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Introduction: Ballard’s Lane, December 1950


Nobody votes for permanent war. It is what continues when ending needs a vote and continuing needs only a signature.



The car was stopped on Ballard’s Lane in North Finchley, a long suburban road in north London, on the seventh of December, 1950. The man at the wheel was Clarence Henry Willcock, known as Harry, who managed a dry-cleaning business and was active in the Liberal Party. The policeman who stopped him, for speeding according to the accounts of the case, was a constable named Harold Muckle. What the constable asked to see, in the end, was not a driving licence. It was Willcock’s national identity card.

Every person in Britain had carried one since the autumn of 1939. The National Registration Act had received royal assent on the fifth of September that year, two days after the declaration of war1, and on the twenty-ninth of September enumerators had gone from house to house recording who lived where. The purpose was plain and, in the circumstances, hard to argue with: a country preparing for bombing, evacuation, conscription and rationing needed to know who its people were and where they could be found. The card was the paper form of that knowledge. By 1950 it had been asked for by police officers, by ration clerks, by employers and by the post office, for reasons that had multiplied as the years went on.

The war in Europe had ended in May 1945. The war in the Pacific had ended that August. More than five years later the card was still required, and the constable was entitled to ask for it.

Willcock refused. According to the account that has come down through the case and the newspapers, he said: “I am a Liberal, and I am against this sort of thing.” The constable offered him a form requiring him to produce the card at a police station within a set period. Willcock refused that too. “I will not produce it at any police station,” he said, “and I will not accept the form.”2

He was prosecuted and convicted. He appealed, and in June 1951 the appeal came before a Divisional Court of seven judges, an unusually large bench, presided over by the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Goddard. I will come back to what the court decided, and to what happened to the card afterward, once the rest of the machinery has been laid out.

For now the scene is enough, because it contains the whole subject in a small space. A measure was introduced for a war. The war ended. The measure did not. Nobody in Parliament had stood up and proposed that Britain should have identity cards forever. The Act was simply still there, and the officers who administered it had gone on administering it, and the uses to which the card was put had grown the way uses do when a tool is lying on the table. The only person on Ballard’s Lane that day who was making a decision about permanence was the man in the car, and he was deciding against it.

This book is about the space between those two things: between the moment a war ends and the moment, if it ever comes, when the arrangements made for that war also end. That space is usually treated as an afterthought. It is where most of the consequences live.



The public story of war is told in events. A war begins with an invasion, an attack, a declaration or a vote. It proceeds through battles, offensives and negotiations. It ends with an armistice, a surrender, a ceasefire or a withdrawal. Newspapers count the dead, map the front lines and report the talks. Historians date the beginning and the end. We know, or think we know, when a war is on.

A war economy is harder to see, because it is made of instruments rather than events. A tax deducted from wages before the worker sees them. A declared national emergency that unlocks a set of dormant statutes. A special budget account that sits outside the ordinary ceilings. A production line built for a surge, with a workforce and a supply chain and a town attached to it. A signing bonus paid to a recruit from a poor region, and the mortgage his family took out on the strength of it. A target set in percentages of gross domestic product. Each of these is created at a specific moment, usually in a crisis, usually with good reasons, and usually with an expectation, stated or unstated, that it is temporary.

The category is broad, and a broad category can be stretched to fit anything, so here is what I mean. By a war instrument I mean a legal, fiscal, administrative, industrial or household arrangement that was created, or materially expanded, in response to a war or an acute security crisis. The definition includes things that are not weapons and are rarely called military: a payroll deduction, a sanctions authority, a budget account, a spending target. It excludes arrangements that merely happen to exist during a war. What matters is the origin. An instrument belongs in this book if the war is the reason it exists in its present form, whatever it does now.

What this book examines is what happens to such instruments afterward. The popular answer, which I will look at closely in the first part, is that someone keeps them going on purpose: an industry that profits from war, a political class that enjoys emergency powers, a security establishment that needs an enemy. There is truth in that answer and I do not want to dismiss it. But it has a weakness that becomes obvious when you look at the numbers. Defense spending falls after wars, sometimes dramatically. The United States went from spending thirty-seven percent of its economy on the military in 1944 to three and a half percent in 1948.

So the question has to be put more carefully. What is it, exactly, that persists? And what is the variable that determines whether a given wartime instrument ends with its war or outlives it by decades?

The answer I will argue for is less dramatic than a conspiracy and, I think, more useful. It turns on a question of procedure that almost nobody asks when an emergency measure is created: who has to act for it to stop? When ending an instrument requires someone to take an affirmative step, a vote, a repeal, a decision that must be defended in public, and continuing it requires nothing, or only a routine signature by the office that benefits from it, the instrument tends to survive. When the arrangement is reversed, when continuing requires an affirmative act by people who are in a position to refuse, instruments end, sometimes on schedule and sometimes early. The durability of a war economy, in other words, is written less in the budgets than in the defaults.

That is the thesis. It has limits, and a full chapter of this book is given over to the places where it breaks. It also has a consequence for the present that is uncomfortable, because the instruments of a new war economy are being built right now in Europe, in Russia and in the United States, mostly by careful people with good reasons, and very few of those instruments carry a mechanism that would require anyone to decide, at some point in the future, whether they should go on.

The people who learned to live without peace are rarely villains. They are tax officials, budget planners, procurement officers, factory managers, regional governors, and families in places where the recruitment bonus was the largest sum of money anyone had ever seen. They adapted to a condition. Adaptation is what people and institutions do. The question is what the adaptation does to the possibility of ending the condition.

Harry Willcock saw that question on a Thursday in north London, five years after the shooting stopped. Most people never see it at all, because by the time an instrument has outlived its war, it no longer looks like a war instrument. It looks like the way things are.






1. National Registration Act 1939 (2 & 3 Geo. 6 c. 91), royal assent September 5, 1939; registration day September 29, 1939. legislation.gov.uk



2. Willcock v Muckle [1951] 2 KB 844; [1951] 2 All ER 367 (Divisional Court). The quotations from the stop are as given in accounts of the case.





Part One: The Architecture of the Popular Story


Washington, January 17, 1961



The most famous warning about permanent war was delivered by a general. Dwight D. Eisenhower had commanded the Allied invasion of Europe, served as the first supreme commander of NATO, and spent eight years as president of the United States. On the evening of January 17, 1961, three days before he left office, he gave a farewell address on radio and television. Most of it was unremarkable. One passage has been quoted ever since.

“In the councils of government,” he said, “we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.1 The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.”

The speech had been drafted over many months by his speechwriters, Malcolm Moos and Ralph Williams, with edits from the president’s brother Milton. Accounts disagree about how many drafts there were. A story that has circulated for decades holds that an earlier version spoke of a “military-industrial-congressional complex” and that the word was dropped to avoid offending Congress. I have not found a draft that contains it, and the sources that repeat the story do not cite one, so I treat it as an anecdote rather than a fact.2 It is worth mentioning only because of what its popularity reveals: people want the third word to be there, because it points to where the money is appropriated.

