from them. It is a fruitful stepping stone from which to
further conceptualize and theorize (institutional) world
order-making.

Japan, South Korea, and the United States Nuclear
Umbrella: Deterrence After the Cold War. By Terence
Roehrig. New York: Columbia University Press, 2017. 272p. $90.00
cloth, $30.00 paper.
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— Matthew Kroenig, Georgetown University

The most prominent feature distinguishing U.S. nuclear
strategy is extended nuclear deterrence. Unlike other
countries, the United States does not seek to use its
nuclear weapons simply to deter attacks against itself, but,
rather, attempts to protect the entire free world. It
provides a nuclear umbrella to more than 30 formal
treaty allies in Europe and Asia, and arguably to others as
well. In a new book, Japan, South Korea, and the United
States Nuclear Umbrella, Terence Roehrig explores the
U.S. nuclear security guarantee to two important treaty
allies in East Asia, Japan and South Korea.

This is not a typical political science book that lays out
a theory and then tests it against alternative explanations
in a series of empirical studies. Rather, Roechrig is
speaking to those who wish to better understand a prom-
inent feature of the contemporary international security
environment and helps to inform them on the issue by
bringing to bear theory, history, and policy analysis.

The book is logically structured. Roehrig reviews
deterrence theory as it relates to extended nuclear de-
terrence and chronicles the development of the history of
the nuclear umbrella in East Asia during the Cold War.
Next, he analyzes the threats against which the umbrella
is aimed, China and North Korea. Then he turns to
contemporary issues involved with extended nuclear
deterrence in Japan and South Korea. Finally, he analyzes
U.S. strategy and capabilities and concludes with the
implications of his arguments for the future of U.S.
policy.

Rochrig demonstrates a masterful command of the
major issues and a subtle appreciation of the nuance of
these cases. He expertly discusses, for example, the
different threat perceptions of U.S. regional allies and
the complications they pose for American strategy. While
Washington and Tokyo perceive threats from both
a rising China and a nuclearizing North Korea, the
United States—South Korea alliance is focused almost
exclusively on the threat from North Korea. Seoul wants
to maintain constructive diplomatic and economic rela-
tions with Beijing and is wary about getting pulled into an
anti-China alliance. Moreover, Roehrig discusses the
difficulty of forging closer trilateral relations among
America and its allies in Asia, given the antipathy between
Japan and South Korea due to historical grievances over
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imperial Japan’s occupation of the Korean Peninsula
before and during World War II

While not aiming to advance a new theory, the book
does contain a central argument, and it is a provocative
one. Roehrig maintains that the U.S. nuclear umbrella
serves a critical role in East Asian alliance management and
for the regional security architecture. Here, Roehrig is on
solid ground; there is strong bipartisan support for this
position in the Washington foreign policy community.

The author continues, however, with a more contro-
versial judgment. He argues that it is highly unlikely, and
would indeed be unwise, for the United States to ever
actually use its nuclear weapons to defend these allies,
even in response to an enemy nuclear attack. He
maintains that this is because a U.S. nuclear response
would have devastating consequences (such as radioactive
fallout) for friends and foes alike and would weaken the
global norm against nuclear nonuse, and because the
United States has plenty of conventional military re-
sponse options.

Many readers will sympathize with Roehrig’s argument.
After all, nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945.
Scholars have written about the taboo against nuclear
weapons use. And less than a decade ago, U.S. President
Barack Obama made the global elimination of nuclear
weapons a central pillar of his foreign policy platform. Many
will therefore find it difficult to imagine a U.S. president
ordering a future nuclear strike in East Asia.

Many others, including the author of this review, will
disagree, however. If the U.S. nuclear umbrella is nothing
more than an elaborate bluff, then there is little reason for
it to deter enemies or to assure allies. Indeed, this leads to
a tension in Roehrig’s central argument: How can the U.S.
nuclear umbrella be an important tool of alliance man-
agement and regional security if it is all just pretend?

Moreover, there are strong counterarguments to
Rochrig’s rationale for U.S. nuclear restraint. If North
Korea uses a nuclear weapon, for example, would the
international community simply wait for Kim Jong Un to
launch a second or a third nuclear attack? It would be
irresponsible for policymakers and politicians to needlessly
expose their citizens to this danger, and many in Wash-
ington and allied capitals would advocate that the United
States act immediately to do whatever it can to disarm
North Korea and prevent follow-on nuclear attacks. Given
the size and scope of North Korea’s growing nuclear and
missile program and Pyongyang’s well-known efforts at
hiding and hardening its capabilities, it is unlikely that this
mission could be accomplished in a prompt manner with
conventional forces alone.

