or without them, we
have done the same in many populous par
the world. Against defenseless people there j
much that nuclear weapons can do that ca
be done with an ice pick. And it would not i
strained our Gross National Product to do it v
ice picks. .

It is a grisly thing to talk about. We did ;
do it and it is not imaginable that we would h
done it. We had no reason; if we had had a r
son, we would not have the persistence of pur
pose, once the fury of war had been dissipated j
victory and we had taken on the task of exe
tioner. I we and our enemies might do such-
thing to each other now, and to others as well,
is not because nuclear weapons have for the firs
time made it feasible.

* * * In the past it has usually been the victor

who could do what they pleased to the enem

War has often been “total war” for the loser:
With deadly monotony the Persians, Greeks, or
Romans “put to death all men of military age,
and sold the women and children into slavery,”.
leaving the defeated territory nothing but its
name until new settlers arrived sometime later.
But the defeated could not do the same to their
victors, The boys could be castrated and sold
only after the war had been won, and only on the
side that lost it. The power to hurt could be
brought to bear only after military strength had
achieved victory. The same sequence character-
ized the great wars of this century; for reasons
of technology and geography, military force has
usually had to penetrate, to exhaust, or to collapse
opposing military force—to achieve military
victory—before it could be brought to bear on
the enemy nation itself. The Allies in World War
I could not inflict coercive pain and suffering
directly on the Germans in a decisive way until
they could defeat the German army; and the Ger-
mans could not coerce the French people with
bayonets unless they first beat the Allied troops
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od in their way. With two-dimensional
. there is a tendency for troops to con-
ach other, shielding their own lands while
ting to press into each other’s. Small pen-
ins could not do major damage to the peo-
rge penetrations were so destructive of
ry organization that they usually ended
ilitary phase of the war.
Nuclear weapons make it possible to do mon-
s violence to the enemy without first achiev-
victory. With nudlear weapons and today’s
ns of delivery, one expects o penetrate an
emy homeland without first collapsing his
litary force. What nuclear weapons have done,
appear to do, is to promote this kind of war-

e to first place. Nuclear weapons threaten to

ke war less military, and are responsible for

e lowered status of “military victory” at the

esent time. Victory is no longer a prevequisite for
urting the enemy. And it is no assurance against
eing terribly hurt. One need not wait until he
as won the war before inflicting “unendurable”
amages on his enemy. One need not wait until he
as lost the war. There was a time when the assur-
nce of victory—false or genuine assurance—
ould make national leaders not just willing but

sometimes enthusiastic about war. Not now.

Not only can nuclear weapons hurt the enemy
before the war has been won, and perhaps hurt
decisively enough to make the military engage-
ment academic, but it is widely assumed thatina
major war that is all they can do. Major war is
often discussed as though it would be only a con-
test in national destruction. If this is indeed the
case—if the destruction of cities and their popu-
lations has become, with nuclear weapons, the
primary object in an all-out war—the sequence
of war has been reversed. Instead of destroying
enemy forces as a prelude to imposing one’s will
on the enemy nation, one would have to destroy
the nation as a means or a prelude to destroying
the enemy forces. If one cannot disable enemy
forces without virtually destroying the country,
the victor does not even have the option of sparing
the conquered nation. He has already destroyed
it. Even with blockade and strategic bombing

it could be supposed that a country would be
defeated before it was destroyed, or would elect
surrender before annihilation had gone far. In
the Civil War it could be hoped that the South
would become too weak to fight before it became
too weak to survive. For “all-out” war, nuclear
weapons threaten to reverse this sequence.

So nuclear weapons do make a difference,
marking an epoch in warfare. The difference is
not just in the amount of destruction that can
be accomplished but in the role of destruction
and in the decision process. Nuclear weapons
can change the speed of events, the control of
events, the sequence of events, the relation of vic-
tor to vanquished, and the relation of homeland
to fighting front. Deterrence rests today on the
threat of pain and extinction, not just on the threat
of military defeat. We may argue about the wis-
dom of announcing “unconditional surrender” as
an aim in the last major war, but seem to expect
“unconditicnal destruction” as a matter of course
in another one.

Something like the same destruction always
could be done. With nuclear weapons there is an
expectation that it would be done. It is not “over-
kill” that is new; the American army surely had
enough 30 caliber bullets to kill everybody in the
world in 1945, or if it did not it could have bought
them without any strain. What is new is plain
“kill"—the idea that major war might be just a
contest in the killing of countries, or not even
a contest but just two parallel exercises in
devastation.

That is the difference nuclear weapons make.
At least they may make that difference. They
also may not. If the weapons themselves are
vulnerable to attack, or the machines that carry
them, a successful surprise might eliminate the
oppenent’s means of retribution. That an enor-
mous explosion can be packaged in a single
bomb does not by itself guarantee that the victor
will receive deadly punishment. Two gunfighters
facing each other in a Western town had an
unguestioned capacity to kill one another; that
did not guarantee that both would die in a
gunfight—only the slower of the two. Less deadly
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weapons, permitiing an injured one to shoot
back before he died, might have been more con-
ducive to a restraining balance of terror, or of
caution. The very efficiency of nuclear weapons
could make them ideal for starting war, if they
can suddenly eliminate the enemy’s capability to
shoot back.

And there is a contrary possibility: that
nuclear weapons are not vulnerable to attack and
prove not to be terribly effective against each
other, posing no need to shoot them quickly for
fear they will be destroyed before they are
launched, and with no task available but the sys-
tematic destruction of the enemy couniry and no
necessary reason to do it fast rather than slowly.
Imagine that nuclear destruction had to go
slowly—that the bombs could be dropped only
one per day. The prospect would look very differ-
ent, something like the most terroristic guerilla
warfare on a massive scale. It happens that
nuclear war does not have to go slowly; but it may
also not have to go speedily. The mere existence
of nuclear weapons does not itself determine that
everything must go off in a blinding flash, any
more than that it must go slowly. Nuclear weap-
ons do not simplify things quite that much.

War no longer looks like just a contest of
strength. War and the brink of war are more a
contest of nerve and risk-taking, of pain and
endurance. Small wars embody the threat of a
larger war; they are not just military engage-
ments but “crisis diplomacy.” The threat of war
has always been somewhere underneath interna-

tional diplomacy, but for Americans it is now
much nearer the surface. Like the threat of 3
strike in industrial relations, the threat of divorce

in a family dispute, or the threat of bolting the :
party at a political convention, the threat of vio- |

lence continuously circumscribes international
politics. Neither strength nor goodwill procures
immunity. )

Military strategy can no longer be thought
of, as it could for some countries in some eras, as

the science of military victory. It is now equally, -

if not more, the art of coercion, of intimidation
and deterrence. The instruments of war are
more punitive than acquisitive. Military strat-
egy, whether we like it or not, has become the
diplomacy of violence.

NOTES

Lynn Montross, War Through the Ages (3d ed.
New York, Harper and Brothers, 1960), p.
146.
Xenophon, The Persian Expedition, Rex
Warner, transl. (Baltimore, Penguin Books,
1949), p. 272. “The ‘rational’ goal of the
threat of violence,” says H. L. Nieburg, “is an
accommodation of interests, not the provo-
cation of actual violence. Similarly the ‘ratio-
nal’ goal of actual violence is demonstration
of the will and capability of action, establish-
ing a measure of the credibility of future
threats, not the exhaustion of that capability
in unlimited conflict” “Uses of Violence,”
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 7 (1963), 44.

3. New York, Simon and Schuster, 1962, p. 47.
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