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1~'TROO!,!CTION " 
, .,'-: 

Vlddn,the past year. 

in t.he United States (Hiller. 19.Zl. 

Congressional resolutions. state ballot propos.~ • 

. aunic.ipal initiatives (especially in the Nortbeas~). Surveys report a 

tbree-to--one backing for a "'lUcIear freeze bet" ... ··u.e United States and 

the Soviet Union (Sussman and Kaiser. 1982) •. < ~,...er.al lIIOVement-­

lacltin& in COClllDOn definitions and (possibly) pqpue--b quite 

remarkable in that it seems to bave sprung out,of" 'Ilbolec.lotb. ~t found 

a fertUe. if alDOrphous. constituency. (Butt_r,f_ld. 198:, attempts to 

document its genesis and growth.) 

-.. - .~. 



,",is review does not attempt t{' chronicle "he prf'!>t~af11D1OVemellt. 

Suc::h <II narrative would be prem.1tlrrt'. for tlw dram,l sun'l~ :101"> f10t plap"d 

it·setf out. Sor will· the revlcwwelgh t1msc books"! qu:lnt.i't, .. 1tix~ 

argumentlli. To do so would imply that we have sorn'~ r.onfid~flCf!' in \o'hilt 

are, at base, highly variabieand uncertain est hn3tes, ~ior'; -lathe' 

point, a numbers dispute would distractonefromth ... n critie:tl 

• Uttu"atu-re wh1c::h has, by and large. infC?rmed the" an.t"i-nuclear movement 

and inq:uire as to the intell igE.'tlee of the debate. ~ hooks listed 
.. - ---, . _ - - f' --" -t. . .', "--- -. ---~- - > •• - :.- ". ".-'- ••• -

'above I$i'e. .certainly .not thl!.be$t .... ,book.$ onthe .. l~thalqlte~ions of 

nuelea" "ar. but they are the most prominent and-"f:orhett~ or worse--

the bookS which have generated .fnd structured mucllof the~rging·,_-_ 
<-

debate. 11teissueat hand.tb.en; is. 1:o.t!s!t- .\o'ltatare·'t'heir,$.t:rengths and 

'weaknesses (bath individua tty and collect ive ly) ..... hat alpL be their 
-"y. _C"' " 

.• nectonAdrltinlstration policy. and. in general~''U'te:t.1tey aelnel~at. 
~A;;·~.,?:·';r·" - > , 

It REVIEW 

For al.ost as long as there have been nuc::1.ea~~5"" their study 

been Uaited to "experts.," either within themH.ita-ryw a small 

cadre. This small circle was in:.tially res;t:dc::t.-ei hy 

These have become much 1.55 .ef an obstacle 

to understanding nuclear doctrine than the technica.l parapll'lmalia, the 

highly specv,lative nature of the logic:: and evidenc-eon nucJ4!'ar warfare 

and strate.,.. and a general reluctance to "think about: the mtthinkable." 

There is ·now ,ample information. in the public domain which illuminates 

capabiliti.esof tl1t~'ir del ivery 



.;.- 3 .. 

systems. The nuc tear s t rJteg)" deb,lte b no longer ar~ane; noted 

-
cammenl'ltors in populdr mag'lT.ill{,S. <tilt! -~Olllltnlnk:.tlions ftll'dill regularly 

- - . 
~~ch:tt':ges. the litc'f;'n;:(~pubnc is inr..re;tsin~dy asked to ..:onfront nuclear-

h8&48 AdministratiOn l)rogr.lms to expand the A:llerican atomic arsenal, 
-'" "_ .. _ ... '.<- ,_., -

Tbu~, tbere are presently both set~d and $OU fOl' a nat-ional debate on 

nuclear doctrine and ~eaponry.-

The anti-nuclear lllOVCnlCrit -is,of -coon.e. apolitical movement. 

Soneof tbe books-listed abOve-is more pOUtiC;;al "Cecan the. 

