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Influence Of The Korean War On The United States Nuclear Policy
Introduction
This paper explores the ways in which the Korean War influenced the nuclear policy of the United States. According to Rosenberg (2014), the United States nuclear weapon policy has continuously evolved since the inception of the atomic age. Therefore, this makes it apparent that in this exploration of the influence that the Korean War had on the United States’ nuclear Policy the shifts that the policy underwent within the three-year period that the War was on will be discussed. Still, on the issue of policies and how they evolve over time Baumgartner and Jones (1991) note that policies go through short periods of dramatic reversals combined with long periods of stability. In this paper, the discussion will trace the nuclear policy of the United States in the light of the Korean War’s influence in order to see is there are policies which have gone through dramatic reversals and prolonged stability. In other words, it will be possible to see which policy has been in place for a longer period and how it was influenced by the Korean War. Throughout the Korean War (1950-1953), and even in the era preceding this war, the Unites States maintained a ready nuclear arsenal. At the time the war started the United States was a monopoly in the nuclear weapons industry, but the Soviet Union was gradually rising and venturing into the manufacturing of nuclear weapons. However, its capability was too little compared to the massive stockpile of the United States and therefore, the Soviet Union would not stand a chance against America in the event that a nuclear war erupted during the Korean war. And from the look of things, it seemed like a nuclear intervention could be launched at any time in Korea during the war as a means of either combatting further aggression from the enemy or forcing the warring factions to lay down their arms and come to an agreement. Communication is a crucial element in the formation and sustenance of a country’s policies, and the United States seemed to be banking on this element quite significantly in their relations with other countries. Jasanoff and Kim (2009), point out that language is a crucially fundamental medium for the creation of imaginaries in the society. These two scholars go on to note that it is these constructed societal imaginations that shape the life trajectories of nuclear power. In a counter reaction, the process of establishing and implementing a country’s nuclear policies “have simultaneously reinforced particular imaginations of benefit, risk, nationhood, and good” (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009. p. 122). In looking at the changes that the United States’ nuclear policy has undergone since the beginning of the atomic age, the argument by Jasanoff and Kim (2009) seems to be a credible one. In other words, the shift in structure, stance, as well as perceptions of nuclear power amongst the public, the state, and the statesmen is a clear indication of the societal imaginations constructed around the concept of nuclear power and their eventual categorization as weapons of mass destruction. By tracing these shifts against the backdrop of a conflict such as was seen during the 1950 – 1953 Korean War between the South and North Koreans and their respective allies, it is clear that the perceptions of the public, the international population as well as the countries’ administrators and leaders were influenced by their imaginations of what it would mean to enforce a nuclear intervention in fighting the limited warfare.

A look at history reveals that the consequences of war are so meaningful that they more often than not mark a significant division between different historical eras. It is also clear that the desolation of war creates a need to rebuild as well as establish new political policies and systems that are designed to recover lost prosperity and also restore social stability in the process. War and pre-war influences have used a pillar on which the reestablishment is enacted, but what remains clear is that the parties at war are influenced by internal and external forces and at the same time, the war itself also has internal and external influences on the people in the country as well as those outside it. In the case of the Korean War, it is clear that it resulted into a major division between the Koreans in the North and those in the South. At the same time, the war had an influence on foreign superpowers such as the United States. Although the neither North nor South Korea had a solid say in the internal and foreign affairs of the United States, it had a significant impact on its foreign policies especially in regards to its policies on nuclear weapons. The 1945 Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombing in Japan stand out in history as the one instance when nuclear weapons were used in warfare, and the devastating consequences can still be felt over sixty years down the line (Dingman, 1988; Roberts, 2010). Schultz, Perry, Kissinger, and Nunn (2007), point out that undoubtedly, nuclear weapons present great dangers but nonetheless they are also a historic opportunity. This means that as one traces the dangers of having such weapons today, he/she cannot help but go through the significant history that surrounds the concept. Therefore, the point raised by Schulz et al. (2007) holds some significant truth in it because, in the process of examining the impacts or dangers of these weapons, people get an opportunity to explore the past. Notably, the non-use of nuclear weapons in warfare since the Hiroshima and Nagasaki attacks remains the single most significant phenomenon marking the nuclear age (Bleiker, 2003). Since 1945, there has been a normative prohibition on nuclear use across the globe. Although this prohibition is not yet a fully robust common norm, it has nonetheless managed to stigmatize nuclear weapons as unacceptable and highly dangerous weapons of mass destruction. Perhaps it is thanks to this normative stigma or rather, were it not for this stigma, the world may have seen more use of these weapons of mass destruction. For this reason, governments such as the United States decided to come up with nuclear policies in a strategy referred to as atomic diplomacy that would, in turn, affect the manner in which the country’s foreign and war policies would proceed from then on (Dingman, 1988). However, despite the general stoppage of the use of nuclear weapons in warfare, one must acknowledge the fact that there lacks sufficient understanding of how this phenomenon [normative stigma] emerged, how it is maintained to date, as well as the future prospects put in place. The deterrence is the most widely cited explanation (Paul, 2010; Schultz et al., 2007). However, Tannenwald (1999) argues that this cited reason is either incomplete or totally wrong. When countries go to war, there is a very high likelihood that the outcome of the war will have some significant influence on the policies that allies and enemies alike establish afterward. This concept can be best explained using the case study of the Korean War and the influence that it had on the nuclear policies that the United States established. This is to say that the Korean War had significant impacts on the nuclear policies of the United States. Initially, the Korean War had nothing to do with the United States because it was entirely civil and between the Koreans in the north and those in the south (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). However, the United States decided to intervene as an ally to South Korea (Dingman, 1988; Jasanoff & Kim, 2009; Roberts; 2000; Tannewald, 1999). Some scholars argue that the United States intervened in order to curb communist aggression (Dingman, 1988; Jennings, 2014). However, there are others who argue that the main reason why the United States intervened in the Korean War was because they wanted to maintain the status quo, play the role of patron that they have always played, and coincidentally be held in the best place and esteem by the rest of the world (Greene, 2015; Jasanoff & Kim, 2009; Roberts, 2000). This means that there are disparate reasons given as to what motivated the United States to join the Korean War. However, Jennings (2014), as well as Tannenwald (1999), note that shortly before and during the Korean War, nuclear weapons had become the pride and joy of the Unites States’ defensive strategy. This, therefore, means that the United States’ military and nuclear capability at the time remained unquestioned, and behind whatever reason that made them join this war, their confidence in their nuclear and military preparedness gave them the impetus to forge forward. It must also be noted that two different administrations were in power (Truman’s and Eisenhower’s administrations] in the United States as the war commenced, progressed, and finally came to an end. Therefore, it only becomes right to explore the different shifts in the United States’ nuclear policy as were influenced by the Korean War under, or rather, in both administrations.
The Pre-War Era: United States Nuclear Power
Analyzing the effect of the Korean War on United States’ nuclear policy calls one to first have an understanding of the pre-war situation in order to see how things changed in the process. The United States along with other nuclear countries such as Britain Germany, and the U.S.S.R were involved in extensive scientific research with the aim of developing nuclear weapons. However, by mid-1945, half a decade before the Korean War started, the United States is the only one that had succeeded in making an atomic bomb which it dropped on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki to bring a quick end to the war in Japan (Bleiker, 2003x, Craig, 2009; Dingman, 1988; Jennings, 2014). At this time, there was not much debate on whether the bombs should be dropped on the cities or not. In other words, the United States officials saw the nuclear weapon as an indication of their successful scientific and technological advancement (Jasanoff and Kim, 2009).  At the same time, they saw it as a means to a faster end to the Pacific war that would, in their opinion, ensure fewer conventional casualties (Dingman, 1988). However, they did put into consideration, the impact that the atomic bomb’s impressive power could potentially have in the postwar relations between the Soviet Union and the United States. President Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR), who remains to be one of the most successful war time presidents in the history of the United States presided over the country’s making of nuclear weapons. He resolved to have a policy of secrecy by deciding not to tell the Soviet Union about the technological developments that the United States had made in as far as the making of nuclear weapons was concerned. 
