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On May 15, 1984, themzjorcmmn-iesofthedevdopedworldhadmanaged
toremainatpea:ewitheachothcrforthclongs:conﬁnuomstremh of ime
s‘ncethedaysoftheRomanmpire.Ifasigniﬁmhadeinawarhadbeen
foughton:ha:hy,:heprmwouldhavebﬁsﬂedwithiLAsanhowm,a
landmzrkunssingintﬁehimryofpmcamcdnosﬁnthemonpmminent
story in the New York Times that day concerned the S2ga of a manicurist, a ma-
:hinis:,andadeaningmmmwhnhadjustwonabigl.onoconm...
Fordccadsnow,nvomasivelyarmedcomnis,ﬂ:cUnitedSﬂ:esmdﬁw
SavictUnion.hmdomimmdhtcmzﬁomlpoliﬁa,anddmingtha:ﬁmethey
have engaged in an intense, sometimes even desperate, rivairy over political,
military, and ideological issues. Yet despite this enormous munzal hosiility, they
hmnevergoncmwarwi&eachother.Fmthe!morc,akhough they have oc-
aﬁonanyengzgedhmnﬁ-onaﬁonalu'ises,dlmhavcbemonlyafewof
thac-—andvhmﬂynonea:aﬂhthehstmo-thirdsoftheperiod.ktherdun
gmduaﬂydmﬁngdosermamedconﬂic;asoﬁmhappenedaﬁermﬂier

" Insofar as it is discussed at all, thmappwmbe.umschookofthéughtm
explain what John Lewis Gaddis has called the “long peace.™

Jobn Mueller, Reves: from Doomiday: The Olsolescenze of Major Wer (New York: Basic Books, 1989),

mmw t & 1989, 1990 by jokn Mrhmpsmudhypﬂm af Ba-
sic Books, 2 division of HarperCollins publithers.

peace among major European counties. That record was broken on November 8, 1988. On
meoﬂhesem:eeﬂsoNyeIQB‘r':HinﬂeyI%S.ch. 17: Luard 1986, pp. $95-99; Russent
and Swagr 1981, ch. 15. ‘
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20 PART1 INTRODUCTION: DOES WAR HAVE A FUTURE?

One school concludes that we have simply been lucky. Since 1947, the Bul-
letin of Atomic Scientists has decorated its cover with 2 “doomsday™ clock set
ominously at a few minutes before midnight From dme to time the editors
push the dock’s big hand forward or backward z bit to demonstrate their
pleasure with an arms control measure or their disapproval of what they per-
ceive to be rising tension; but they never nudge it very far away from the fatal
hour, and the message they wish to convey is clear. They believe we live per-
penally on the brink, tectering on a fragile balance; if our luck nrrns a bit
sour, we are likely at any moment to toppie helplessiy in cataclysmic war.? As
ime goes by, however, this point of view begins to lose some of its persua-
siveness. When a clock remains poised at a few minutes to midnight for
decades, one may gradually come to suspect thatitisn't telling us very much.

The other school stresses paradox: It is the very existence of unprecedent-
edly destructive weapons that has worked, so far, to our benefit—in Winston
Churchill's memorabie phrase, safety has been the “sturdy child of [nu-
clear) terror.™ This widely held (if minimally examined) view is, to say the
least, less than fully comforting, because the very weapons that bave been so
necessary for peace according to this argument, also possess the capability of
caraclysmic destruction, should they somehow be released. For many, this
perpetual threat is simply too much to bear, and to them the weapons’ con-
tinued existence seals our ultimate doom even as it perpetvates our current
peace. In his indlnential bestseller, The Fate of the Earth, Jonathan Schell dra-
matically prophesies that if we do not “rise up and cieanse the earth of nu-
clear weapons,” we will soon “sink into the final coma and end itall ™

This book develops a third explanation: The long peace since World War
I is less 2 product of recent weaponry than the culmination of a subszantial
historical process, For the last two or three centuries major war—war among
cause of its perceived repulsiveness and fuitity.

