The politics of terror

By Eric Larrabee

ARMS AND INFLUENCE. By Thamas C. Schelling. Yale Uni-
versity Press. 293 pp. $7.50.

It is a grest comfort to know that a man can put in

of human conflict. The vital essence, the central organ-
tzing force, is the element of risk. Schelling’s simplest
nndmmtp{o{oux{dmummti:that,mdngnmeof

years of service as a full-fledged “military intelle
enmeshed in policy and argument at a high govem-
mental sltitude, and still emerge from it as wise and
witty as Thomas C. Schelling: An economist by trade,
he has: worked in the White House; acted as consultant
to the State and Defense Departments, to the Joint

can unilaterally decide not to risk being involved. I
ymxnxein\dtedtnph'y‘chlckm”andywdedhe,you
have just played. . .
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Chiefs of Staff, and to RAND; and 1 d at a for-
midable number of U.S. and NATO war colleges. He
has previously written Strategy and Conflict and Strategy
and Arms Control, and in Arms and Infl
has produced an exemplary text on the interplay of
national purpose and military force.

Mr. Schelling’s generalizations are of the kind that
not only fit the facts, as in a specific conflict like the
present one in Vi;; Nmm.l ‘but further illuminate them—

is replete ‘with parad that one opp seek
d by in ing the degree of risk to himself.
ltisonewnyofindimdngthnthemmmlt,mdtbﬂe
can be no language among nations—any more

there can be among on the basis of
some of though not always an exact

circumstances.
“saving face”; we fought in Korea to save the face of the
United States and the United Nations, .and Schelling

beli (md'sodo_l)thatﬂwumnth;nwoﬂhil.-

for on question of why bombin
North Viet Nam, or what he might call “coercive
terror,” may ob the very purpose it is ded to

achieve. This is no abstract exercise in logic, no blood-
less “theory of games” played between automata who
invariably act in rational and undistorted perception of
their own self-interest. What the author has attempted
to find are the common features which attend all con-
tests of human will, especially those in which the threat
of physical violence—to be more precise, of inflicting
pain—is ever present as the instrument of last resort.

This approach has the merit, among many others, of
i ging the impression that our troubles would be
over if we could only eliminate armaments, or at least
atomic weapons, or if we could eliminate the Russians,
or they, us. Schelling has an engaging way—just when
he seems to be describing some icularly modern

h f finding an ple of it in the Ana-

and
pl as devices for defusing trains of otherwise “in-
evitable” events. Perhaps the Cuban missile crisis is

basis, or in Thucydides’ history of the Pelop ;

War, It is an exaggeration, but only 2 slight one, to say
that he also und ds warfare b he under-
stands his own child His ful d

one child, by threatening to lose his temper, has been
nullified by another’s remark-—"Daddy’s mad already”
—a tion not unk among ign states.

It is the threat of bodily harm, in other words, rather
than the harm itself, which has the power to influence
behavior. Once we start bombing North Viet Nam, that
is. we can no longer threaten to; we can only threaten
mére of the same. And the North Viemamese, discov-
ering to their astonishment that (though bloody) they
have survived, may emoneously conclude that they
could survive even more bombs, even at an accelerated
pace. The fact that we could wipe them off the face of
the earth becomes irrelevant, because they know we
won't; we need them too badly, if only to negotiste
with. Our object is not deterrence but what Schelling,
for lack of a better word, calls “compellence.” We want
them to do something—and there is ample indication
{American Air Force doctrine to the contrary) that
bombing somebody is at best an ineffective method for
making him do something he is otherwise determined
not to do. You may, quite the opposite, harden his

Schelling’s kind of theory (it is a “kind,” rather than
a theory) emphasizes two elements which rarely receive
such full and theti One is reciproci
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the other is risk. rComm(mplar:e though it mayrmu‘nd:..A,

you cannot threaten bodily harm unless there is a body
there to be harmed, and the body may threaten back,
even if the disproportion of strength is so great that
its only available threat is to endure harm stoically. Ex-
change, a tension of alternatives. bargaining, and ma-

to stop.

Schellin; manages to staré war in the face
wnﬂmutsemmgtomelmit,mwﬂlmth-vhgcon—
verted hand a mathemati ‘toylfywhidl

harm without expecting to be harmed in retum.

How badly Schelling’s book is needed may be indi-
cmdbytbef\moverthedowned.\medunpﬂﬂu.
Suddaﬂyﬂwthrenispemml,m;ﬁble,md;dn
illusion of invulnerability is shattered. The pilot inside
the plane turns out to have been like the pulpy nerve
inside the tooth; touch it and we jump. The Viet Cong
have been inflicting bodily harm on thousands of Ameri-

hawks into screaming eagles. The lesson will not be
Jost on_onr. enemies; they have found a nerve, Nor
would a reader of Arms and Influence be surprised if
omhrdimﬁoneamedulitdeu-edit.lti:anﬁngnlct
for a man’s sense of fairness to extend beyond the reach
of his own weapons. All our cries of “Foull”, all our
talk about the Geneva convention, are not likely to make

these are the inh
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much impression on the. millions of this earth who
have no strategic air forces, but do have short, sharp
knives. »