 
Safeguarding Nuclear Information 
This decision or rather a policy of safeguarding nuclear information was central to the country’s nuclear policy, and neither Roosevelt nor his cadre of advisors saw the need to boast or disclose any information about their nuclear ability at the time. When he passed on, and Harry Truman succeeded him as president, a decision had to be made on whether the United States’ nuclear development was to remain secret as it was in Roosevelt’s administration. It must be noted that Truman was the president of the United States when the War commenced in Korea in July 1950; however, he was no longer the president when it ended, and the armistice was signed in 1953 – Dwight D. Eisenhower was the president at this time. This means that upon Truman’s ascendancy into the presidency, the policy of guarding United States’ nuclear information faced possible changes (Dingman, 1988). Eventually, President Truman breached the principles of Roosevelt’s nuclear policy by mentioning to Joseph Stalin, the Soviet Premier, about the existence of a bomb that was mainly very destructive. This happened during an Allied meeting that took place at Potsdam (Barella, 2002). However, he did not divulge the full specifics about the nuclear weapon or how it could be used. This marks the initial shift in nuclear policy under President Truman – More were to take place afterward and especially during the Korean War as will be discussed in a later part of this paper. However, it is imperative to note that even before the war in Korea started, the policymakers of the United Stated hoped that the country’s monopoly on nuclear technology and the fact that they had practically demonstrated to the whole world the destructive power of such a technology in Japan would in the end influence the Soviet Union to make concessions either in Europe or in Asia.
 
President Truman seemed particularly positive that the enemy’s knowledge of the United States’ nuclear power would deter them from being a threat in any war where the United States was concerned. On this note, it is stated that the president did not even threaten Stalin with the atomic bomb, because he [Truman] recognized that the bomb’s mere existence was enough to limit the Soviet options and would, by all means, be considered to be a huge threat to the security of the Soviet Union (Dingman, 1988).  This is an idea that President Eisenhower, Truman’s successor also shared. In other words, both believed that making it known that they had the power and capacity to unleash a nuclear attack against an enemy target would be in one way or the other cushion them from and aggressive attack from their opponents at any one time. In the years preceding the Korean War and immediately after World War II, the United States’ confidence in its nuclear monopoly had some significant consequences on its diplomatic agenda. One importance of the atomic bombs in Nagasaki and Hiroshima that cannot go unmentioned is the fact that the bomb helped to ensure that Western Europe would turn to America to have its security guaranteed instead of seeking help from the Soviet Union. Even if the America did not employ large numbers of troops in the region, it had the ability to protect the continent by placing it under the United States nuclear umbrella. This nuclear umbrella comprised of all the areas where America had declared its readiness to use the atomic weapons to defend them. Although the United States was able to use its nuclear power to command Japan’s total surrender and for some time enjoy being the sole nuclear power in the world, this condition was short-lived. The Soviet Union, as well as the United Kingdom, successfully exploded their first atomic bombs in 1949 and 1952 respectively. Therefore, although the Unites State’s nuclear arsenal remained significantly huge compared to other countries. Its intimidation would therefore not be as strong as before (Dingman, 1988; Jennings, 2014; Tannenwald, 1999). As already mentioned, the moment President Truman decided to disclose information about the United States’ nuclear weapon marked the first of the many changes and shifts that would be registered in as far the country’s nuclear policy was concerned. Of particular interest to this paper, is not necessarily the changes that this policy has undergone from the atomic age till the present times. Rather, the main focus is to try and establish just how the Korean War influenced this policy and the changes that were registered as a result. On this note, it becomes necessary for one to understand the Korean War and its link to the United States and its nuclear weapons before unraveling how the former influenced the latter. For this reason, the following section traces the Korean War from inception to the point where it came to an end with the signing of the armistice. 

Understanding The Korean War: A Background Account
The Korean War was the first major armed conflict between Communist forces and the Free World. It commenced on June 25th, 1950 when an army of approximately ninety thousand North Korean Soldiers initiated an invasion of South Korea. It was a Civil War characterized by dramatic invasions and counter-invasions in the Korean Peninsula (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009; Jennings, 2014). Coincidentally, this war happened at a time when the future courses of the United States’ foreign policy was being debated. It came barely six years after the United States defeated the Japanese using lethal atomic weapons in the areas of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. A majority of the top leads in Washington were at this time advocating for a massive armament program in their bid to confront and defeat communism in the world. Truman, the then president of the United States greatly felt that sitting back and failing to take appropriate action would directly undermine the United States’ policy of containment. It is for this reason that the United States sent aid to South Korea and went further to call upon the United Nations to sanction all military action against North Korea, and the resolution to this effect was passed on the 27th of June 1950. In what Jennings (2014. p. 1) refers to as “a bloody confrontation of competing spheres of influence and geo-political ideologies” between the North and South Koreans, the United States intervened in support of its ally, South Korea. This faction was fighting against North Korea and its ally, China. This was in an effort to contain the encroaching threat of the communism that was being sponsored by the Soviet Union. 
 
On 1st July 1950, Troops from the United States fifteen other nations arrived in Korea led by an American and United Nations Commander, General Douglas MacArthur – America, found herself at war again. The Korean War was not just dramatic but progressed in stages. On this note, the war generally started as a movement of dramatic changes in the first year which was then followed by a statement that persisted until the end of the war in July 1953. The first stage was marked by the North Korean Invasion that resulted in them capturing nearly the entire Korean Peninsula except a small part in the Southeast region near the city of Pusan. The second stage was marked by a United Nations’ counter attack where General MacArthur led the United Nations forces in a heroic amphibious attack on Inchon, with the hope of splitting the North Korean forces into two. In a month’s time, the general had managed to recapture Seoul and drive the North Koreans way back past the 38th parallel (Roberts, 2000). The third stage was marked by a counter-attack by the Chinese who had no nuclear capability, unlike the United States. However despite the Chines warnings, General MacArthur pushed on further to the border with China at the Yalu River. On November 27th, 1950 more than 150,000 North Koreans and over 200,000 Chinese counter-attacked the UN troops forcing them to retreat (Roberts, 2000). And by December that same year, the UN forces had suffered heavy causalities. The fourth and final stage were stalemate which lasted the longest period.
 
The war descended into stalemate along the 38th parallel and the United States tried various ways of bringing the stalemate to an end. President Truman decided to go back to the policy of containment, but General MacArthur strongly disagreed. He even threatened to use atomic bombs against China – this is an excellent example of atomic diplomacy. Although Truman fired the General and peace talks in Korea began in 1951, the war still continued until the following year in July when an armistice was signed. Although the war lasted for just three years, its devastation was massive, and its effects marked a major division between the warring factions. According to Roberts (2000), it is estimated that by the time the war came to an end, about three million Koreans were reported dead, wounded, or missing. About 33,000 Americans and 150,000 Chinese were reported dead, and at the same time about 92,000 Americans and 220,000 Chinese were wounded. It is said that in throughout this war of conventional maneuver, the UN expeditionary forces suffered two major hits in that it lose more than 36,000 soldiers and also faced the threat of a strategic defeat by the “red” armies without ever resulting to atomic intervention (Jennings, 2014). Apparently, with the armistice in July 1953 as well as the onset of the stalemate in the 38th parallel, the American alliance never decisively won in the Korean War. The 38th parallel refers to the dividing line that was to divide Korea – with the United States occupying the South and the USSR occupying the North of Korea. The war ended with the signing of an armistice that went into effect in July 1953. However, Kore remained divided along the 38th parallel, in roughly the same boundary as it was initially when the war commenced in 1950 (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). One of the most notable legacies of this war was that not only did the relations between China and the United States become more tense and hostile but it also greatly influenced significant shifts in the security and nuclear policies of the United States. Although no nuclear weapon was used to fight this war, having an idea in mind that nuclear States could drop an atomic bomb whenever they felt it was necessary may have had a great impact in making the warring sides to come to a concession sooner than later (Bleiker, 2003; Dingman, 1988). Policies of atomic diplomacy, the new look strategies, policies of containment, as well as policies of non-use of nuclear weapons among others, were some of the major dogmas that underwent changes and came to effect as a result of the Korean War of 1950 to 1953.