¥52id Herman Kam i 1960: T have 2 firm belief that unless we have mare serious and sober
thought on various aspects of the srategic probicm ... we are not going w reach the year
2000—-and maybe not even the year 1965-wwithout 2 cataciysn”® {1960, p. x). Hans J. Mor-
genthan scazed in 1979, “In my opinicen: the world is moving ineluctabiy towards 2 third world
mm&qﬁcmdmm.lbmbeﬁae&aayﬂﬂngmhdmemmhheh—-
ternatiomal system is 100 unstable 1o survive for Jong® (quoted, Boyle 1585, p. 73). And as-
wonomer Carl Sagan commented in 198%; *T do not think oor lnck cn hold out forever”
(mwzmp.m.mumdeMurmzm

SChurchil: Bardes; 1977, p. 104. Edward Luanwak says, “We have fived since 1845 withouz an-
other world war precisely because rational minds .. . extracted 2 durable peace from the very
terror of muclear weapans” (19835, p. 82). Eenneth Walz: "Nuclear weapons bave banished
war from the center of international politics” (lm.pm.&eahowlm.pm
Mearsheimer 1984/85, pp. 25-26; Art and Walz 1983, p. 28; Gilpin 1981, pp. 213-18; Bers
1987, pp. 1-2; Joffie 1987, p. 37: E. Lewis 1967,

*Schel] 1982, p. 231. For a discussion of expert opinion conciuding that the chances of nuclear
war by the year 2000 were at leas: fifry-£ifty, see Russerz 1985, pp. 3-4.
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THE ORSOLESCENCE OF MAJOR WAR 21

brella if they reaily wanted to,yet:hcyhzvénowlivedsidcbysidefor
decades, perhaps with some birterness and recrimination, but without even
agﬁmmaofwarfever.l’hecaseofjapanisaisosuiking:thisformuiyag-
grasivemq‘orcounuysecmsnowtohaveful!yembmcedthevirma (and
profits) of peace. .
In&cnwithin:heﬁrstandsecondworldsmrﬁreof_aﬂsomseemsgmer-
aﬂytohavelos:ilsappeaLNotbnlyhmtherebeen'Vh'nnllynoinma-
tional wars amoiig the major and not jor countries, but the developed
woﬂdhasexpuiencedvmzﬂynodvﬂwarei:her.nconlyuccpﬁonisthc

Anbhmhv:heenaprﬁdm:inrthomKippraroﬂmbecamei:cmiued 1,000
Toops to the anti-israshi conflict (p- 306); if one actepts their procedure here, that war would
ﬁozmm:hempleofwammgthempﬂorq-tm.&memighubhdude the blood-
less “war® between the USSR and Czechoslovakia in 1968, ‘
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22 PART! INTRODUCTION: DOES WAR HAVE A FUTURE?

arms against each other. . .,

The stmg Costs of War

- Waris merely an jdea. Itisnotatrickofﬁn,a:htmdcrboltﬁ-om hell, a nar-
‘ural calamity, or 2 desperate plot conrri dreamed up by some sadistic
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THE OBSOLESCENCE OF MAJOR WAR 23

it she describes the travails of a young Austrian woman who turns against war
when her husband is killed in the Franco-Austrian War of 1859. Now, in his-
torical perspective, that brief war was one of the least memorable in modern
history, and its physical costs were minor in comparison with many other
wars of that, or any cther, era. But Suttner’s fictional young widow was re-
pelied not by the war's size, but by its existence and by the devastating per-
sonal consequences to her. Opposition to war has been growing in the
deveioped world because more and more people have come to find war re-
pulsive for what it is, not simply for the extent of the devastation it causes.