Kennedy-lfatfield volume, 

£esmedy-Hatfield resoluliot. (dassitied asfacr'ilt1p.poHc:.Y/defehse 
I 

. ...... . ...... -. .. .- .. , ~ 
8Xper-t..s,religiouslea<ien .• ll11d:-.othetslsic. 'n .and where l)ft ir.,diviclual 

couWwrite to volunteer his or l\cr serv~ces if 'SO -.,ved. ~adly: "t'~ 

t.est of the book is IMlch less in format ive; it is .pat.eat advocacy. n~ 

analysis, lIIeant. to stampede rather than infGrIIl in any meaningful manner: 

Table 1 lists over 200 .. ,jor American cit.ies and .... hat their 

.artality/injury rates .... ould be in the event of a SO kiloton. one 

.• ,,&aton. or 20 megaton nuclear explosion; soould the point be too 

subtle. another couple hundred smaller urban <ll'eaS and their estimated 

C4sualties are list.ed in Table 2; phrases Uk~ ",,'apori?ed human beings" 

Utter the text. Alt.hollgh one can rcadily adllltt tha.t. there is nothing 

subtle about- a nuclear exch:tnge. the arguments underlying nuclear 

are much more complex tllim t.he Kennedy-Hat fie ld 

Even the';~tledy-Hatfield Senate _ 

/ 
/ 

- .-

1 .••.• ·· 
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resolution reflects the complexities of thenlldear ""capon~ condition 

1ftOre accurately than the book ""hen it 'ambigllousl)' pro!'oses: 

1,' As an immediate str,llegic arms control control Ob~f·<:ti\'e. thH 

United S.tates and the Soviet l'niOlt should: \ 

" 6. Decld~'\~hetl "an<1;l\o,," to ac.hi~ve .. mutual lind verifi:1hl.: 
freeze on the testing, production. and future deployment 
of nuclear warheads. missiles, dnd other delh·t!ry hysle,lls; 

",and give spec i..1 L aUe,nt iotl· ,to,de~;t.lb-J 1 izing '",eap<>ns ,,,,,hos') 
deployment would make' such:t, (ree~e mon~difficult to 
achieve. 

2. Proceeding from this freeze. the United States and the Soviet 
Union should pursue major, mutual, and verifiable reductions in 

,·fluclear.,,,,,a.rooads .• m.i~si lest .6ndother delivery systems. through 
annu,.alpercen'iages or eqIJslly dfecti,Ye means. in it' a',ilnner, that 
enhancesstabil it)'. (Kennedy and Hat,fie ld. ltJ82 :)c;9-170) '. 

c itany wl,t.h ~ona~id~;ar.ms co~i.rri.l·c.i~d~ntJals .,~uih as' Repr·escniativ{i~l.ps .. ~, -- .',_ ..... _ .. 

Aspin""ho termed tlle' ~e~oh.tion"t.tcasel--~ordpdtt. r~nrc:ir. 19si) ;'Hnd'c it 

to sup~tsuc:han. ill-defined. 'c::leady Pblhic.UX .. iJl,spired', .~ 
-, - _ > '. • ,.,. 0-""", .• '.'. --.• _ 

One .1ght hope for a'more 

balanced. fact\1a1 assessment in this,emo~ional.1rc"a~&ed arena,but' 

Freeze obviou~ly has no such pretentions. 

The banality of the Kennedy-Hatfield book is particularly apparent 

after reading Nuclear _ar: ~t! In It !2! You. largely written by 

a former member of the National Security Council. for 

organization. Although occasionally lapsing into the 

unforgiveably cute (e.g., chapte~ titles like "From Toyland to 

Never-Never Land" ,and referring to a Soviet ailitary offic.er as "Ivan 

tbe Taraeteerft). the book presents in a relatively though.tful manner the 

hist;ory. current condition. and possible future consequences of the 

~l.a" al1llS race. It. vividly depicts the destruct iv.~ power of nue lear 

• pro fOl1ll& ritual but one which surely should not he 



nt!glected), the new technologips, allfariccproblmBsO- nuclear doctrinal 

incons istenc ies. llnd prob l-ems in dea 1 ing. with the So,-ip.ts . ~lol,}Ilder 

sllbj~cts; that 1S ·not:· his .scopeor p.ur:pose. But ~ does. ata .1lI.i!limum, 

attempt to portray how the existing relationships sake the sudden, cold-

tudtey cessation of thf! nuclear arllIs race amuda lIIOre unlikely event 

thiinK~nnedy';lIatfield ~ouldhavp. one belieVE!. 