America’s Nuclear Power during the War
At the beginning of the Korean War in 1950 and despite the promising advances made by the Soviet Union and other countries in the development of nuclear weapons, the United States’ nuclear advantage could not measure up to that of any other country. By June 1950, the United States’ nuclear stockpile comprised of over four hundred atomic bombs and over two hundred and sixty aircrafts capable of dropping these bombs on the Soviet targets (Dingman, 1988). In comparison to the Soviet Union, which happens to be the only other country to have successfully tested its atomic weapon by this time, Dingman (1988) observes that the Soviet Union lacked the necessary capacity to attack or counter-attack the United States in equal measure in case the latter staged a nuclear intervention to fight the limited war in Korea. The United States had notably launched a series of advanced reassessment of its defense policies which allegedly carried out in order to match the nation’s vast and growing pose World War II military commitments to its limited capabilities (Roberts, 2000). Therefore, the United States was way advanced in as far as military preparedness was concerned. On the other hand, in the event of a nuclear intervention instigated by the United States during the Korean War, Dingman (1988) notes that the Soviet Union could have only managed to attack the United States by using merchant vessels to smuggle the weapons into American harbors or using one-way bomber missions. This was nothing compared to the United States ready nuclear arsenal. It is even stated that the 1950 policy planning staff paper NSC-68 increased the United States defense spending by a massive three-to-four-fold (Foot, 1988; Roberts, 2000; Rosenberg, 2014). Throughout this initial stages of the Korean War in 1950 and 1951, the U.S suffered various strategic and tactical setbacks, chief among them being the North Korean advance that happened in the summer of 1950 as well as the Chinese invasion later in the fall of that same year. At this point, a nuclear intervention became a seriously considered option by the United States following the threat of Western retrograde in the specter of communist aggression. A sensible question that arises in regard to this situation would, therefore, be in connection with potential the capabilities that the United States’ atomic arsenal had and the resulting impact that it could have attained in the event that it initiated a nuclear intervention in fighting this limited war in Korea. It, therefore, becomes important to analyze the capabilities of the country’s atomic arsenal in order to examine the extent to which it influenced the proceedings and outcome of the Korean War. This will also make it easy to analyze and discuss the manner in which and level to which the Korean War influenced the nuclear policies of the United States. According to Bruce Comings, a Korean War Historian (Cited in Jennings, 2014), the United States’ atomic arsenal at the start of the Korean War was around four hundred and fifty MK4 fission bombs; Russia only had a mere twenty atomic bombs. This, the historian observes, would have been more than enough for the United States to strike in Southeast Asia and at the same time deter any atomic threat from the Soviet Union. The MK4 atomic model’s impact would be twice as much as that of the bombs used in the Hiroshima attack. They weighed approximately 11,000 lbs and gave yields of about 20 – 40 kilotons. By 1951, the number of these atomic devices had risen from 450 to around 550. The various strategic delivery platforms that could be used to deliver this atomic model was through the use of B-50s, B-47s, B-36s, B-29s, and AJ-1s (Jennings, 2014; Rosenberg, 2014). Some B-29 bombers were deployed by President Harry Truman and also President Dwight D. Eisenhower in Korea during the war (Dignman 2012). These B-29 bombers which were used as the primary system of delivery in Korea could easily strike any part in China or Korea from the United States’ bases in Japan or the Philippines (Jennings, 2014).   Around mid-1953, the MK4s were replaced by MK6s, a lighter and more powerful model. So why did the United States not launch a nuclear attack in the Korean War as many had expected? To this question, there are various answers most of which are tactical and others related to the policies that were in place at the time. To start with, the weapons control mechanism intentionally delayed implementation of a nuclear intervention while at the same time ensuring that the United States’ atomic power continued to escalate this whole time. Both the MK4s and the superior MK6s were controlled under the civilian Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) by authority of the McMahon and Atomic Energy Acts of 1946 (Jennings, 2014). At the same time, the lack of a second-strike survivability and nuclear readiness was not met with immediate response systems and therefore launching the attack would not be a very wise idea unless there was evidence beyond any doubt that there were useful targets to hit in Korea (Jennings, 2014; Tannenwald, 1999). 


The Policy of Nuclear/Atomic Diplomacy 
There are many strategies that a government can employ in times of war in an attempt to achieve their diplomatic goals. Atomic diplomacy happens to be one of them. This is a policy or strategy where the threat of nuclear warfare is used to achieve diplomatic goals (Dingman, 1988; Bleiker, 2003). In the years that followed the Japan attack United States officials immediately started considering the potential non-military benefits that the country could derive from its nuclear monopoly. The officials therefore considered employing atomic diplomacy in their dealings with the countries they were at war with. A close look at the situation before and during the Korean War makes it clear that the policy of atomic diplomacy was in action even before the Korean War and its subsequent stalement. On this note, Truman, before the commencement of the Korean War mentioned about the existence of a nuclear weapon that was extremely destructive during the Allied meeting at Potsdam. This, coupled with the use of this said weapon in Japan are representative of an atomic diplomacy. Dingman (1988), notes that according to historian Gar Alperovitz , the United States’ use of nuclear weapons on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in Japan was intended to intimidate the all those who were opposed to the United States. On a more specific note, the United States used this nuclear attack in order to gain a stronger position or rather, gain the upper hand in their postwar diplomatic negotiations with the Soviet Union. The weapons were not necessary force Japan to surrender, but the United States used them anyway. Therefore when one judges this scenario with an open mind, it becomes clear that there was a hidden motive other than forcing a concession. This hidden motive is in the sense that on the bigger picture, the attack was purposed to intimidate other countries and make them fear being on the receiving end of the United States’ nuclear wrath. However, this is a debatable concept because there was no clear declaration from the president or the officials in his administration that that had been their intention all along. This, therefore, means that it is also possible that neither Truman’s divulgence of the nuclear information to Stalin nor the nuclear attack on Japan’s cities had anything to do with threatening the warring forces. In the case of the United States and the Korean War, it is clear that this form of diplomacy was at play throughout the war period with America threatening to use their atomic weapons if necessary and in order to contain the influence of the communist Chinese. Even though President Truman may not have intended to use the implied threat of nuclear weapons to gain an upper hand over Soviet Union’s Premier, the country’s atomic monopoly, in one way or the other, seemed to give President Truman more confidence and also made him more determined to obtain concessions from the Soviet Union as a result. However, things did not turn out as expected. Instead of the Soviet Union retracting and conceding to the demands of the United States, they became even more anxious and determined to protect their borders from the United States and any other enemy with a controlled buffer zone (Dingman, 1988). A direct representation of President Truman’s atomic diplomacy first happened during the Cold War in the Berlin Blockade of 1948-1949. The president deployed several B-29 bombers able of delivering atomic bombs to the warring zone. This was meant to send a direct signal to the Soviet Union that America was both capable and willing to implement and execute a nuclear attack if it deemed it necessary. Purposely, this was done to keep the Soviet Union in check. Away from the Cold War and back to the Korean War – Truman maintained some level of atomic diplomacy in this case too. As a way of demonstrating the United States’ nuclear power and its capability of engaging in a nuclear intervention if need be, President Truman once again transferred the B-29 bombers to Korea. In the presidential election of 1952, the then Republican candidate, Dwight D. Eisenhower criticized the manner in which President Truman had been handling the case of the Korean War and especially in regards to the fact that Truman had been unable to resolve the stalemate (Bleiker, 2003; Jennings, 2014). At the same time both of them reflected contrasting views for initiating a nuclear attack with Eisenhower being for use and Truman for non-use. Eisenhower just like MacArthur was a veteran theatre commander from the Second World War and likewise he fully supported the concept of total war against the enemy.  