Furthermore, it is simply not true that cataclysmic war is an invention of
the 20th cenmry.® To annihilate ancient Carthage in 146 B.c., the Romans
used weaponry that was primitive by today’s standard, but even nuclear
weapons could not have been more thorough. And, as Thucydides recounts
with shattering calm, when the Athenians invaded Melos in 416 B.C, they
“put to death all the grown men whom they took and sold the women and
children for siaves, and subsequently sent out five hundred colonists and in-
habited the place for themselves.™

During the Thirty Years War of 1618—48 the wealthy ciry of Magdeburg, 10-
gether with its 20,000 inhabitants, was annihilated. According to standard
estimates accepted as late as the 1930s, Germany's population in that war de-
clined from 21 million to under 18.5 million—absoiute losses far larger than
it suffered in either world war of the wentieth century. Moreover, and more
imporantly, most people apparenty though things were even worse: for cen-
tries a legend prevailed that Germany had suffered a 75 percent decline in
population, from 16 million to 4 million.'® Yet the belief that war could
Cause devastation of such enormous proportions did not lead to its aban-
donment. After the Thirty Years War, conflict remained endemic in Europe,
and in 1756 Prussia fought the Seven Years War, which, in the estimate of its
king and generalissimo, Frederick the Great, cost it 500,000 lives—one-

*To pant things in somewhat broader perspective, it may be useful 1o note that war is not the cen-
nxry's greatest Killer. Although there have been a large number of extremely destructive wars,
totalizzrian and extreme anthoritarian’ governments have put more of their own peopie o
desth—three times more according o one caiculation—than have died in all the cennry's
mternational and vii wars combined (Rumme! 1986). For example, the man-made Emine
0 China berween 1958 and 1962 apparently caused the deaths of 30 million people (see p.
165), far more than died during World War 1. Governments at peace can aiso surpass war in
thewr economic destruction as wefl; largely because of government mismanagement and cor-
ruption, the average Zairian's wages in 1988, after adjusting for inflation, were 10 percent of
what they had been in 1960 (Greenhouse 1988).

*Thucydides 1934, p. 337.

"Wedgwood 1938, p. 516. German civiliar and military deaths have been estimated at
3.160,000 in World War ! and 6,221,000 in Worid War Il (Sivard 1987, p. 29), For the latter-
day argument thas the losses in the Thirty Years War have been grosly overestimated, see
Strinberg 1966, ch. 5. A recent estimate suggests 2 population decline from 20 million to 16
or 17 million {Parker 1984, p. 211).
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24 PART1 INTRODUCTION: DOES WAR HAVE A FUTUREY

ninth of irs population, a propordon higher than almost any suffered by any
combamnt in the wars of the nineteenth or twentieth centuries. !!

Wars in the past have often caused revolts and economic devastation as
well. Historians have been debating for a century whether the Thirty Years
War destroyed a vibrant economy in Germany or whether it merely adminis-
tered the final blow to an economy that was already in decline—but destruc-
ton was the consequence in either case. The Seven Years War brought
Austria to virmal bankruptey, and it so weakened France that the conditions
for revolution were established. When the economic costs of war are mea-
sured as a percentage of the gross national product of the combatants, ob-
serves Alan Milward; war “hes not shown any discernible long-term trend
towards greater costliness, "2 L.

Andinsheerpainandsuﬁuingwarsmedtobeﬁrworsethagones
fought by developed countries today. In 1840 or 1640 or 1240 2 wounded or
diseased soldier often died siowly and in intense agony. Medical aid was in-
adequate, and since physicians had few remedies and were unaware of the
germ theory, they often only made things worse. War, indeed, was hell. By
contrast, an Americar soldier wounded in the Vietnam jungle could be in a
sophisticated, sanitized hospital within a half hour.

Consequently, if the revulsion toward .war has grown in the developed
world, this development cannot be due_entirely to 2 supposed rise in its
physical costs. Also needed is an appreciation for war's increased psychic
cosis. Over the last century or two, war in the developed world has come
hiddytoberegardedasrcpulﬂ've,immoraLandundviﬁzed.Thmmayalso
besomethingofaninmeﬁveeﬂ:’ec:bemenpsychicandphysicalcosrs
hcrmlfformonlrﬁsoguwecomewplaceahighaulueonhumniife—
even to have a sort of reverence for it—the physical costs of war or-any other
life-taking enterprise will effectively rise as cost tolerance declines.