What Eisenhower described was not a conspiracy. He was careful about that. The phrase “whether sought or unsought” is doing a great deal of work. He was describing a situation in which, for the first time in American history, the country maintained a large permanent armaments industry in peacetime, and in which that industry, the military that bought from it and the political system that funded both had become entangled in ways that could produce influence nobody had explicitly sought. Earlier in the same speech he had pointed out that the United States had had no armaments industry of this kind before the Second World War. American makers of plowshares, he said, could with time and as required make swords as well. That was no longer possible. The country had been compelled to create “a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions.”

That word, permanent, was the heart of the warning. He was saying that the conditions of the Cold War had made a permanent war industry necessary, and that permanence itself carried a risk that had to be managed by an “alert and knowledgeable citizenry.”

The popular story took the phrase and changed its grammar.



In the decades since, “the military-industrial complex” has come to mean something closer to an actor than a condition. It is the complex that wants wars, lobbies for wars, profits from wars, and keeps wars going when they should have ended. The phrase appears on the left and the right, in documentaries, in slogans about “forever wars” and in arguments about Afghanistan and Europe’s new budgets. In its popular form, the story runs like this: wars are started for reasons of state, but they are prolonged, and their economies are made permanent, by interests that benefit from them. Defense contractors hire former officials, fund campaigns and spread production across as many congressional districts as possible so that no legislator can vote against a program without voting against jobs at home. Security agencies inflate threats to justify their budgets. Politicians enjoy the authority that emergencies give them and are reluctant to give it back.

Almost every element of that story has documentary support somewhere. The revolving door between the Pentagon and its suppliers is real and has been studied repeatedly. Production spread is real: Lockheed Martin says the F-35 program has about 1,900 suppliers in the United States, and its own fact sheet from 2021 placed them in forty-eight states and Puerto Rico.3 Threat inflation is real in the sense that institutions describe the world in terms that support their missions. Emergency powers are real and, as a later part of this book shows, extraordinarily durable.

So the popular story is not wrong in its particulars. Its problem is structural, and it becomes visible once you ask the story to explain the record rather than the anecdotes.

The first difficulty is that the record includes large and rapid reductions. If a coalition of interests could keep war spending high by wanting it high, American defense outlays should not have fallen from 37.0 percent of gross domestic product in fiscal 1944 to 3.5 percent in fiscal 1948, which is what the Office of Management and Budget’s historical tables show.4 They should not have fallen from 13.8 percent at the peak of the Korean War in 1953 to 9.1 percent in 1968, in the middle of Vietnam, and then to 4.5 percent in 1979. They should not have fallen from 6.0 percent in 1986 to 2.9 percent in 1999. European members of NATO and Canada, taken together, spent roughly three percent of their economies on defense in the late 1980s and 1.4 percent in 2014.5 The interests were all still there. The contractors were there, the districts were there, the agencies were there. The money went down anyway.

This does not disprove influence, and I want to be exact about what it does disprove. Strong interests may well keep spending higher than it would otherwise have been; the raised floor that the next part describes is consistent with that. What the collapses disprove is the stronger claim, the one the popular story usually makes: that influence is sufficient to prevent retrenchment. The version of the argument this book defends is narrower and harder to dislodge. Interests alone cannot explain institutional durability, because the record contains both things at once: spending levels that fall steeply, and instruments that do not fall at all.

The second difficulty is that the popular story needs someone to want the outcome, and the outcomes that persist most stubbornly are often ones nobody particularly wants. No defense contractor lobbied to keep British pubs closed in the afternoon, but the licensing restrictions introduced during the First World War, to keep munitions workers sober, shaped English drinking hours until the summer of 1988. No arms manufacturer needed the United States to remain, legally, in a state of declared national emergency dating from the banking crisis of 1933, but a Senate committee discovered in 1973 that it was. The things that survive their wars are frequently too small, too boring or too diffuse to have a lobby.

The third difficulty is the most important. The popular story explains why interests would want an instrument to continue. It does not explain why they so often get their way without having to fight for it. Lobbying is expensive. Campaigns are uncertain. Votes can be lost. An interest group that must win a fresh political battle every year to keep its instrument alive is vulnerable, and in the record we will look at, instruments that required such battles often did end. The ones that survived for generations were mostly the ones that never required a battle at all. They continued because continuation was the default, and changing the default required someone to step forward.



The distinction matters because it changes where one looks. The popular story sends the reader to look for actors: who is paying whom, who benefits, who gave the order. Those are good questions. But they tend to produce a particular kind of answer, one in which the problem is corruption and the solution is exposure. If the war economy persists because the wrong people are in charge, then replacing them should end it.

The record suggests that replacing people changes remarkably little. The instruments this book examines have survived changes of government, changes of party, changes of ideology, and in some cases changes of century. The British income tax was introduced by one prime minister in 1799 as a war measure, abolished in 1816, reintroduced by another in 1842 for what was announced as a limited period, and has been levied every year since, under monarchs, liberals, conservatives and socialists. American national emergencies declared by presidents of both parties have been renewed by presidents of both parties. The account that funded the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan outside the budget ceilings was created under one administration, renamed under a second, expanded furthest under a third and folded into the permanent budget under a fourth.

What persists through all those changes is not a set of people but a set of procedures. And the procedures share a feature that is easy to state and hard to notice, because it lives in the fine print: they are asymmetric. Starting them required a decision. Continuing them does not.

I want to be precise about what this claim is and is not. It is not a claim that interests are irrelevant. Interests explain why an instrument is useful to somebody once it exists, and they explain why the people who benefit will resist attempts to end it. It is not a claim that defense spending never rises for bad reasons or that contractors never lobby for wars. It is a claim about what determines durability. Two instruments can have equally powerful constituencies. The one whose continuation requires an annual affirmative act by a body capable of refusing will be more fragile than the one whose continuation requires nothing. The central variable is the location of the burden of action.



Throughout this book I sort claims into levels, and I will say which level each important claim belongs to, because a book about how temporary things become permanent should not itself turn interpretation into fact by repetition.

A Level 1 claim is a documented fact: a statute, a budget figure, a court ruling, a dated proclamation, a quotation from a primary source. The ratio of defense outlays to GDP in 1948 is Level 1. So is the text of Article 12 of the Costa Rican constitution.

A Level 2 claim is a pattern that follows directly from documented facts without additional assumptions. That the national emergencies declared under the 1976 law are renewed far more often than they are terminated is Level 2: it can be read off the list.

A Level 2.5 claim is a hypothesis that follows logically from the facts but goes beyond what they directly show. I will mark these in the text with words like “I think,” “the likeliest reading,” or “my interpretation.” That the location of the burden of action is the central variable of durability is itself, at its broadest, a Level 2.5 claim. The cases support it. They do not prove it, and a later part of this book looks for the cases that would disprove it.