His first suggestion of using nuclear intervention in the Korean War happened in June 1950 just as the war was commencing. Later on while serving as the president of Columbia University, he again made a similar suggestion and this time he precisely proposed that one or two atomic bombs be dropped in the Korean area if there were suitable targets. After his election into the presidency the following year, 1952, Eisenhower began to publicly hint out that the United States might make use of its nuclear weapons to break the military stalemate in Korea. Under his leadership, the United States nuclear policy took an aggressive turn as Truman’s policy of non-use began to look like it was the reason why the Korean War had been in stalemate for so long. Eisenhower therefore resolved to use atomic diplomacy to bring the confrontation to an end. In other words, President Eisenhower decided to use nuclear intimidation and brinkmanship and often deliberated on the use of tactical atomic strikes if it would bring the war to an end (Jennings, 2014). Although his nuclear policy was not as aggressive as MacArthur’s would have been if he was allowed to call the shots, it was nonetheless just as much intimidating, and there is enough reason to think that the president-elect was serious and would make true his threat if the condition did not improve. For example, his administration moved atomic weapons to Okinawa in May 1953 to reinforce the American troops’ strategic posture. The then United States’ Secretary of State, John Dulles, made a public statement to the world declaring that the United States was not to be held responsible for not using nuclear weapons if the warring parties could not come to a truce. This means that the United States would launch a nuclear attack against China if a rapid progress towards a negotiated settlement was not reached (Dingman, 1988). In his opinion, the nuclear weapons were essential tools of statecraft that ought to have been employed to achieve the States’ interests. This same administration also sent a strict unmistakable warning to the Chinese as the peace negotiations were going on, making it clear that the United States would remove the existing restrictions on weapons and area (Dingman, 1988; Paul, 2010). This warning against the Chinese had more than one implication. One, the fact that the Eisenhower administration went as far as threatening the Chinese with the removal of restrictions indicates that initially the United States war policy and especially in regards to the Korean War was governed by a policy of nuclear non-use. This was the case under Truman’s administration. The warning also acted as a clear indication that the United States was willing to expand the war into China using their nuclear weapons or in other word, an atomic strike (Jennings, 2014).. However, this atomic diplomacy was not threats alone. Rather, the American administration made some promises along with the threats. One of the promises made was that the United States made was that they would use atomic weapons to defend Taiwan. Dulles, the Secretary of State under Eisenhower’s administration declared that the United States was ready and well prepared to employ tactical atomic weapons in case of conflict in the Formosa Straits (Jennings, 2014; Paul, 2010). Whether these threats were levied for mere intimidation purposes or an actual intended policy one thing remains clear; the United States’ nuclear policy was taking a notable and more aggressive shift as a result of the Korean War and its subsequent stalement along the 38th parallel. The entire world had become a witness to this significant shifts throughout the three years that the Korean War lasted. Notably, the National Security Council Decision Paper 147 further gave President Eisenhower an additional motivation to consider a nuclear intervention in the Korean War. This paper proposed the abolition of the restrictions placed on nuclear warfare in the Korean War.  
Some of the other notable provisions of the National Security Council Decision Paper 147 include the following recommendations. The paper supported the continuation of the aggressive naval and air action while at the same time increasing the intensity of the ground operation in the Korean War. It also recommended that military operations against Communist Manchuria and China ought to be extended and intensified. The Decision Paper also held that the scale and tempo of military operations in Korea be increased if necessary. Comparing this council to the one that was in operation during Truman’s presidency, one can clearly see that the Korean War was having a significant influence on the country’s nuclear and foreign policy. On this note, it should be acknowledged that this National Security Council Decision Paper 147 presented some familiar possible drawbacks that would possibly be experienced if the United States embraced or rather instigated a nuclear intervention in Korea. However. It is also clear that with the above recommendations that it put across, it reflected a significantly different tone in regards to the States’ nuclear policy. This is in the sense that whereas it proposes aggression and intensification of a nuclear attack if deemed necessary, the previous cadre of advisors that served under Truman (Jennings, 2014). These latter group, just like their leader, were in support of non-use and increased restrictions on any form of atomic attacks in Korea. At the same time, this cadre of advisors operated on the principles of containment rather than an extension of the aggression. This ultimately means that the nuclear policy of the United States was not only influenced by the Korean War but by the personal feelings and opinions of the presidents and their council of advisors.
 
All through the dramatic invasions and counter-invasions that characterized the Korean War, in the contest for control of the Korean Peninsula, it is obvious that the US retained a ready nuclear arsenal that it threatened to put to use if the enemies did not do as asked. However, despite the serious considerations of whether to use the nuclear weapons or not, the Unites States decision-makers decided not to employ the unparalleled power of nuclear technology. According to various scholars, it is this choice of atomic non-use during the Korean War that in turn set the precedent for an enduring tradition of nuclear restraint that remains in effect today not only in America but in other parts of the world as well (Farrell & Lambert, 2001: Jennings, 2014; Mazarr, 1995). The administration of President Eisenhower, Truman’s successor is the most exemplary in explaining how the policy of atomic diplomacy was employed in the Korean War. On this note, had the war not fallen into a long-standing stalemate along the 38th parallel, President Eisenhower would have most likely not resulted into an atomic intimidation. He knew that the county was capable of launching an atomic attack just like it did in 1945 in the Hiroshima and Nagasaki cities of Hiroshima. Everyone across the world had witnessed the extensive and highly destructive effect that an atomic bomb could have. The atomic diplomacy therefore built on this fear and hoped that by intimidating the warring factions with an atomic attack, they would, in turn, bow down and heed to the interests of the United States. Perhaps the Eisenhower administration was doing this jus for intimidation purposes, but as already mentioned it could have as well been driven by an actual policy change whose impact would be felt all the while until the war came to an end with the signing of the armistice. Although both Dwight and Truman considered the idea of nuclear coercion to push the negotiations on the stalement and therefore bring about the armistice; it must be noted that the idea was ultimately rejected in all cases. In other words, despite the many instances where atomic threats were made during the Korean War as a result of the Chinese invasion into the war as well as the long-standing stalemate, the atomic weapons were not used. Perhaps this is because of the fact that the conflicting sides knew all too well that although the atomic weapons could continue to act as a deterrent, their diplomatic use had its limits and with the advance in science and technology among the super powers, a nuclear attack could be met with a retaliation of a similar or larger magnitude (Jassanoff & Kim, 2009; Rosenberg, 2014). Therefore, using these weapons of mass destruction in warfare became a taboo. It was time that America changed its nuclear policy from nuclear intimidation/atomic diplomacy to a nuclear non-use policy. This was not just for the Unites States – rather the policy was to be adhered to by all stakeholders in the world. Therefore, the truth is that the policy of atomic diplomacy did not begin during the Korean War. However, it became more vocal, and its influence was most strongly felt during the three years that the lasted. By extension, this means that if the Korean War had not taken place, then this policy of atomic diplomacy may have potentially lost its credibility and perhaps be ignored altogether. According to Foot (1988), there is a close link between Eisenhower’s atomic diplomacy and the signing of the Korean Armistice in July 1953. In other words, the president had noticed that the failure to come to terms had gone on for far too long and something needed to be done to bring the situation to an end – the only way out, or so Eisenhower thought, was to threaten the Peaople’s Republic of China (PRC) with a nuclear attack during the final stages of the negotiations – and it worked. Therefore, the Korean War heightened United States’ strategy of intimidation and brinkmanship through its nuclear diplomacy. 