Onfl sh()uld ,",ot underestimate Mola"t'~r's :purpose~ through a series .. ~. . -. -'.': - - - -

of plausible scenarios and application of "l_ited. vartf conditions, the 

book argues that nuclear war is not impossible--altilough surely 

It provides sufficient information to inform and perhaps .even motivate 

the interested reaqer. certainly en~ugh so he or .She c<ln pose 

k~led&e~bt~ quest.i~~~ and i~cogllize str4i&ci~dc.answers • Tbebook 

is surely sla~tedbut.at least the reader ~'. __ notion that thft '" 

nuclear competition 1S multifaceted, that the nuclear doctrine might be 

deadly but it is discernible, and that, with application, the concerned 

citizen can possibly have some effeet on the'Utiea· s nuclear arms 

policy. These goals are somewhat modest and. by aDd large, 

well-artieulated by Holcn!1er. The reader of this journal would 

certainly have preferred to see a eomplete, tko~. al1d balanced 

asse~sment of these issues, but that is not his~ose; one should be 

careful not to force one's prefenmces upon an AUhor, to have him c.r 

her write the book that the reviewer wants to see ... ritten. 

Katz's Life ill!!: Nuclear ~~Il!: in many val's is similar to rrei!~ and 
. . 

Nuclear War •. All reproduce maps showing·how 'Varicllius levels of nuclear -, " 

> Cr' • 

",J~~z"lOQ:bl~_te MerLcan cities __ ~rbs. But Katz's book 
~ ,,~. -».J::~-~':~;:~ .... ~ !. "~ ~'>" ~"<{ '" "- :;;;j2",i':;:;;'-':f': .. : ,,",,~"~_:- ~~::,~t":::;~~~~: ~ <~ .~~;>:.:.,~: '" \ ,,,~_. ,:.~_. ..' 

"'-<-0 i>~;>' "'<r·- ' ;/ ' 
- ":"~" "~~'::>'~~,;:;, 

\: 
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goes .we 11 beyondtbe casu<11 tl figures and exarnifWs man~·. of the post ~ 

at.~ack problems that might O~cur. tn this, he performs <1 villliabJe 

s~l'Vice, for most analyses stop with 3 simple. houific hody cot.nt. 

Katz asks such critical qucstior.s as; ," ... bat sort of economic system 

would prevail, particularly once one moves beyond a local environment? 

Wbat about probler~ Qf political legitimacy? Could tlle education systtim 

reeover to tbe benefit of future geueratiuns? . \loult! regional and ethnic 

rivalr.ies erupt? And what, in general, is the durability of existing 

political structures after the terrible trauma of DQClear ~ar? Katz 

claims, and one is hard pressed to disagree. that curren.t: nuclear 

eonflict contingencies are predOGlinaotlyconcerned witlt ~ar pruvention 
~ ~ ~.----. - . - ~. -" -

and, lately. war fighting; tbere is some thoughtt"O civil defense but 

not as a central theme in nucledf stratesy. Katz .. serts that 

. contemporary-thiniin& has· {AlUed-t-g a~rec.late· ~ia;,~ ~(~fie--

surviving physical and buman resources, reestabU"S.bug social bonds. and 

promoting political tru$~." (Katz, 1982:2(1) 

Althougb his evidence is admittedly (and gratefully) problematic, 

Katz does raise several germane points that are.VQrt.h closer 

examination. These are, however. ultimately second-order inquiries to 

more central questions. (1.1 He assumes that somehow a nuclear exchange 

can be terminated at some level where a fonctioning, industrial society 

still exists, or can be put into order with a maaageabJe amount of 

inconvenience or jury-ri&aing. Katz fails tc address bow the war ends 

at titis limited scale of destruction. His concern is how one mails a 

letter to Aunt Hartba given tbat the mailbox bas ··.heea . incandesce!!t ly 

Ill""~~ly_'-to .ind.'JW~·s bar ad to --""--i. -W"l:t • .rl··;o.~c: ... v. .. ., ... 

I - ----.,; 
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fused shut; he usefully.1sis if some sort of motildistrlbutIon, system 

can be patched together that can locate Aunt ~1i\rth.1 without asking if 

she is st II r a 1 h·e. In short, Katz raises a humber of 'important post-

war que~t.ions dealing with the reconstruction of the shattered 

political, economical, 8&ric'lltural. mediG41 4:Jd educational systems and 

.el'Yicu-. 'tn ~bis .... e ••• 'u'i'fo ..... ,;enuine service in broadening 

tha Ca~ of the debat.out., to do so, he ne~tect5 the more important 

,uesUem ,of how one ardve. at t.ltepost nuclear'exehange world. 