It may not be obvious thar an accepted, time-honored instirtion thar
SeTves an urgent social purpose can become obsolescent and then die out
bemusealotofpcop!eoometoﬁnditobnoxious.Bu.tthisbookwillarguc
:hazsomethingﬁkc:hathasbeenhappeningwwarintﬁcdcvelopedwoﬂd.
Tomusmthedynamicandtosctupaﬁ-ameworkforfumrcdiscussion,it
will be helpful briefly to assess two analogies: the processes through which
thcbnce-per:nnialinsﬁmﬁonsofduelingandslavuyhmbeenvirmzllyex-
punged from the earth.

"Luard 1936.p.51.3m:ﬂ:nd§ing=19&2,pp.S!-BB.Ahou:l&0,000ofthchaH—mmionm
soldiers (&nnedyl%?,p.!ﬁ).gﬁngabaﬂednthnhbm4pemmt.

"!hir:yYanWmRohblSGﬁ.SamYmWarszedylM,p. 114; Brodic 1978, pp.
248-49; Milward 1977, p. 3.
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THE OBSOLESCENCE OF MAJOR WAR - 25

Duelz'ng Ceases to Be a “Peculiar Necessity »

In some important respects war in the developed worid may be following the
exarnple of another violent method for se:tlmg disputes, dueling, which up
undl a century age was common practice in Europe and-America 2among a
cerain class of young and youngish men who Iiked to classify themselves as
gentemen. When one man concluded that he had been insulted by another
and therefore that his honor had been besmirched, he might well engage
the insylter in a short, private, and potentally deadly battle. The duel was
taken somehow to settle the matter, even if someone was killed in the
process—or even if someone wasn’t.

Ar base, dueling was a manrer of animude more than of cosmology or tech-
nology; it was something someone might want to do, and in some respects
was even expected to do, from time to dme. The night before his famous fa-
tal duel with Aaron Burr in 1804, the methodical Alexander Hamilton ‘Wrote
out his evaluation of the situation. He could find many reasons to Teject
Burr’s challenge—he really felt no ill will toward his chalienger, he wrote,
and dueling was against his religious and moral principles, as well as against
the laws of New York (where he lived) and New Jersey (where the duel was to
be held); furthermore, his death would endanger the livelihood of his wife,
children, and creditors. In sum, *I shall hazard much, and car possibly gain
nothing.” Nevertheiess, he still concluded he must fight All these concerns
were overwhelmed because he felt that “what men of the world denominate
honor” imposed upon him a “peculiar necessity™ his refusal to duel would
reduce his political effectiveness by subjecting him to contempt and derision
in the circies he considered important. Therefore, he felt that he had to
conform with “public prejudice in this parricular.™ Although there were
solid economic, legal, moral, and religious reasons o wrn down the chal-
lenge of Vice President Burr, the prick of honor and the attendant fear of
immobilizing ridicule—Hamilton’s peculiar necessities—impelled him to
venture out that summer morning to meet his fate, and his maker, at Wee-
hawken, N.J.

Dueling died out as a general practice eighty years later in the United
States after enjoying quite a vogue, especially in the South and in California.
It finally faded, not so much because it was outlawed (like liquor—and war—
in the 1920s), but because the “public prejudice® Hamilton was so fatally
concerned about changed in this partcular. Since dueling was an activity
carried out by consenting adults in private, laws prohibiting it were difficult
to enforce when the climate of opinion accepted the insttuton. But gradu-

PFor other observations of the analopy hetween war and dueling, see Brodie 1973, p. 275: An-
gell 1914, pp. 202-3: Gooch 1911, p. 249; Cairnes 1865, p. 650n.
W3eitz 1929, pp. 98-101; Freeman 1884, pp. 345—48.
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26 PART 1 INTRODUCTION: DOES WAR HAVE A FUTURE?