The United States’ Nuclear Policy under Truman 
Like the president before and after him, President Truman did make use of some form of atomic diplomacy. According to Barella (2002), Truman’s administration used fear to garner support for its war and foreign policies. By extension, this implies that the president also used the same strategy to get support from the public and the international community in regards to the various nuclear policies that he established and during the Korean War. This includes the fact that he decided to change from the policy of safeguarding nuclear information that his predecessor, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, had in place (Dingman, 1988). Barella (2002), notes that Truman’s administration banked on press releases and the media to control the information that reached the public relating to the country’s nuclear activities. Some atomic diplomacy can be said to have been at play in this disclosure although it was not very explicit at the time. Following this disclosure, scholars point out that Truman’s intention in so doing was to use the most powerful weapon of mass destruction to gain concessions and also heighten the international power that the country would have once the war was over (Barella, 2002; Dingman, 1988; Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). In the meeting at Potsdam, it is recorded that Truman mentioned to Stalin and those present at the conference that the United States had “a new weapon of unusually destructive force” (Barella, 2002. p. 3). This marked the first mention under any presidency of a weapon of mass destruction that had the potential to change the course of the history of the world and instill a sense of pervasive fear in every American as well as the international audience for generations to come. At this point, employing nuclear weapons to make the enemy surrender seemed like an excellent tactical strategy. The issue of using such weapons in Korea was mentioned in the first Korean War meeting that President Truman and his cadre of advisors held on the 25th of June 1950. On this note, Craig (2009) notes that General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, the then Chief of Staff told President Truman that the only way to knock out the Russian bases located in the Far East would be through the use of atomic bombs. To this response, the President ordered that the Airforce prepare exigency plans to annihilate all the Soviet air bases that were located in the Far East (Craig, 2009). What this means is that President Truman, at this point, was quite okay with the idea of launching an atomic attack in the Korean War if the need arose. From this directive, one could have no doubt at all that the United States was guided an unrestricted nuclear policy. Dingman (1988), as well as Jennings (2014), also note that the President and his cadre of advisors felt that it was quite okay to use this weapon to end the communist enemy’s aggression against the United States and North Korea. However, things were not to remain constant. On this note, as the Korean War progressed, the general public, the president, as well as some of his officials began to have a change of mind and view the destructiveness of this weapons from another angle. Dingman (1988), Jennings (2014), Roberts (2000), as well as Tannenwald (1999) argue that the fact that the United States had successfully used their nuclear power to win over their enemies and compel Japan to surrender was good enough to make them use atomic bombs in the Korean War to make the communist Chinese surrender. In other words, the results of their previous nuclear attack were expected to be a motivation and reason enough for them to launch another attack, this time in Korea. However, Craig (2009) argues that this same result could also be the very reason why a nuclear attack was never launched in Korea or in any other war for that matter. In other words, it could be that the United States, having witnessed the impact that their previous attack had could not bring themselves to instigate such an intervention for the second time. This argument by Craig (2009) could be having some great truths in it especially when one considers the fact that when General Douglas McArthur suggested that 26 atomic bombs be dropped on selected targets in Korea, President Truman objected to this suggestion (Bleiker, 2003). However, it must not be forgotten that although President Truman did not oblige to General MacArthur’s request he had on the 30th of November 1950, months after the first Korean War meeting was held, openly confessed to the public in a press conference that the use of nuclear weapons in Korean War had always been a consideration (Craig, 2009; Dingman, 1988; Jennings, 2014; Tannewald, 1999). This makes it apparent that the president’s decisions concerning fighting the Korean using nuclear weapons was at first a resolve, but as time went on, it gradually began to dissolve and lead towards a policy of restriction. On this note, the following section explores the United States’ nuclear policy of non-use which happens to be one of the most eminent nuclear policies under President Truman’s administration. 

The Policy of Non-Use
The development of the tradition of nuclear restraint that remains in effect even today was significantly influenced by the Korean War.  During this war, this policy of non-use was mostly in use during President Truman’s administration than in his successor’s [Eisenhower] administration. In other words, it is noted that President Truman’s nuclear policy exhibited a significant shift during the Korean War which Dingman (1988) interprets as a move from resolve to restraint. Despite the United States’ impressive nuclear arsenal as at the commencement of the Korean War, President Truman chose not to use it to fight this war (Craig, 2009). According to Jennings (2014), the choice of atomic non-use that initially came to being during the Korean War set a precedent for the enduring tradition of nuclear restraint that the world sees in effect today. The restraint can be seen in the sense that the United Nations troops suffered gravely in the Korean War by losing over thirty six thousand soldiers and faced the threat of a strategic defeat by their opponents, but nevertheless, they refrained from resorting to an atomic intervention. This is regardless of the fact that the United States had enough capability of launching such an attack just like it had a few year back in the Hiroshima and Nagasaki attacks. The United States alliance had the capacity to degrade ground formation in the Korean War at the tactical, strategic, and operational levels but refrained from moving in this direction. Nina Tannenwald, a historian, summarizes or rather refers to this policy as the nuclear taboo. According to this scholar, there was no reason whatsoever for anyone to think that the United States would refrain from employing their atomic arsenal in the Korean War just like they did in the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (Tannenwald, 1999). This is basically because the Hiroshima-Nagasaki case is an exemplary example of how one country can use a nuclear attack to achieve its goals and interests (Jennings, 2014). Therefore, Tannenwald (1999), argues that based on this outcome, many military leaders in America expected that history would repeat itself in the Korean War, but this was never the case. However, following the massive effects registered in the Hiroshima and Nagasaki attacks, President Truman, began to see that it was critical that atomic energy or rather, the use of nuclear weapons in warfare be restricted not only in the Korean War but in the entire world as well (Barella, 2002). However, Craig (2009) notes that the policy of non-use was always a complicated and problematic matter. Perhaps because Truman never got the much needed support from his top officials such as General MacArthur. These differences stood as a threat to the sustainability of the policy, and Jenkins (2014) argues that the reason why President Truman decided to release the General off his duties is mainly because he could not fully trust him not to unleash an atomic attack, and neither could he get him to fully agree to non-use. 