A Level 3 claim is an open hypothesis, a possibility for which the evidence is thin. I will use very few of these, and I will label them.



The popular story has a moral structure. There are people who want war and people who suffer from it. The first group is guilty and the second is innocent. That structure is satisfying, and in many individual cases it is accurate. But it has a cost. It makes the persistence of war economies a question of who is bad, and so it makes the solution a question of who is good. The citizen reading about the military-industrial complex learns to be suspicious of generals and executives. The citizen does not learn to read a sunset clause.

Eisenhower’s own phrase, “whether sought or unsought,” points somewhere else. Influence can accumulate without anyone seeking it. An instrument can outlive its purpose without anyone deciding that it should. The more useful question is not who wanted the war to last but what the arrangement does when nobody is paying attention, which in peacetime is most of the time.

The people who learned to live without peace, in the sense this book means, include the villains of the popular story. They also include the pensioner whose tax is deducted automatically, the official who signs a routine renewal every November, the parliament that never holds the review its own law requires, the mayor of a town whose largest employer is an ammunition plant, and the mother in a Siberian republic whose son’s enlistment bonus paid off the family’s debts. Most of them have never thought of themselves as participants in a war economy. That is exactly what makes the economy durable.






1. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Farewell Address, January 17, 1961. National Archives, archives.gov



2. The story is repeated, without a documentary citation, in “Eisenhower’s Farewell Warning,” Air & Space Forces Magazine, airandspaceforces.com



3. Lockheed Martin press release, January 12, 2026 (about 1,900 suppliers), news.lockheedmartin.com ; F-35 Fast Facts, February 2021 (48 states and Puerto Rico), f35.com



4. Office of Management and Budget, Historical Tables, Table 3.1 (Outlays by Superfunction and Function as percentages of GDP), FY2027 edition, whitehouse.gov



5. NATO, Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence (1999 release, Table 3), nato.int ; NATO, Defence Expenditure of NATO Countries (2014-2025), nato.int





Part Two: The Architecture of the Ratchet


London, December 3, 1798



William Pitt the Younger rose in the House of Commons on the third of December, 1798, to explain how Britain would pay for its war with revolutionary France. The existing taxes on windows, carriages, servants, hair powder and other visible signs of wealth, gathered together in a scheme called the Triple Assessment, had failed to raise what was needed. Pitt proposed something new: a general tax on income. The Act received royal assent on the ninth of January, 1799. Incomes below sixty pounds a year paid nothing. Incomes between sixty and two hundred pounds paid a graduated rate, and incomes above two hundred paid ten percent.1

It was presented and understood as a war tax. When the Peace of Amiens was signed in 1802, it was repealed. When the war resumed in 1803, Henry Addington brought it back. When Napoleon was finally defeated, Parliament repealed it again in 1816, and it went further than repeal. It ordered the tax’s records disposed of. Tradition says they were burned in Old Palace Yard at Westminster; duplicates held by the King’s Remembrancer survived.2 The usual reading is that Parliament wanted to make reimposition harder, and I think it is the likely one, though it is an inference about motive. The country had tolerated an income tax as an instrument of war, and it wanted the instrument not only switched off but dismantled.

For twenty-six years Britain had no income tax. Then, in 1842, Robert Peel faced a budget deficit and reintroduced it, proposing it for three years, with the possibility of a two-year extension. The expiry kept being promised. William Gladstone’s budget of 1853 set out a schedule under which, on the fifth of April, 1860, the income tax would expire, and he fought the election of 1874 on a pledge to repeal it.3 Neither promise was kept. The tax was extended, and extended again, and eventually it stopped being described as temporary at all.

What is remarkable is that the law never quite stopped treating it as temporary. Section 4(1) of the Income Tax Act 2007 states: “Income tax is charged for a year only if an Act so provides.”4 Every year, Parliament passes a Finance Act that imposes income tax for that year. In strict legal form, the British income tax is still an annual measure, requiring affirmative renewal. It has been renewed every year since 1842.

That fact is worth pausing on, because it complicates the thesis I set out in the introduction, and I would rather complicate it now than have a reader find the complication later. Here is an instrument whose continuation, formally, requires an affirmative act every year by a body capable of refusing. And it has survived for more than one hundred and eighty years. If the location of the burden of action determined durability, the British income tax should have been fragile.

It was fragile, in its first life. Between 1799 and 1816 it was repealed twice. The second time, Parliament ordered its records disposed of. What changed after 1842 was not the legal form of renewal but what renewal was attached to. After 1842 the annual charge was folded into the Finance Act, the omnibus law through which the government raises the money it needs to function, and voting against the income tax came to mean voting against the budget as a whole. The requirement of an affirmative act remained on paper. In practice it had been bundled into an act that could not realistically be refused. My reading, and it is an interpretation rather than a documented fact, is that a burden of action that cannot be discharged separately is hardly a burden at all.

The distinction between formal renewal and effective renewal will matter again. The income tax traces a shape that recurs throughout this book. It began as an instrument for a war. It ended with the war, the first two times, because ending it was a simple and popular act. The third time, it was introduced in peacetime with a promise of expiry, and the promise was kept only in the grammar of the statute.



Economists have been studying the shape of wartime spending for more than sixty years, and they have mostly described it with a mechanical metaphor.

In 1961 two British economists, Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, published a study of public expenditure in the United Kingdom from the late nineteenth century to the 1950s. They noticed that spending did not rise smoothly. It rose in steps, and the steps coincided with wars. Their explanation was a concept they called the displacement effect.5 In normal times, they argued, there is a level of taxation that the public regards as tolerable, and this acts as a ceiling on what governments can spend. A war breaks the ceiling. People accept taxes during a war that they would never accept in peace. And when the war ends, the ceiling does not return to where it was. People have become used to a higher level of taxation, and the government finds uses for the revenue. Spending falls from its wartime peak, but it settles on a plateau above the prewar trend. Peacock and Wiseman also described what they called an inspection effect: war exposes social problems, such as the poor health of conscripts or the condition of housing, that create lasting demands for new spending once the fighting stops.

In 1987 the American economic historian Robert Higgs published Crisis and Leviathan, which made a similar argument about the growth of the United States government and gave it a name that has stuck: the ratchet.6 National emergencies, above all the two world wars and the Great Depression, produced large expansions of federal power. After each emergency there was retrenchment, but it was incomplete. The government remained larger than it had been before the crisis. Higgs’s distinctive contribution was to emphasize ideology: each crisis changed what people thought was normal for government to do, so that the next baseline was higher. A ratchet turns in one direction and resists turning back.

Both accounts are careful, and both are often misremembered as claims that spending never falls. Neither says that. The ratchet metaphor is about the floor, not the peak.



The American numbers are worth looking at directly.

According to the Office of Management and Budget’s historical tables, the United States spent 37.0 percent of its gross domestic product on national defense in fiscal year 1944, the peak of the Second World War. In fiscal 1945 the figure was 36.6 percent. Then it collapsed: 18.7 percent in 1946, 5.4 percent in 1947, 3.5 percent in 1948. In three years the country had cut its military spending, relative to the size of its economy, by more than ninety percent.