ally a consensus emerged that dueling was contemprible and supid, and it
came to be duelers, not nonduelers, who suffered ridicule. As one student of
the subject has conciuded, “It began o be clear that pistols at ten paces did
not settle anything except who was the better shot. ... Dueling had long
been condemned by both smtute book and church decree. But these could
make no headway against public opinion.” However, when it came to pass
that “solemn gentlemen went to the field of honor only to be laughed at by
the younger generation, that was more than any custom, no mauer how
sanctified by tradition, could endure. And so the code of honor in America
finally died.” One of the last duels was in 1877. After the battle (at which no
biood was spilied), the combatants found themselves the bux of public hi-
lari;y.causingoneof;hemtoﬂeetohris,whereheremainedinself-eﬂe
for several years.® B
The American experience was refiected elsewheré: Aithough dueling’s de-
-cline in country after country was due in part 1o enforced legislation against
it, the “most effective weapon™ against it, one study concludes, “has un-
doubtedly been ridicule.™ The ultimate physical cost of dueling—death—
did not, and could not rise. But the psychic costs did.

Men of Hamilton’s social set still exist, they stll get insulted, and they sdll
are concerned about their self respect and their standing among their peers.
But they don’t duel. However, they do not avoid dueling today because they
evaluate the option and reject it on cost~benefit grounds—to use the jargon
of a later chapter, they do not avoid it because it has become rationally un-
thinkable. Rather, the option never percolates into their consciousness as
something that is available—that i, it has become subrationally unthink-
able. Dueling under the right conditions—with boxing gioves, for exam-
ple—would not violate current norms or laws. And, of course, in other sodial
classes duel-like combat, such as the swreet fight or gang war, persists. But the
romantic, ludicrous institution of formal dueling has faded from the scene.
Insults of the sort that led to the Hamilton-Burr duel ofien are simply ig-
nored or, if applicable, they are settied with peaceful methods like litga-
don." '

A dueling manual from 1847 states that "dueling, like war, is the necessary
comsequence of offense.”® By now, however, dueling, a form of violence
famed and fabled for centuries, is avoided not merely because it has ceased
to seem “necessary,” but because it has sunk from thought as a viable, con-

S revens 1940, pp. 280-85. See also Cochran 1968, p. 287,

Baldick 1965, p. 199, :

17} is sometimes held that dueling died out because improved access W the legal system pro-
vided a nonviolent alternative. Butmdudswmfoughtmermmd'honor.'nmhgﬂ-
ity. Furthermore, lawyers, hardlyagmupaﬁenmdordismﬁ:nchised&om the legal system,
were frequent duclists—in Tennessee 90 percent of all dueks were fought between attorneys
{Seizz 1929, p. 30}.

BS10we 1987, p. 15.
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THE OBSOLESCENCE OF MAJOR WAR 27

scious possibility. You can't fight a duel if the idea of doing so never occurs
to you or your opponent.

The Prussian strategist Cari von Clausewitz opens his famous 1832 book,
On War, by observing that “war is nothing but a duel on a larger scale.™® If
war, like dueling, comes to be viewed as a thoroughly undesirable, even
ridiculous, policy, and if it can no longer promise gains or if potential com-
batants no longer value the things it can gain for them, then war could fade
away first asa “peculiar necessity” and then as a coherent possibility, even ifa
truly vizble substitute or “moral equivalent” for it were never formulated.
‘Like dueling, it could become unfashionable and then obsolete.

Slavery Abruptly Becomes a
“Peculiar Institution”

‘Fromrthe dawn of prehistory until about 1788 it had occurred 1o almost no

one that there was anything the least bit peculiar about the instirution of
slavery. Like war, it could be found just about everywhere in one form or an-
other, and it flourished in every age.® Here and there, some people ex-
pressed concern about excessive cruelty, and a few found slavery an
unfortunate necessity. But the abolitionist movement that broke out at the
end of the cighteenth cenmry in Britain and the United States was some-
thing new, not the culmination of a substantial historical process.

Like war opponents, the antislavery forces had come to believe that the in-
stitution that concerned them was unacceptable because of both its psychic
and its physical costs. For some time 2 small but socially active religious sect
in England and the United States, the Quakers, had been arguing that slav-
ery, like war, was repuisive, immoral, and uncivilized, and this sentiment
graduaily picked up adherents.