The War And The Nuclear Policy Shifts Under President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Eisenhower was satisfied with the manner in which President Truman had been handling the Korean War issue and he was even less content with the nuclear policy of Truman’s administration. For this reason, the president as well as the Republican Party demanded that a nuclear weapons policy different from that of President Truman be initiated to deal with the Korean War issue (Foot, 1988). Following this demand, the United States nuclear policy shifted to a more aggressive stance during President Eisenhower’s administration. As a matter of fact, it is estimated that during Eisenhower’s presidency the United States nuclear arsenal increased from a mere 1,400 to over twenty thousand warheads (Greene, 2015).  It is important to note that Eisenhower came into power when the Korean War was already ongoing, and therefore, nearly all the nuclear policies that were established in his tenure were significantly influenced by the Korean War either directly or indirectly. According to Jennings (2014), this aggressive shift reflected the new development of United States in tactical nuclear weapons. In other words, and by so doing, President Eisenhower brought a whole “New Look” to the national security policy of the United States which aimed at containment of communism through threats of massive retaliation (Dignman, 2012; Foot, 1988; George, 1955; Greene, 2015; Tannewald, 1999). The Korean War had a big impact in shaping the nuclear policies that were in place during the war. Like his predecessor, President Harry Truman, he also employed the strategy of atomic diplomacy as a way of finding war solutions and compelling warring States to come to a peace agreement. Relying on nuclear weapons to dissuade communist aggression and if necessary to fight a war was a major element of this new look. His defense policies during and after the Korean War were aimed at cutting the spending on the existing conventional forces while at the same time increasing the budget for nuclear weapons and the Air Force. Therefore, this means that the new look under Eisenhower’s administration was based on a strategy of championing strong alliances and reliance on nuclear weapons as deterrents of future communist aggression (Dingman, 1988; Greene, 2015). It is therefore clear that the change in administration from Truman to Eisenhower in January 1953, strengthened the impetus for Washington to believe that nuclear weapons were usable and necessary tools of statecraft. The Korean War appeared like a call to the presidents to do something. The United had and has always assumed the role of patron to various Asian and European conflicts and state-clients (Roberts, 2000). Therefore, the Korean case was no different and this means that each both Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower felt that they had a patronizing role to play in bringing the Korean conflict to an end even if it meant using weapons of lethal and massive aggression. It is for this reasons that scholars such as Jennings (2014), observe that President Eisenhower’s intention, having been influenced by the Korean War, was to pursue a more aggressive atomic policy. On this note, in March 1953 the Joint Chiefs of Staff under Eisenhower’s administration presented a report on the pros and cons of nuclear use. This was before the atomic weapons were moved to Okinawa later in May that same year. In view of the report, the president felt that the United States had more to gain than lose by engaging a nuclear intervention in Korea. In one of his presidential address. According to the president’s views, nuclear weapons were just as conventional as the bullet of a gun and therefore there was no reason why their use should be restricted based on the notion that they are more lethal or rather more destructive than other weapons as Truman and his supporters had previously suggested. In one of his addresses, Eisenhower declared that “in any combat where these things [nuclear weapons] can be used strictly on military targets and strictly for military purposes, I see no reason why that should not be used just exactly as you would a bullet or anything else” (Tannenwald, 1999. p. 141). This is a clear indication that for Eisenhower, there was no need to put any restriction on the use of nuclear weapons. In his opinion, this was the best way that the Korean War would be brought to an end. At the same time the then Vice President, Richard Nixon, shared similar sentiments to those expressed by President Eisenhower.  On this note, the Vice President argued that tactical atomic explosives were at the tie conventional and would, therefore, be used against targets of any aggressive force (Jennings, 2014; Tannewald, 1999). On the same note, Secretary Dulles, who also happened to be President Eisenhower’s most influential foreign policy advisor also harbored thoughts similar to those expressed by the head of state and his vice president. On this note, Dulles in a magazine article of 1954 entitled “A Policy of Bold-ness” foreshadowed President Eisenhower’s “New Look” Strategy that was to come into effect soon afterwards. This policy of boldness is the one that initially championed the reliance on nuclear power as well as the establishment and reliance on strong alliances believing that such plans would go a long way and be effective in deterring future communist aggression (Dingman, 1988; George, 1955). Therefore, the question that now confronted the United States’ statesmen as the Korean War came close to the end was similar to the one that confronted them when the war started during Truman’s tenure. This question was not on whether to employ nuclear power – there was no doubt about this. The question was on how and when the United States would employ its nuclear weapons to manage the conflict. However, Rosenberg (2012) observes that President Eisenhower was not fully convinced that using actual tactical nuclear weapons in the Korean War would deter further escalation. For this reason, the president made a choice not to use the country’s atomic arsenal to fight small conventional wars such as this one but instead get ready and armed to face any unforeseen nuclear attack from the enemy. In other words, the Korean War gave Eisenhower’s administration reason to result in policies aimed at increasing their nuclear weapons capacity ready for use in the future if need be; but not to be unleashed in the currently limited war. This means that the United States knew all along that it would use the nuclear weapons and would therefore not hesitate for whatever reason whatsoever if and when the employment of a nuclear intervention became necessary. 
The Atoms For Peace policy
During the nuclear age, all the countries engaging in the development or even intending to do so in the future were well aware that they would be embarking on an enterprise of unusual risk to human lives, property, as well as the country’s legitimacy. The United States was therefore not oblivious of the practical and imagined consequences that their nuclear arsenal would have during and even after the Korean War. This means that as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower resolved to intimidate their opponents with a nuclear attack, they were well aware what such threats would mean not just to these opponents but to the American public as well as the international audience. When the time to strategize and attempt to erase the fear that it had so significantly helped in creating arose, the United States president had to act – and act fast. According to him and his advisors, the best way to achieve this would be through the atoms for peace policy. Eisenhower proposed this strategy just a few months after the armistice ending the Koran War was signed. The president first outlined the elements of this strategy on the 8th of December 1953 in his speech to the United Nations General Assembly (Beardsley & Lim, 2008; Jasanoff & Kim, 2009; Schulz et al., 2007). This policy was informed by the principles of what Jasanoff and Kim (2009) refer to as the United States’ imaginary of the postwar atom. It is true that fears of a nuclear attack as clearly set out by both Truman and more aggressively by Eisenhower and their cadre of policy advisors during the Korean War had a big impact in showing the world just how destructive if not effective the amassing of a nuclear weapons can be in the world. President Truman had himself declared that atomic bombs were weapons of mass destruction that ought to be done away with and not be treated as mere conventional weapons of statecraft as Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles had made it seem (Dingham, 2012; Jennings, 2014; Tannenwald, 1999). Although Eisenhower highly considered using these weapons to bring the stalement to an end, he never did, and with time coupled with the realization that a nuclear attack instigated by the United States would likely be retaliated by the Soviet Union might have made the president to rethink his considerations and see things from Truman’s perspective. The aim of this strategy was to try and turn the destructive form of the atom to a more benign and useful form. In other words, the president hoped that this move would help to calm the domestic anxiety that had been creating during the Korean War and at the same time help to quell the international fears that were rising by the day given the immense advancements that nuclear countries were making in the development of nuclear power and nuclear weapons (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009).  