The number of people under arms fell with it. There were about 12.1 million Americans on active duty in 1945. By 1947 there were fewer than 1.6 million; by 1948, about 1.45 million.7 It was one of the fastest demobilizations of a great power in modern history, and it was carried out in the face of a new rivalry with the Soviet Union that was already visible.

Then the ratchet began to show. Spending did not stay at 3.5 percent. It rose to 4.8 in 1949 and 4.9 in 1950, and then the Korean War drove it to 13.8 percent in 1953. After Korea it fell, but only to 10.5 percent in 1955. Through the 1950s and 1960s it stayed high by any prewar standard. Vietnam pushed it up again, but less than one might expect: the figure for 1968, the year of the Tet offensive, was 9.1 percent, lower than in 1955. After Vietnam it fell to 4.5 percent in 1979. The Reagan buildup lifted it to 6.0 percent in 1986. The end of the Cold War brought it down to 2.9 percent in 1999 and 2000, the lowest level since 1940. The wars after 2001 raised it to 4.7 percent by 2010. In 2024 it stood at 3.0 percent.8


[image: Line chart of US national defense outlays as a share of GDP, fiscal years 1944 to 2024. The line falls from 37.0 percent in 1944 to 3.5 percent in 1948, rises to 13.8 percent in 1953 during the Korean War, is 9.1 percent in 1968 and 6.0 percent in 1986, falls to 2.9 percent in 1999, and stands at 3.0 percent in 2024.]
Figure 1. United States national defense outlays as a share of GDP, selected fiscal years, 1944 to 2024. Source: OMB Historical Tables, Table 3.1.

Look at that series with the popular story in mind and it refuses to cooperate. Defense spending as a share of the economy was lower at the height of the Vietnam War than it had been in the peacetime year of 1955. It was lower at the end of the war on terror than at the start of the Reagan years. If a complex of interests were steering these numbers toward permanence, it was steering badly.

Look at the same series with the ratchet in mind, and it makes more sense but still not complete sense. There is a floor, and the floor rose after 1945. Before the Second World War the United States had spent less than two percent of its economy on defense. After it, even in the most peaceful years, the figure never went much below three percent. That is the ratchet in its strict form: the peak comes down, the floor goes up.

But the floor is not the most interesting thing that the Second World War left behind. The most interesting things do not show up in a spending series at all.



Consider what else was created between 1940 and 1950, and what happened to it.

In 1940 the United States enacted its first peacetime draft, the Selective Training and Service Act. It lapsed in 1947, during the demobilization. In June 1948 it was replaced by a new Selective Service Act, and conscription continued in peacetime for another quarter-century.

In June 1943 Congress passed the Current Tax Payment Act, which made withholding from wages the general method of collecting the federal income tax. It is still in force.

In July 1947 President Truman signed the National Security Act, which created the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Security Council and the unified military establishment that became the Department of Defense. All three still exist.

In December 1950, after Chinese forces entered the Korean War, Truman declared a national emergency. A Senate committee found in 1973 that it was still in effect.

In September 1950 Congress passed the Defense Production Act, which gave the president broad power to direct industrial production for national defense. It has been reauthorized, by the count of the Congressional Research Service, on at least fifty-three separate occasions.9

Set these beside the spending series and a distinction appears that the ratchet metaphor, useful as it is, tends to blur. There are two different things that a war can leave behind. One is a level: an amount of money, a number of soldiers, a share of the economy. Levels are visible, they are argued over every year in budgets, and they move, sometimes a long way, in both directions. The other is an instrument: a legal authority, an administrative mechanism, an institution, a procedure. Instruments are mostly invisible, they are rarely argued over after the moment of their creation, and they move in one direction far more often than the other.


[image: Schematic with two lines over time. The upper line, the spending level, rises when a war begins and falls after it ends, settling above its prewar floor. The lower line, the instrument, steps up when the war begins and stays at the same height after the war ends.]
Figure 2. Levels and instruments. The spending level rises in war and falls afterward, usually to a higher floor. The instrument created for the war stays where it was put. Schematic. The pattern is documented in Parts Two to Six.

This book is about the second category. The popular story is mainly about the first, because levels are what journalists and politicians argue about. Levels come down after wars. The instruments that produced the levels, and that could produce them again, usually stay.

That is the first correction to the popular story, and it strengthens rather than weakens the concern behind it. A war economy that survived only as a spending level could be dismantled by a budget. A war economy that survives as a set of instruments cannot, because the instruments are not in the budget. They are in the statute books, in the payroll software, in the organization charts and in the supply contracts. They wait. And when the next crisis comes, they make it much easier to raise the level again, because the machinery for raising it is already built.



Pitt’s tax shows the difference in miniature. In its first life it was a level and an instrument at once, and it was fragile because every taxpayer filled in returns and paid the Crown. Peel’s became durable when it was absorbed into the annual machinery of government finance, where it still required renewal in form but no longer a separate decision in substance.

The next part follows that transformation to its conclusion, in the country and the war where it went furthest. It concerns a tax that was designed, from the start, to be experienced by no one at all.






1. UK Parliament, “Income tax,” Living Heritage, parliament.uk



2. On the 1816 repeal and the fate of the records: Timothy Taylor, “When Britain Repealed Its Income Tax in 1816,” Conversable Economist, April 2018, conversableeconomist.blogspot.com



3. “Permanently temporary,” Tax Adviser, taxadvisermagazine.com



4. Income Tax Act 2007, s. 4(1), legislation.gov.uk



5. Alan T. Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of Public Expenditure in the United Kingdom (Princeton University Press for NBER, 1961). For a recent review of the hypothesis see P. Jaén-García, SAGE Open (2021), journals.sagepub.com



6. Robert Higgs, Crisis and Leviathan: Critical Episodes in the Growth of American Government (Oxford University Press, 1987). The term “ratchet effect” has older and different uses in economics; the sense here is Higgs’s.



7. Historical Statistics of the United States, Series Y 904-916, fraser.stlouisfed.org



8. OMB, Historical Tables, Table 3.1, FY2027 edition. Older editions use different GDP estimates, so pre-1950 figures can differ slightly between editions.



9. Congressional Research Service, “Reauthorizing the Defense Production Act,” IN12484, everycrsreport.com





Part Three: The Architecture of the Paycheck


Treasury Department, Washington, 1942



In the early 1940s, a young economist named Milton Friedman worked in the Division of Tax Research at the United States Treasury. He was not yet thirty. He would later become the most influential advocate of limited government in the second half of the twentieth century, a Nobel laureate, and an adviser to presidents who wanted to shrink the state. In 1942 his job was to help the federal government collect more money from more people than it had ever collected before.