Slr Solly Zuckarun's ~! !!!.~ "",,,-lity is, overall, t.he 

best balanced of the books .reviewed here. SirSOtly has observed the 

Ruelear arms, raee from an intimate posit ion for virtually as long as it 

has been'run; such involvements prevent him f"OIII,,straying too far amiss. 

He convincin&ly argues the dan&er; of assuming t.hat limited (or theater) 

nuclear exchanges' can be {or relll4in) , limited, ~ .. y use of nuclear 

weapons would rapidly escalate into a full-s~._"rrage. 

urges that ,NAm eonventional forces be bui1.t''*'';Ilo.~iatt; 

H,! therefore 

exereise the nuelear, option. a position incf"Jllllliq;ty: voieed under the 
"'",> , 

'no fir$t use" doc.trine (the most visiblo e~lebein& Bundy et al., 

1982). But e':~n Zuekerman ciln be somewhat sitllplistic. as wben he 

aseribes.the main impetus of thi! arms raeetc."Uue scientists and 

engineers who design and manufacture nucl.,,;:,~s and tbeir delivery 

systelllS. Surely our understanding of theanl$~etition has moved 

beyond the "military-industrial complex" expl~ation. Still, tbis is a 

thoughtful, eoneise book worth an evening's read. 

Lastly, one turns to Jonathan Schell·s The ~ of ~he ~arth. 

probabl, the most pretenUous (vitne5s its.tj,Ue) and flawed of the 

boolt$. ~CYiew.ed •..• U~ it. is also the tIlOst i1llpt;)l!$ant. for in many ways, it 
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has served as the nOrlnativ~ cdta lyst of the ant i -nudear movement. His 

examples of a thc~'ll!Onuclear holoc<1ust are ne. bloro grap,dc--although 

better written--than other authors. nor is his litany of secondary 

effects (e.g., the effects on the food chain and the possible deplet.i·Jn 

of the earth t s OLone layer) any more convincing. But t"h~p Ilre just 

prelimiul'Y groundwork to ScheU's main thesis--thltt. ~illd'S major 

obUgatioa Is to its future and "the "faet""that nuclfiW..at' lit;.rally 

desteoys whatever future may exist. No cause. he a~" can relieve us 

of that burden. Some (e.g •• Kinsley, 1982) have elai~ that. Schell has 

no right to impose his set of values upon the body poli~Uc. Perhaps. 

but few should contest Schell's sincerity in ~xp1ic.itly nais!ng the 

profoundly moral issues that have too long been neglectd in the 

ethically ster~le discussions which have characterized mooinstream 

nuclear doctrine. Whether Schell is right or wrong in lIltiuming his high 

ll10ral gro\l&..;i5 the normative prerogati\"e andresponsibiilli'ty of the 

individual reader; at: :.l .. " very worst. however. Seltell Emues the reader 

toconfroat these· iSsues airect ly. And this. in.spite'd hiscradiose 

. style of writing, is~· this book warrants ~aT._. ,u1lilJUliOft. 

Schell probably does not expect to hav., his u.es.is ancepted 

uncritically; he admits hIs dat.a are open to wide variatmn and 

.:1nterl'retation. Bu· ~ given his "evidence" and logic, be bas the courage 

of his conviction to realize where his positions will ~. him. He 

admits that the nuclear weapons demon cannot be put back in the bottle. 

that even With a nuclear disarmament treaty. the extant snientific 

knowledge would always allow a nation to reconstruct ttt.m ultimate 

weapon. Siailarly. to rely on conventional weapons toqreserve national 

cheat, t.o_Ud c~hndestin& nuclear 

/ 
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ag.lin. Tll(~ (undamtmt,tl culpdt to Scht111's ,.'3Y of thinking is not 

711(:k~·rm'1Il·s dt'liic.lted /lucienr engint'eT nor IV.111 the TiHgeterr. but.. f.he 

nation-stat.(· itself. He op<'nly <Ickl~owh'dg('s lh'lt. "the task we (ace is 

to fiud a me;lIls of political action t.hat will permit •• UllidO bel:lgs to 

pursue.lny end for tbe rcst of time. We are asked to replace the 

l'e.lched. In sum, th .. t.l~k is noth ing less than to reir.vent pol itics" 

(p. 226). Schell's proposal. p~t an immediate nuclear freeze. is some 

form of functioning wcrld gcvernment., t.hat is, the 3bandonment of 

national soverei~nty and I"·t-haps iI:<iividu;)l Uberti('s as a lile~ .. s of 

r('trt'ating {rom the nuclear precipice. for any life, he elvers, is better 

tlta!1 110 life. Schell does not actually say "!letter red than dead" bu!: 

he surely could not disavow such a position. Again. "-!heth~r he is right 

ot' .... ron& is a mattc,r of indiVidual chOice. 1; .. t ilt leilst he sets the 

normativ!! carJs on the table and forces one to draw or stand pat. 