The policy, therefore, epitomized the embracing of self-regulation on a national scale for the sake of the both the domestic and global audience. Here, a superpower with unmatched world-destroying potential was making a promise and a crucial move to use that capability exclusively for the good and benefit of the world society. What this means is that the United States, guided by the principle of the “Atom of Peace” would not only seek a mere elimination or reduction of the development and production of atomic materials for military use. Rather, it would take a further step and remove the nuclear weapons out of the hands or rather out of the control of the soldiers and place them as President Eisenhower claimed, in the hands of those people who would know how to strip off the military casing and put it to the arts of peace (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). Putting this into practice and stripping the atom of its military purpose would obviously not be as easy as the United States had made it sound. However, in the event that the United States as well as the other nuclear countries took heed and put this plan into action then the following would be the outcome. The country’s nuclear arsenal, or rather the atom would take on a new self-contained ontological frame – one of peace instead of war as well as the sustenance of human life rather than destroying it. By far and wide, the Korean War influenced this move in the following ways. When the United States threatened to attack China with its atomic bomb hoping that the Chinese would relent because they are a non-nuclear state, the latter did not move. The fear was there –yes – because everyone had witnessed the devastating effect that the United States atomic bomb had in wiping out the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (Roberts, 2000). However, the Soviet Union was also making some significant advancements in nuclear technology. The Unites States, therefore was also afraid because of the imagination that if they attacked China with nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union would come to the Chinese and a Third Word War, this time fought using the most powerful weapons of mass destruction would ensue. Therefore, in as much as the United States intention in all the conflict intervention was to contain communist aggression, it had reached a time when they had to use this same purpose to contain the looming fear in what Jasanoff and Kim (2009) refer to as the imaginary “containment of fear” (p. 127). Roberts (2000), notes that the United States has always wanted and played a patronizing role in world politics and has always tried to have the upper hand in all situations. Even in this situation of a looming fear as two atomic colossi [United States and Soviet Union as allies of the South and North Koreans in the Korean War respectively], vindictively faced each with weapons of mass destruction at their disposal; the United States wanted to be the first to declare that they were doing something to make the world a better place. In other words, the solutions that Eisenhower proposed in this 1953 plan to contain the fear raised by advances in nuclear weaponry were part technical and part political and was aimed at making the country appear to be the better of the two in the eyes of the international audience (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). They were, as Greene (2015) puts it, aimed at “placing America in a better position before the world” (p. 33). This, not forgetting the fact that it is the United States that initiated the nuclear age in the first place, and wrecked the greatest havoc whose impacts is still felt even today using the same weapons that the president was seeking to control. The theme of a possible nuclear catastrophe, therefore, pervaded the public debates about nuclear policies in the Unites States. As Jasanoff and Kim (2009) note, the United States public remained noticeably uneasy about the potentiality of containing the atom even for peaceful purposes despite the assurances that they received from the policy makers as well as the heads of state. Even the many landmark nuclear policy actions that were taken from as early as the 1950s were not enough to put the public at ease. The impact of this public anxieties is that they threatened to derail the country’s plan of developing a private, profitable nuclear industry in the United States. On a similar note, Bleiker (2003) notes that these debates often serve to stifle discussions about some of the underlying ethical and political issues in a country. Therefore, based on this observation and argument, one can make out that Eisenhower’s attempt to calm the fear and anxiety had not only political and technical benefits as mentioned in an earlier part of this paper, but also had immense economic significance to his administration and the country at large. What followed this was a push towards a nuclear test-ban agreement that President Eisenhower initiated the following year, 1954 but dragged along until 1963. Although it did not succeed during his administration, it eventually did during his successor’s tenure. The Nuclear Test-ban policy
President Eisenhower wanted to make true his promise of bringing a cessation to the development of nuclear power for military purposes. There was no doubt that the race towards nuclear developed seemed like a good and viable idea to all the countries. It is even noted that Korea did not see the atomic bomb that defeated Japan as a threat – rather the Koreans saw this as a way of finally gaining some sense of self-reliance (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). In other words, the nuclear capability was viewed as a power that the country ought to actively pursue so as to enable them to develop into a strong and modern nation. Jasanoff and Kim (2009), point out that the possible reason why the two Korean sides took so long to sign a peace agreement was based on their mistrust of each other’s administration as well as the unfortunate lack of nuclear energy for both sides. This means that the armistice was delayed because of the uncertainties pertaining to which side would eventually represent the nation of Korea. Each of the was afraid that one might remain too weak and undeveloped and therefore fail to secure the nation’s future against any aggression, and more particularly a nuclear-related one, from the other side and its close patron. In other words, historians note that neither the Korean leaders nor their associated occupying power would have agreed to a settlement that in one way or the other denied their side predominance in the united nation of Korea (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009; Roberts, 2000). By implication, this meant that danger was just around the corner because in addition to nuclear states making so much effort to increase and improve their nuclear power, non-nuclear states such as Korea had now begun seeing the importance of having nuclear weapons at their disposal. President Eisenhower and others who were in support of the cessation of nuclear weapons for military future might have cast an eye into the future and just picture how bad the situation would be if the production of nuclear weapons were allowed to continue unregulated. Not only would the United States lose its position as the number one nuclear superpower but the tension in the world would only aggravate and conflicts would be resolved through nuclear bloodbaths. In March 1959, the president candidly declared that any nuclear testing in the atmosphere was prohibited. This conclusion came after Eisenhower learned that the level of radioactive strontium-90 in Minnesota wheat resulting from various testing was getting to very dangerous levels (Greene, 2015). At this time, Greene (2015) informs that the president took this move in order to calm the raging worldwide anxiety that had risen against atmospheric nuclear testing programs. It is rather unfortunate that President Eisenhower did not manage to achieve his goals of establishing a test ban agreement. But, however, he ought to be saluted for managing to halt the testing programs for more than two years and also for paving the way for the incoming president to complete the task that Eisenhower held close to heart. On this note, his successor continued and concluded the test ban negotiations to reach the first ever nuclear weapons control agreement branded the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of 1963. This agreement banned the testing of nuclear weapons in outer space, in the atmosphere, as well as under water. This prohibition also helped to halt the spread of radioactive fallout from a nuclear atmospheric testing. Although one may not easily point out the influence that the Korean War had on the consideration of this policy and final agreement among nuclear states, the truth is that there is a very close connection between the two. On this note, one can argue that has the Korean War not erupted at the time it did when the atomic age was it still at a young stage, many of the nuclear policies that the United States made during the Truman and Eisenhower’s administrations could not have come into play. For example, the United States’ threat of using atomic weapons against the opposing side raised serious concerns. Chief among them is that this actions made people in America and across the world to consider just what it would mean if the nuclear intervention was launched. From another angle, this threat made the Unites States administration to ponder over the issue of what would possibly happen if they made true their accusation. They had to think of the possibility of how the situation would be if, in the end, they faced a nuclear retaliation from the Soviet Union which was at the time, the only nation that could launch a nuclear counter-attack (Dingman, 1988). This means that the fear was not only created in the Chinese and their fellow communists but it also boomeranged back to the sender. In other words, the Unites States was just as much afraid of a nuclear war as the rest of the world was. This was furthered by the fact that non-nuclear states had now seen the power that nuclear capability carried for a state and they aspired to achieve it by all means (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). All these happened because the Korean War acted as a fertile ground, or rather gave the United States a platform to showcase not just its unmatched nuclear strength but also the power that a country could have if only it had a nuclear capacity. It, therefore, seems only fair that the United States brought an end to a problem that it initiated – the problem of weapons of mass destruction.