The problem the Treasury faced was not only one of rates. It was one of mechanics. Before the Second World War, the federal income tax had been a tax on the comparatively well-off. Exemptions were high, and most wage earners paid nothing. The Revenue Act of 1942 changed that by lowering exemptions and broadening the base, and the number of Americans who owed income tax multiplied. By the count most often cited by historians of the tax, roughly four million people paid federal income tax at the end of the 1930s and more than forty million by the end of the war. I have not verified the underlying series myself, and the exact figures vary with how one counts returns, but the order of magnitude is not in dispute.

Under the system that existed in 1942, all of those new taxpayers would pay their tax for a given year in the following year, in quarterly installments, out of money they had already received and in many cases already spent. For a professional with savings, that was an inconvenience. For a factory worker who had never paid income tax before, it was a trap. The Treasury worried, reasonably, that millions of people would reach March of the following year owing money they did not have, and that collection would fail on a scale that threatened war finance itself.

It also had a problem of persuasion. In early 1942 the Treasury commissioned a short animated film from the Disney studio, The New Spirit, which urged Americans to pay their income tax promptly and cheerfully as a patriotic duty. Its message was that taxes would help defeat the Axis. That the Treasury felt it needed a cartoon tells you something about how the tax was experienced: as a visible payment, made by a citizen, out of money in hand.



The solution came from two directions. Inside the Treasury, economists including Friedman worked on the design of withholding: the deduction of tax from wages by the employer, at the moment of payment, before the worker received the money. Outside it, Beardsley Ruml, the treasurer of Macy’s department store and chairman of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, championed a plan to move the entire country onto a pay-as-you-go basis. The difficulty was the transition. If people began paying the current year’s tax through withholding while they still owed the previous year’s, they would pay two years of tax in one. Ruml’s answer was to skip a year: to forgive most of one year’s liability so that the system could begin fresh.

The compromise became the Current Tax Payment Act of 1943, which President Roosevelt signed on the ninth of June.1 Withholding from wages began that summer. Most of one year’s tax was forgiven. From then on, the federal income tax of the ordinary American worker was deducted before the paycheck was issued. It was not the first American experiment with collection at the source. The income tax of 1913 had withheld at the source until complaints from employers led Congress to withdraw the authority in 1917, and the wartime Victory Tax enacted in October 1942 was already being withheld from wages at the start of 1943.2 The Act of 1943 was the one that put the whole wage-earning population on a pay-as-you-earn footing, and that is the instrument this part is about.

Two things about this law matter for the argument of this book.

The first is that withholding was not, as far as I can find, presented as a temporary measure. It had no sunset clause. It was presented as a wartime necessity, which is a different thing: an argument for creating an instrument, not a promise about how long the instrument would last. I stress this because the popular story of withholding sometimes claims that it was sold as temporary and then betrayed. I have not found the evidence for that, and I do not need it. The more interesting fact is that the instrument’s justification was entirely a wartime one, and nothing in its design depended on the war continuing. When the war ended, the justification expired and the instrument did not notice.

The second is what withholding did to the visibility of the tax. Under the old system, the taxpayer paid. Under the new one, the employer paid on the taxpayer’s behalf, and the taxpayer received what was left. The tax was no longer an act performed by a citizen. It was an absence in an envelope. For most workers, the number that mattered was take-home pay. The gross figure, and the portion of it the government had taken, became something one could look up on a stub rather than something one experienced. For many, the only moment at which the tax became vivid again was the annual reckoning, and the system was soon calibrated so that for millions of people that moment produced a refund. The tax arrived in their lives, when it arrived at all, as money coming back.

Britain made the same move in the same war. Pay As You Earn, the system of deducting income tax from wages through employers, began in April 1944. It was designed within the Inland Revenue, and it too outlived its war. It is still the way most British employees pay their income tax, and most of them have never known another way.



Many years later, Friedman was asked about his part in creating withholding. His answer, in an interview published in Reason in June 1995, is worth quoting exactly: “I have no apologies for it, but I really wish we hadn’t found it necessary and I wish there were some way of abolishing withholding now.”3

In the memoir he wrote with Rose Friedman, Two Lucky People, published in 1998, he returned to the subject. The passage is widely quoted, and I paraphrase it rather than reproduce a version I have not checked against the printed book: it had never occurred to him at the time, he wrote, that he was helping to build machinery4 that would make possible a government he would later criticize as too large and too intrusive. Yet that was what he had been doing.

What Friedman described is exactly the transformation this book is about, told from the inside by one of the people who carried it out. He did not intend to create a permanent instrument of government expansion. He intended to solve a collection problem in a war. He solved it well. The solution then outlived the problem by more than eighty years, and the man who designed it spent the second half of his life wishing it gone, without any realistic prospect of getting his wish.

Why no realistic prospect?

To abolish withholding, someone would have to take an affirmative step. Congress would have to pass a law. That law would have to be defended in public. And the burden of defending it would fall on those who proposed it, who would have to explain to tens of millions of voters why they should now write large checks to the government several times a year instead of receiving slightly smaller paychecks without noticing. The Treasury would oppose the change, because withholding makes collection reliable. Employers, who have spent eight decades building payroll systems around it, would have no reason to support it. Taxpayers, who would be the beneficiaries of greater visibility, would experience the change as a new burden rather than a restored freedom.

To keep withholding, by contrast, nobody has to do anything. There is no annual vote on it. There is no report that must be filed on whether it is still needed. The payroll systems run. The money arrives.

This is the location of the burden of action, in its purest form. The instrument does not survive because anyone is fighting for it. It survives because ending it would require a fight, and nobody who benefits from ending it is organized to start one.



It is worth putting the income tax of Pitt beside the income tax of Roosevelt, because the comparison isolates the variable more cleanly than either case alone.

Pitt’s tax was visible. Every taxpayer calculated and paid it. It was experienced as a war burden, and when the war ended, ending the tax was a popular act that required only a majority in Parliament that was glad to take it. It was repealed twice.

Roosevelt’s withholding made the tax largely invisible to the people who paid it. It was experienced, when it was experienced at all, as a feature of employment rather than an act of government. When the war ended, ending it would have required an unpopular act, a public argument, and the dismantling of a mechanism that the government, the employers and much of the public had all found convenient. It was never seriously attempted.

Visibility is not the whole explanation, and it would be too neat to pretend otherwise. Withholding also survives because it works. It improves compliance, smooths the government’s cash flow, and is built into every payroll system in the country, so that abolishing it would carry real administrative costs of its own. A defender of withholding would put those reasons first, and they are good reasons. But they explain why the instrument is valued. They do not explain why it is never reconsidered.

Visibility, in this sense, is a component of the burden of action, one reinforcer among several rather than the whole mechanism. An instrument whose costs are felt directly by large numbers of people creates its own opposition: people who would benefit from ending it, and who know it. An instrument whose costs are hidden creates no such opposition. The burden of ending it falls on nobody in particular, which in practice means it falls on no one.



The same principle applies well beyond taxation.