~\I'ha.t. mig,"ot-looIc conc.lude about these b-;xlkc; taken ~s. a cor.us? Ttl. 

judgment, of course, must be mixed. On the negat.ive side. they all make 

the sameobvio\,lsly ullaq~uable pointw-that nuclear .... ar would be a 

monumental tragedy nobody deslTes--that few this side of sanity wuuld 

doubt. Fllrthermor .. ,. t.hey drm. from the same SOUTce documo.mts. such as 

the Office of Technology Assessment's study of nuclt'ar war (OTA. 1979). 

~lost honestly admit their data are highly speculative (Kennedy-Hlltfield 

being the l~.lst frank ill this rt'guJ) and tr.eir ~st imates are subject tc 

great uncertainty, yet they choose to stress the pcsl:imistic side of the 

dist.r ibut ion.t101anderand 7.cckerman present more thoughtful 

, 

! It.: ........ . .. 
,;; 

~ 
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assesslYlents than Kennedy-HatLeld ill!d Schell. It should come as nf) 

surprise that the diligent rcader could find more inforwatlve books on 

nuclear strategy. weapons, and their cumlililtivc effects. This is 

perfectlY understandable given tilat the shared objective of thes.! Dooks 

is to rIOve people "(I) political actiJ[\, a movement which is probably 

botter gener~ted by the somewhat simplified "undcrstanoing" of the 

ttfacts" oi the nuclearar1lls race. 

On the positive side. the reviewed literature <serVeS a worthwhile 

function by bdnejng a previously isolated but criticlllly important 

drama onto center stage. Each book has distinct policy orientations. 

although 2ddressing different levels (e.g., Kennedy-Hatfield call for 

imrJp.diate political actioil. Kat? poses '1nalytic issues, and Schell is 

much more philosophical). Taken as a whole. these books provide 

sufficient inforMation and impetus to tho reader so that he or she can 

intelligently participate in the political exchange which will determine 

the nuclear stance of the United States. The physical destruction of a 

nuclear exchange and its" psychol-ogical and l:ioCial 'effeets 'are-cer:",;JinJy 

made apparent. Katz isparti<:ularly useful in~ r<!ising ~ome heretofore 

negl~cted problems of a post nuclear-~xchange society. Anr Schell. 

claiming that p~ychological barriers have prevell~ed us from confronting 

the consequence .. of the nuclear. catastrophe in the past, forces one to 

address the ethical underpinnings of a ,world with nuclear "a~·heads. 

There is no reason in a democratic ;;ociety why nuclear weapons 

debates an~ decisions should br.: left to u.o annointed members of the 

nuclear priesthood. To the extent that these books (alu .. others like 

them) open up these issues--perhaps even malte nuclear poli.cymakers and 

stl'ategists be more.lrticulate--they serve _ valuable purpose. To this 
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revit'lOcr· .. mind, the <l<:h1t'\'~ml'lIt of this purpose--all attainment I ",ould 

Puhlic ~.bate i'. of cour~Hf d two-edged s~ori; passions can 

bocks providf! some sort cf I'vidt'IHiJi. b .. blS for ~he d.!bate is to their 

crrdit and Ollr' co!!c-::ti\,(' benefit. OIH~ might \,dsh for II moTe balanced, 

comprehensive .'wpr",!"h but that shortcoming provides thOS.dnore 
, -:,~~~-"--

kmx.-ledgcdble in this area \o'it11 an undeniable challenge and cpportunity 

they t.;ouldbe sadly remiss to neglect. Tor thE' trutlfoft.l'ltmatter is 

that the -nuclear ba lance cali d.,-t(>tminethe fate of the earth,- a 

-responsibility far too global to be monopolized by any cliqUe. no -matter 
";~~-. 

how t.;ellintf>!1dcd. _ Thus. if t.hese boo's can engage and per~aps inform 

the ,,·ox p~~l i. t,hen those who protest. that they give an inaccurate 

picture of nuclear "rea!ities" shmtld be grateful that they hav-e sparked 

an interest in the subject and strive to make that pi~ture more 

accurate. 

.. 
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