The Emergence Of A Nuclear Weapons Taboo And Its Impact On The United States
It must also be understood that in 1945, five years before the Korean War, the nuclear taboo or rather nuclear stigma did not exist. This is because, at the time, nuclear weapons were still new, and the common tradition in existence at the time was mainly based on ethical concerns, war theory, and international laws among others. However, during the Korean War a norm against nuclear weapons started to emerge but it operated instrumentally, although some decision makers were notably engaged in a moral disagreement in regards to the use of nuclear weapons in warfare. Scholars such as Craig (2009), Jennings (2014) as well as Tannewald (1999) position the Korean War as the base upon which the concept of the nuclear taboo was constructed. These scholars emphasize the ethical as well as moral aspects of nuclear weapons non-use to provide a platform for further exploration of the link between the war and the policies that were made by the United States, and indeed, other nations in the world. The policies were concerning the concept of the development and employment of nuclear weapons as mere advanced weapons of war. Again, the emergence of this nuclear taboo can be traced back to two earlier sections of this paper that have explored the shifts in the United States’ nuclear policy under both Truman and Eisenhower. This part, therefore, acts as a comprehensive summary of how the role that the Korean War played in the emergence of this taboo and how it in effect impacted the nuclear policy of the United States in general. For quite some time, the deterrence norms which guided or rather made the United States not to launch a nuclear intervention in the Korean War operated at a constitutive level. Jennings (2012) notes that unfortunately, at this level, this norms seemed to be taken for granted by a majority of the stakeholders [those in support as well as those opposed to the employment of nuclear weapons in warfare]. The contested classification of nuclear weapons as unconventional weapons began to emerge during the Korean War where the leaders of the United States seemed to be at loggerheads on whether to employ such weapons or not. Before this war, the atomic bomb was viewed by many, including Unites States’ Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, and their cadre of advisors as just another legitimate explosive, and deadly weapon of contemporary war. It is imperative to note that the Korean War started just five years after the Japan attack when a nuclear bomb was viewed by many as a legitimate weapon thanks to the advancement of science and technology at the time (Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). The use and non-use issue became a controversial concept among many, and it was not until much later that the nuclear weapons became solidly categorized as unacceptable weapons of mass destruction. As already mentioned in an earlier part of this paper, the misapprehension about nuclear weapons began to take more solid ground during the Korean War. During this time, military and political leaders were evincing some inhibitions when considering nuclear options in their fight against the enemy. Marking the first case of open aggression against a United States' ally in the post second world war period, the South Korean attack instigated by North Korea on 25th June 1950 acted as a call for intervention from the non-communist superpower [United States]. This attack could have as well provided a fertile ground for United States to employ atomic weapons in their participation (Craig, 2009). President Truman presided over the combat at a time when the nation [United States] and its allies were remarkably facing some of the greatest military setbacks, and unconditional withdrawal and defeats seemed likely possible. Three years into the Korean War, in the spring of the year 1953, Eisenhower, the newly elected president of the United States, thought of employing tactical atomic weapons as one way of forcing an end to the ongoing stalemate war. The Soviet Union had earlier on in 1949 tested its first nuclear weapon. However, this had very little ability to shake or rather, to make the United States feel threatened because the Soviet Union’s nuclear capacity was nothing compared to its [United States] atomic arsenal at the time (Dingman, 1988; Jennings, 2014). With this in mind coupled with the fact that the United States had been known to employ the most aggressive measures in order to achieve its goals, there was every reason to assume that the United States would not hesitate to use nuclear weapons to defend their interests in during the Korean War. As a matter of fact various military and political leaders supported a nuclear intervention in Korea, but as it turned out, this suggestion received disparate reactions with some supporting and others opposing the use of nuclear weapons in the Korean War. The nuclear weapons had become the focal point of the United States’ defense strategy after 1948. Therefore, it is upon this evidence that the assumption that they would use nuclear weapons in the Korean War was grounded. President Truman and his advisors engaged in constant on and off discussions regarding nuclear weapons throughout the first year of the Korean War. The surprise entry of the Chinese troops into the war in late November 1950, as well as the North Korean attack, threatened the United States-United Nations military disaster (Farrell & Lambert, 2001). One of the significant steps towards the United States nuclear policy began here in as far as the influence of the Korean War on the country’s nuclear policy is concerned. The issue of whether to deploy nuclear tactics in the war did not enjoy a unanimous decision. Throughout the war era, the United States’ took some minimal steps to deploy atomic bombers at staging areas. However, they eventually decided to privately rule out using the weapons in Korea. Apparently, Truman’s team was overly divided over the matter. The weapons specialists in Pentagon and the commanders in the field showed more interest in atomic options as compared to the president’s top military advisors who comprised of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This Joint Chiefs of Staff cited various military reasons against using such lethal weapons in warfare. One of the reasons cited was that their stockpile of bombs was way too small to risk their use in Korea where few useful targets existed instead of using them in Europe. This was the chief security interest of the United States. The public horror of nuclear weapons presented a serious political obstacle for the United States. Even before the entrance of Chines troops into the Korean War, there strong indications to suggest that people as well as foreign governments would be strongly opposed to the used of atomic weapons of any kind in any warfare. This opposition was expected to be present based on the emerging norm or fear of nuclear weapons as unacceptable and highly lethal (Bessler, 2012). Gradually, use of nuclear weapons was becoming a taboo
Conclusion
For the longest time, the United States enjoyed a monopoly of nuclear capability before other countries ventured into this industry. Being the country that initially developed and became the only one to launch its atomic weapons in a war so far, the United States did not see the need to assert exclusive ownership over nuclear power. However, its nuclear policies kept changing from time to time and from one administration to the other depending on the needs and circumstance of the events at hand. The Korean War had a very significant influence on most of the United States nuclear policies because a majority of them were either established, maintained, or heightened to deal with the war and to curb communist aggression. The United States nuclear weapons policy during the Korean War evolved from that of secrecy under President Harris Truman where nuclear information was kept confidential. Others include atomic diplomacy under both President Truman and President Eisenhower, Policy of non-use mostly under President Truman and slightly under President Eisenhower. The others that were also highly influenced by the Korean War, all under President Eisenhower administration include the new look policy, the atom of peace strategy, as well as the nuclear test-ban policy. These policies were in place at different times and shaped the decisions made differently. One thing that came out clearly is that the Korean War aroused grave fears not only in the United States public but also in the international arena. It had become apparent that engaging in a nuclear war would have detrimental impacts on both the attackers and those being attacked. In the long run, the United States under President Dwight D. Eisenhower realized the massive actual and imaginary fear that the extensive development of nuclear weaponry had aroused amongst the American public as well as the international audience following the threats of atomic attack that it levied during the war in Korea. By this time, it was clear that nuclear weapons had been categorized as weapons of mass destruction whose impact was too grave to be employed as a mere conventional weapon of warfare. Over the decades, therefore, the United States nuclear policy was shifted from military and tactical purposes and directed towards the challenging goal peaceful containment where the atom or rather nuclear power would be used for the good and benefit of the world rather than as a military weapon. It seems that of all the policies that were influenced by the Korean War; atomic diplomacy, as well as the policy of non-use, were the most affected. In other words, these two policies were used by both President Truman as well as President Eisenhower. The policy of atomic diplomacy ensured that the opposing sides were kept at bay by using the threat of nuclear attacks. President Eisenhower preferred and employed this policy more that President Truman. In other words, he [Eisenhower] and his advisors sought to use a policy of intimidation and brinkmanship to make their interests known and adhered to. On the other hand, President Truman could be said to have preferred the policy of non-use more than President Eisenhower during the Korean War. However, it must not be mistaken that this was Truman’s strategy from the start – far from that. Initially, he too enjoyed intimidating and threatening the enemies with a nuclear attack. However, as time progressed and the Korean War seemed to be taking an un-ending direction, President Truman and his cadre of advisors were in a dilemma. The paradox was that Truman’s idea of expanding the war into a nuclear warfare showcased his initial and immediate desire to use the atomic bombs, but then again, there were the ethical considerations at hand. Therefore, on the one hand, he had a feeling that a nuclear war had the potential to destroy the entirety of civilizations. Yet, on the other hand, there was the conviction that nuclear power formed the stronghold of the Western defense against Communist aggression and the USSR. He was therefore at a crossroads that made him procrastinate and fail to confront the issue head-on. That is one of the reasons that his successors, President Dwight D. Eisenhower, criticized the manner in which Truman had been handling the Korean War issue, and his obvious inability to end the stalemate. Although he [Eisenhower] too considered atomic attacks on various occasions, he never made it happen. Apparently, the United States’ policymakers initially hoped that the country’s vast arsenal of nuclear weapons and monopoly of nuclear technology coupled with the demonstration of its destructive power in Hiroshima and Nagasaki would influence the communists to concede in the Korean War. There is no doubt that this policy contributed significantly to the signing of the Armistice. Like his predecessor, the Korean War proved to be a complicated issue in as far as the use or non-use of nuclear weapons was concerned. The fact that the armistice was signed without any nuclear intervention had a very important lesson to the United States’ policymakers – and that is, a ceasefire can be gained without resulting to weapons of mass destruction that affect the culprits and the innocent people alike. This end-result, significantly influenced the President Eisenhower’s campaign and strategy of the atom of peace as well as his push for the policy aimed at banning any form of nuclear tests conducted underwater, on the ground, or in the atmosphere. Again, the Korean War, and the events that occurred from the onset to the end gave a good foundation on which the nuclear taboo that governs the world even today was set.
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