A war requires the mobilization of resources, and the fastest way to mobilize them is to build instruments that take them without asking each time. Withholding takes income before it is received. Conscription takes labor under legal compulsion. Emergency powers take authority without a new vote for each use. Special accounts take appropriations outside the ceilings that would otherwise require a trade-off. Each of these is designed, for sound reasons, to reduce friction. Friction is what slows mobilization down, and in a war, slowness can be fatal.

But friction is also what makes an instrument visible and therefore contestable. An instrument designed to operate without friction is an instrument designed to operate without anyone having to decide, each time, that it should. That is precisely what makes it efficient in war. It is also what makes it durable in peace.

The implication is uncomfortable. The better a wartime instrument is designed for its original purpose, the more likely it is to survive that purpose. A clumsy war tax that everybody hates will be repealed when the war ends. An elegant one that nobody notices will not. The competence of the people who build the war economy is part of what makes it permanent.

Milton Friedman was a very competent young economist. The system he helped build still deducts tax from the wages of more than a hundred million Americans every payday. None of that makes him part of a conspiracy. He was good at his job, in a war, and his job included designing out the moment at which anyone would have to choose.
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Part Four: The Architecture of the Emergency


Senate Report 93-549, November 19, 1973



In January 1973 the United States Senate set up a small committee with an unusual assignment. It was not asked to investigate a scandal or a war. It was asked to find out whether the country was in a state of emergency.

The Special Committee on the Termination of the National Emergency was chaired by two senators from opposite parties, Frank Church, a Democrat from Idaho, and Charles Mathias, a Republican from Maryland. Its origin was the Vietnam War, which was winding down, and a growing unease in Congress about how much power the executive had accumulated during it. Someone had to establish, as a matter of record, what emergency authorities were actually in force. Nobody seemed to know.

The committee’s report, dated the nineteenth of November, 1973, answered in its first lines. “Since March 9, 1933,” it said, “the United States has been in a state of declared national emergency.”1

The date referred to Franklin Roosevelt’s response to the banking crisis in the first week of his presidency. That emergency had never been formally ended. On top of it sat three others: the one Harry Truman declared on the sixteenth of December, 1950, after China entered the Korean War; one Richard Nixon declared on the twenty-third of March, 1970, during a postal strike; and one Nixon declared on the fifteenth of August, 1971, to impose a surcharge on imports, on the same day he closed the gold window. Four national emergencies were simultaneously in effect. The oldest was forty years old.

The committee then counted what those emergencies unlocked. It found 470 provisions of federal law that delegated extraordinary powers to the president in time of declared emergency: powers to seize property, organize and control the means of production, call up military forces, restrict travel, and govern many aspects of the lives of citizens. Some had been written for the Civil War, others for the First World War, the Depression, the Second World War or Korea. They were scattered through the statute books, never gathered in one place, and all of them were live.

The report’s most quoted sentence was addressed to the public: “A majority of the people of the United States have lived all of their lives under emergency rule.” It went on: “For 40 years, freedoms and governmental procedures guaranteed by the Constitution have, in varying degrees, been abridged by laws brought into force by states of national emergency.”

No one had decided this. No president had announced that the emergency of 1933 would be permanent. No Congress had voted to keep it. It had simply never been ended, and because it had never been ended, every president since Roosevelt had possessed, in reserve, the full set of powers it made available. Most of them were rarely used. That was part of why nobody noticed.



Congress responded with the National Emergencies Act, which President Ford signed on the fourteenth of September, 1976.2 The law was a serious attempt at reform, and its design is worth studying, because it shows both what reformers understood about the problem and what they did not.

It terminated the existing emergencies, after a transition period. It required future emergencies to be declared formally and published, and it required the president to specify which statutory powers he was invoking. It provided that any declared emergency would expire automatically after one year unless the president published a notice of continuation in the Federal Register within ninety days before the anniversary. And it gave Congress two tools to end emergencies itself. Congress could terminate an emergency at any time by resolution. And, in a provision that shows exactly what the reformers had learned from 1933, it required each House of Congress, every six months while an emergency remained in effect, to “meet to consider a vote” on a resolution to terminate it.

That last clause was an attempt to reverse the burden of action. The committee had discovered that emergencies persisted because nobody was required to look at them. The new law required somebody to look, twice a year.

Consider what happened next.

The automatic expiry after one year was real, but continuation required only a notice from the president, which is to say from the office that held the powers. The notice is typically a few paragraphs long. It is published in the Federal Register, usually without comment, and it is renewed as a matter of administrative routine.

The power of Congress to terminate an emergency by resolution was, as originally written, a concurrent resolution, which did not need the president’s signature. After the Supreme Court held legislative vetoes of this kind unconstitutional in INS v. Chadha in 1983, Congress amended the law in 1985 to require a joint resolution instead. A joint resolution must be signed by the president, or passed over his veto by two-thirds of both houses. In practice, this meant that ending an emergency against the wishes of the president who declared it now required a supermajority. That scenario was tested in 2019, when both houses passed resolutions to terminate a national emergency President Trump had declared at the southern border to redirect funds to wall construction. He vetoed both. Both attempts to override failed.3

And the requirement that each House meet every six months to consider termination has, by every account I have found, never been complied with. It remains in the law. It has simply not been done.

Look at the architecture that resulted. To continue an emergency, one office, the one that benefits from it, publishes one notice a year. To end one against that office’s wishes, both houses of Congress must act by two-thirds. The periodic review designed to force the question has been ignored for half a century without consequence. The reform of 1976 ended the four emergencies that the Church-Mathias committee had found. It did not change the asymmetry that had made them permanent. In my reading, it wrote that asymmetry into the law.


[image: Two-column diagram. Left, to continue a national emergency: the president publishes one notice in the Federal Register each year. Right, to end it against the president: the House and the Senate each pass a joint resolution, the president vetoes, and two-thirds of the House and two-thirds of the Senate must override. Tried twice in 2019; both overrides failed. The six-monthly congressional review required by 50 U.S.C. 1622(b) has not been held.]
Figure 3. The burden-of-action test applied to the National Emergencies Act. Sources: National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1601 to 1651; H.J.Res. 46 and S.J.Res. 54 (2019).



According to the Brennan Center for Justice, which maintains a list of emergencies declared under the 1976 law, fifty-two national emergencies were in effect as of the sixteenth of September, 2026.4

The oldest of them was declared by Jimmy Carter on the fourteenth of November, 1979, ten days after the seizure of the American embassy in Tehran. Executive Order 12170 blocked Iranian government property in the United States. The hostages were released in January 1981. The emergency declared on their account has been continued every November since, by every president, for forty-six years. The annual notice now gives a different reason for continuing it: relations with Iran have not normalized, and the implementation of the agreements of January 19, 1981, that ended the hostage crisis is described as ongoing. The core of the modern sanctions regime rests on later emergencies, above all one declared in 1995.5 The emergency of 1979 survives alongside them, its original crisis forty-five years resolved.