Slavery’s physical costs, opponents argued, stemmmed from its inefficiency.
In 1776, Adam Smith conchided thar the “work done by slaves . .. is in the
end the dearest of any™ because “a person who can acquire no property, can
have no other interest but to eat as much and to labor as litte as possible.”
Smith’s view garnered adherents, but not, as it happens, among slaveowners.
That is, either Smith was wrong, or slaveholders were bad businessmen.
(learty, if the economic argument had been correct, slavery would have
evenmually died of its own inefficiency. Although some have argued that this
process was indeed under way, Stanley Engerman observes that in “the his-
tory of slave emancipation in the Americas, it is difficult to find any cases of
slavery declining economically prior to the imposition of emancipation.”
Rather, he says, “it took political and military action to bring it to a halt,” and .

PClausewitz 1976. p. 75.
"™Sce Panerson 1982; Engerman 1986, pp. 318-19.
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28 PART i INTRODUCTION: DOES WAR HAVE ATUTURE?

“political, cultural, and ideological factors™ played crucial roles. In fact, at
exactly the time that the aniislavery movement was taking flight, the Adantic
slave economy, as Seymour Drescher notes, “was entering what was probably
the most dynamic and profitable peried in its existence.™

Thus, the abolitionists were up against an institution that was viable, prof-
iable, and expanding, and one that had been uncritically accepted for thou-
sands—perhaps millions—of years as a natural and inevitable part of human
existence. To counter this time-honored institution, the abolitionists’ princi-
pal weapon was a nove] argument: it had recently occurred to them, they
said, that slavery was fi6 16nget thé way people ought to do things.

As it happened, it was an idea whose time had come. The abolition of slav-
ery required legislative battles, international pressures, economic avail,
and, in the United States, a cataclysmic war (but, notably, it did nof require
the fabrication of a functional equivalent or the formation of an effective
supranarional authority). Within a century slavery, and most similar institu-
tions like serfdom, had been all but eradicated from the face of the globe.
Slavery became controversial, then peculiar, and then obsolete.

War

Dueling and siavery no longer exist as effective insttutions and have faded
from human experience except as something one reads about in books. Al-
though their reestablishment is not impossible, they show after 2 cenwury of
negiect no.signs of revival. Other once-popular, even once admirzable, inst-
tutions in the developed world have been, or are being, eliminated because
at some point they began to seem repulsive, immoral, and uncivilized: bear-
baiting, bareknuckie fighting, freak shows, casual tormure, wanton cruelty to
.animals, the burning of heretics, Jim Crow laws, human sacrifice, family
feuding, public and intentdonally painful methods of execution, deforming
corseting, infanticide, laughing at the insane, executions for minor crimes,
eunuchism, fiogging, public cigarette smoking. . . . War is not, of course, the
same as dueling or slavery. Like war, dueling is an insdtution for seniing dis-
putes; but iz usually involved only matters of “honor,” not ones of physical
gain. Like war, slavery was nearly universal and an apparently inevitable part
of human existence, but it could be eliminated area by arca: a country that
abolished stavery did not have to worry about what other countries were do-
ing. A counuy that would like to abolish war, however, must continue to be
concerned about those that have kept it in their repertoire.
On the other hand, war has against it not only substantial psychic costs but
also very obvious and widespread physical ones. Dueling brought death and

NSmith 1976, p. 387 (book 3, ch. 2). Engerman 1986, pp. 322—-33, 359. Drescher 1987, p. 4; see
also Eidis 1987. .
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THE OBSOLESCENCE OF MAJOR WAR 20

injury, but only to a few people who, like Hamilton, had specifically volun-
teered to participate. And aithough slavery may have brought moral destruc-
tdon, it generally was a considerable economic success in the view of those
who ran the system, if not to every ivory-tower economist.

In some respects, then, the fact that war has outlived dueling and slavery is
curious. But there are signs that, at least in the developed world; it has be-
gun, like them, to succumb to obsolescence. Like dueling and slavery, war
does not appear 0 be one of life’s necessities—it is notan unpleasant fact of
existence that is somehow required by human nawmre or by the grand
scheme of things. One can live without it, quite well in fact. War may be a so-
cial affliction, but in important respects it is also a social affectation that can
be shrugged off.
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