Furthermore, and perhaps paradoxically, failing to use
nuclear weapons in response to a nuclear attack may be
fatal for the norm of nuclear nonuse. If the United States
or its allies suffer a nuclear attack and the United States
does not respond in kind, it could send the message that
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America is unwilling to use its nuclear weapons. U.S.
adversaries may learn that they can employ nuclear
weapons without fear of a U.S. response. This could
incentivize enemy nuclear-weapons proliferation and
additional nuclear attacks in the future. U.S. allies may
draw the lesson that they need to build independent
nuclear arsenals if they hope to have an effective de-
terrent. On the other hand, a nuclear response to a nuclear
attack could restore the deterrence of enemies and the
assurance of U.S. allies.

Rochrig’s conclusion may have been more persuasive
just a few years ago, but nuclear weapons have returned to
the center of international politics. North Korea is on the
verge of becoming only the third U.S. adversary with the
ability to deliver nuclear warheads to the continental
United States. The 2018 National Defense Strategy of
the United States identified the return of great-power
competition with China as a foremost threat to U.S.
national security, and China is expanding and moderniz-
ing its nuclear arsenal. For the first time since the end of
the Cold War, the 2018 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review
placed renewed emphasis on U.S. nuclear weapons, calling
for a strategy and new capabilities for limited nuclear war.

While I share Roehrig’s hope that the United States will
never have to use nuclear weapons again, I believe that this
will only happen if the United States persuades its
adversaries that it is fully prepared to do so if necessary in
extreme circumstances. Donald Trump’s recent claim that
North Korea “will be met with fire and fury, and frankly
power the likes of which this world has never seen before”
should it make threats against the United States would
appear a rather clear atctempt to signal American willingness
to use nuclear weapons under certain circumstances. Of
course, whether it is wise to suggest such an act on the basis
of “threats” alone, rather than only after a devastating attack
by an adversary, is another matter entirely.

Again, many (and maybe even most) readers in the
academy will side with Roehrig in this policy judgment.
But regardless of where one comes down on this debate,
there is no doubt that Japan, South Korea, and the United
States Nuclear Umbrella provides a thorough and thought-
provoking resource for readers interested in better un-
derstanding America’s nuclear alliance commitments in
East Asia.

The author would like to thank Andrew Park for

invaluable research assistance in preparing this review.

How States Pay for Wars. By Rosella Cappella Zielinski. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2016. 208p. $45.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/51537592718004280

— Adnan Naseemullah, King’s College London
At the heart of a cherished axiom in political science—“war

made the state, and the state made war” (Charles Tilly,
The Formation of States in Western Europe, 1975)—are
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assumptions about the mobilization of resources by state
organizations for armed conflict, and how that mobiliza-
tion, when successful, in turn builds stronger state
organizations. Yet, as Rosella Capella Zielinski argues,
political leaders are faced with different options in the
financing of wars, with different consequences in terms of
augmenting the capacities of the state and the state’s
capacity to engage in interstate conflict. Zielinski presents
these options in an elegant typology and proceeds to argue
why national leaders might opt for one or another,
balancing effectiveness in war financing with the political
hazards of levying the costs of war on a population.

The core arguments of How States Pay for Wars are laid
out concisely in the introductory chapter. Zielinski groups
the strategies for wartime financing into three broad
categories: direct resource extraction, such as wartime
income taxes and conscription; indirect resource extrac-
tion, such as domestic borrowing, spending down reserves,
and printing money; and “external extraction”: resources
procured from abroad, including sovereign loans and
foreign bonds (pp. 5-6). She argues that leaders formulate
a “war finance strategy,” based on whether the state has the
bureaucratic capacity to extract resources, whether leaders
face fears of inflation, and whether the general population
supports the war. This yields four hypotheses (p. 6). First,
leaders are more likely to choose direct extraction if they
fear inflation or if there is significant public support for the
war, and the state has sufficient capacity to extract
resources directly. Second, indirect and external financing
occurs when there is littde fear of inflation, low public
support, or low extractive capacity. Third, external financ-
ing becomes necessary when the state must acquire key
inputs from abroad and does not have the necessary
currency reserves. Fourth, when fear of inflation and
public support are high but the state does not initially
have the capacity to extract resources directly, then it
might invest in augmenting its administrative capacities,
yielding Tilly’s war making and state making.

The rest of the book traces these hypotheses through
case studies, as well as presentation of some descriptive
findings from a data set on the financing of wars between
1823 and 2003 (Chapter 6). After clarifying key concepts
and laying out the arguments and their logics more fully
in Chapter 1, the author lays out three paired compar-
isons to explore particular claims: U.S. financing of the
Korean and Vietnam Wars (Chapters 2 and 3), Britain’s
financing of World War IT and the Crimean War (Chapter 4),
and the financing of the two belligerents in the Russo-
Japanese War (Chapter 5). These comparisons allow the
reader to identify how such factors as fears of inflation,
public support, administrative capacity, and external
requirements vary in different contexts, and in the same
case over time.

The case studies themselves constitute excellent narrative
accounts based on archival research. Zielinski is particularly
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