[image: Timeline from 1933 to 2026 marking the banking emergency of 1933, the Korea emergency of 1950, the 1973 Senate finding that four emergencies were still in force, the National Emergencies Act of 1976, Executive Order 12170 on Iran in 1979, and 52 emergencies in effect in 2026. A bar from 1979 to 2026 shows that the Iran emergency has been continued every November since 1980.]
Figure 4. A century of American emergencies, from the banking crisis of 1933 to the fifty-two in force in September 2026. Sources: S. Rep. 93-549; Brennan Center for Justice.

Congress has terminated a national emergency by statute. It happened once, in April 2023, when a joint resolution ending the COVID-19 emergency became law. I will return to that case in Part Seven, because the conditions under which it happened are instructive. For now, the proportion is the point. Dozens of emergencies have been continued, some for decades; a somewhat smaller number have been revoked or allowed to lapse by presidents, usually once the program they supported was replaced or had become irrelevant; and in half a century, the legislature has ended one on its own initiative.



There is an older layer beneath the 1976 law, and it shows how long an instrument can survive when its renewal is handed to the office that uses it.

The Trading with the Enemy Act was passed in October 1917, six months after the United States entered the First World War. It gave the president power to regulate or prohibit trade with enemy nations in time of war, and later, after amendments during the Depression, in time of declared national emergency as well. In 1977 Congress passed the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, which restricted the older law to wartime and moved peacetime sanctions onto a new footing. But the new law grandfathered existing programs under the old one, on one condition: the president had to determine, each year, that continuing them was in the national interest.

One such program survives. The embargo on Cuba is administered under the Trading with the Enemy Act of 1917. Every year, the president signs a determination extending it for another twelve months. The most recent, Presidential Determination No. 2026-21, was signed on the twentieth of August, 2026, and extends the relevant authorities to the fourteenth of September, 2027.6 A law written for the First World War, in a year when the Bolshevik revolution had not yet happened, is renewed every summer, a few paragraphs at a time, to regulate trade with a Caribbean island that was a Spanish colony when the law’s drafters were born.

The Cuba embargo is a political question on which reasonable people disagree, and nothing in this book depends on a view about it. What matters here is the procedure. The Act of 1977 required a positive act for continuation. It assigned that act to the president. Since then it has been performed without fail by presidents of both parties, including presidents who described the embargo as a failure. My conclusion, which is an interpretation, is that renewal assigned to the beneficiary of an instrument amounts in practice to continuation with a signature attached.



The most consequential emergency instrument of the present century is an authorization for the use of military force, which is not formally an emergency at all.

On the eighteenth of September, 2001, one week after the attacks on New York and Washington, President George W. Bush signed a joint resolution that Congress had passed with one dissenting vote, cast in the House by Barbara Lee of California.7 Its operative clause is sixty words long:

“That the President is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future acts of international terrorism against the United States by such nations, organizations or persons.”

The resolution contained no expiration date, no geographic limit, and no requirement that it be renewed. Its scope was tied to those who had carried out or aided the attacks, but the determination of who they were was left, in the text itself, to the president. Over the following two decades it was cited by successive administrations to justify military operations in at least twenty-two countries, according to a count compiled by the Costs of War project at Brown University from congressional reporting.8 It was used against groups that did not exist in 2001. As of September 2026 it remained in force.

For comparison, consider two older authorizations. In January 1991 Congress authorized the use of force to expel Iraq from Kuwait. In October 2002 it authorized force against Iraq again, in the lead-up to the invasion of 2003. The Gulf War ended within weeks. American combat operations in Iraq formally ended in 2011. Both authorizations remained on the books. Efforts to repeal them passed one chamber or another in several sessions and stalled. They were finally repealed in the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 2026, signed on the eighteenth of December, 2025:9 thirty-four years after the first war ended, and about fourteen years after the second.

I read that repeal as a partial confirmation of the thesis rather than a refutation of it. The Iraq authorizations were repealed only when they had become nearly dormant, when no ongoing operation depended on them and their removal cost the executive little. Repeal followed disuse. It did not produce it. The 2001 authorization, which remains in active use, has not been repealed. If my reading is right, the order of events is a general feature: instruments are removed after they stop mattering, not in order to make them stop. I hold that as a Level 2.5 claim. One case consistent with it is not proof.



There is a revealing exception within the emergency family, and it runs in the other direction.

The Defense Production Act of 1950, unlike the national emergencies and the 2001 authorization, was written with sunset provisions for many of its authorities. They expire unless Congress renews them. Congress has renewed them, by the count of the Congressional Research Service, at least fifty-three times. But because renewal requires an affirmative act, it can fail. The act lapsed at the end of September 2025, during a budget impasse, and was restored in November, but only until the end of January 2026. The defense authorization for fiscal 2026, signed in December, extended it only to the thirtieth of September, 2026. As that date approached, Congress did not settle the question. It deferred it: the stopgap funding law passed in September 2026 carried most of the act’s authorities forward to the eleventh of December, 2026.10 A bill to extend them to 2031 had passed a House committee without opposition in the spring and had not become law. The instrument now lives from one short extension to the next.

The Defense Production Act is not fragile because anyone wants to abolish it. It has broad support. It is fragile because it requires somebody to act. When Congress is distracted or deadlocked, the default takes over, and the default is expiry.

Place it beside the national emergency of 1979 and the difference is stark. Both instruments are useful to the executive. Both have strong institutional support. One lapses whenever the legislature fails to act. The other continues whenever the executive remembers to sign a notice. Neither outcome reflects a judgment about whether the instrument should exist. Both reflect only where the default was placed when the instrument was created.
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Part Five: The Architecture of the Account


The Overseas Contingency Operations account, 2001 to 2021



A budget is an argument that has to be won every year. That, at least, is the theory. In practice, as the political scientist Aaron Wildavsky showed in The Politics of the Budgetary Process in 1964, most budgets are not argued from zero. They are argued at the margin. Last year’s figure is the base, and the debate concerns how much to add or subtract. The base itself is almost never examined. It is inherited, the way a house inherits its foundations.

This is the ordinary mechanism by which spending levels acquire momentum, and it applies to schools and roads as much as to armies. But war adds a complication. Wars are expensive, sudden and supposedly temporary, and governments have long preferred to fund them outside the base, through supplementary appropriations or special accounts, so that the extraordinary costs do not become part of what next year’s budget inherits. That is a sensible instinct.

The history of the American account created to pay for the wars after 2001 shows what happens to a temporary channel when it becomes useful for something else.



In the first years after the attacks of September 2001, the wars in Afghanistan and then Iraq were funded largely through emergency supplemental appropriations, passed separately from the regular defense budget. From 2009 the funding was organized under a name that captured its intended character: Overseas Contingency Operations. A contingency is by definition something that may or may not happen. An overseas contingency is something happening elsewhere, for a while.

Between fiscal 2001 and fiscal 2019, according to the Congressional Research Service, Congress appropriated about two trillion dollars for these war-related activities, of which about 1.8 trillion went to the Department of Defense.1 Additional amounts followed in 2020 and 2021. The account grew most in the request for fiscal 2020, which, by its own classification, placed nearly a hundred billion dollars of base costs inside it.

Then, in August 2011, Congress passed the Budget Control Act. It was the product of a crisis over the federal debt ceiling, and it imposed statutory caps on discretionary spending, defense and nondefense alike, for a decade. If Congress appropriated more than the caps allowed, automatic across-the-board cuts, known as sequestration, would follow.

The Act exempted war funding from the caps. That was logical: nobody wanted a debt deal to leave troops in Afghanistan without ammunition. It also created an opening. There was now one account in the federal budget that could grow without triggering sequestration, and it was the one labeled temporary.

In October 2018 the Congressional Budget Office published an analysis of what the account had actually been paying for. It concluded that from 2006 to 2018, more than fifty billion dollars a year in Overseas Contingency Operations funding, on average and in 2019 dollars, had gone to activities that would continue even if the wars ended: enduring costs, in the office’s language, rather than temporary ones.2 In later years the share grew. Of roughly sixty-nine billion dollars requested for the account in fiscal 2021, the administration’s own classification put about sixteen billion under base requirements and another thirty-two and a half billion under enduring requirements; only about twenty and a half billion was for the direct costs of war.3 Critics in both parties had by then taken to calling the account a slush fund. The term is polemical, and I would not use it as a description. It was, however, an accurate summary of the incentive: the caps made the base scarce, and the temporary account was the only place where scarcity did not bind.

The account was abolished in the budget request for fiscal 2022, when the administration moved the funding it contained into the regular defense budget.4 This is sometimes described as the end of an abuse, and in one sense it was. The temporary account was not closed and its contents allowed to fall away. Its contents were transferred into the base. The war in Afghanistan had ended in August 2021. The money that had been justified by it did not end. It changed columns.


[image: Flow diagram. The base defense budget sits under the 2011 caps and is argued every year. The Overseas Contingency Operations account is labeled temporary and exempt from the caps. Enduring costs, more than 50 billion dollars a year from 2006 to 2018 according to the Congressional Budget Office, migrate from the base into the account. In fiscal 2022 the account is closed and its contents are transferred into the base.]
Figure 5. How a temporary account enlarged the permanent base. Sources: CRS R44519; CBO, October 2018.



I do not want to overstate what this shows. Much of what moved into the base in 2022 was genuinely enduring: the costs of a larger force posture, of maintaining equipment, of operations that continued in other places. A reasonable defender of the transfer would say that it was the honest thing to do: to stop pretending that permanent costs were temporary and put them where they belonged. That argument is right as far as it goes.

What it does not address is the sequence. For about a decade, a temporary account served as the channel through which the base was expanded without anyone having to vote on expanding the base. The caps of 2011 were meant to force a trade-off between defense and everything else. The temporary account allowed the trade-off to be avoided. And when the account was closed, its contents entered the base at their accumulated level. The likeliest result, although it is a counterfactual that cannot be proved, was a larger base than would have existed had the same costs been argued through the ordinary process year by year.

The temporary account does not survive. It is the mechanism by which the temporary becomes the base.



The same architecture is being built in Europe now, with different materials and, so far, with more care.

In February 2022, three days after Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, the German chancellor Olaf Scholz announced a special fund for the armed forces. It was created that June through a new paragraph in the constitution, Article 87a(1a), and it provided one hundred billion euros for the Bundeswehr, outside the constitutional limit on borrowing known as the debt brake. The Sondervermögen, as it is called, had a feature the American account lacked: it was a fixed sum. Once spent, it would be gone. Its temporariness was enforced by exhaustion rather than by a date, and it did not require anyone to decide to end it.

It was a well-designed temporary instrument, built in a hurry. The question it posed was what would happen when the money ran out, and that question arrived faster than expected.

On the eighteenth of March, 2025, the German Bundestag approved an amendment to Articles 109, 115 and 143h of the Basic Law, with 512 votes, above the two-thirds majority of 489 that was required.5 The Bundesrat approved it on the twenty-first. The vote took place in the outgoing parliament, days before the one elected the previous month was due to convene. The amendment did two things. It created a separate special fund of five hundred billion euros for infrastructure, to be spent over twelve years. And it exempted from the debt brake all federal spending on defense, as well as on civil protection, the intelligence services, the protection of information systems and aid to states attacked in violation of international law, above a threshold of one percent of GDP.6

The infrastructure fund is bounded: a sum and a period. The defense exemption is not. The amended text, as summarized by the Federal Agency for Civic Education and recorded in the Bundestag’s documentation system, contains no date on which it expires and no requirement that it be reviewed. It is a permanent change in the rule. Before March 2025, defense spending in Germany competed with every other federal expenditure under a common borrowing limit. Since then, every euro of defense spending above one percent of GDP stands outside that limit.

This was not an accident, and it was not concealed. It was debated, voted on by a constitutional supermajority, and reported everywhere. In that sense it does not fit the pattern of the unnoticed emergency or the forgotten statute. Somebody decided. But look at what was decided and what was not. The Bundestag decided that defense spending should be exempted from the debt brake. It did not decide how long the conditions that justified the exemption would last, or what would happen when they changed. It did not tie the exemption to any measure of threat. The threshold is a percentage of GDP, which rises with the economy and has no relation to Russia’s army. If the war in Ukraine ended tomorrow and Russia were to demobilize, nothing in the constitutional text would change. To restore the previous rule would require another two-thirds majority in both chambers.

The German government’s plans foresee core defense spending rising toward 3.5 percent of GDP by 2029. The budget for 2026 contains more than a hundred billion euros for defense when the core budget and the remaining special fund are counted together. These are levels, and levels can fall. The exemption is an instrument.


[image: Comparison of two German instruments. Left, the 2022 special fund: a fixed sum of 100 billion euros that ends when it is spent, with no decision needed to stop it. Right, the 2025 debt-brake exemption: a rule exempting defense spending above one percent of GDP, with no end date and no review; restoring the old rule requires two-thirds of both chambers.]
Figure 6. Two German instruments, three years apart: a sum that ends when spent, and a rule that ends only by a new supermajority. Sources: Basic Law Articles 87a, 109, 115 and 143h.



The European Union has built its own set of channels, and they vary instructively in their design.

The European Peace Facility, established in March 2021, is an off-budget instrument: it sits outside the Union’s multiannual financial framework, financed by contributions from member states, which allows it to pay for military equipment that the regular budget cannot. Its ceiling for 2021 to 2027 was raised several times after the invasion of Ukraine and stood at seventeen billion euros by 2024, of which about eleven billion was earmarked for Ukraine.7 It is bounded by a period and a ceiling, and each increase required a unanimous decision of the member states.

In March 2025 the European Commission presented a plan first called ReArm Europe and then Readiness 2030, which it said could mobilize up to eight hundred billion euros. The figure is not an appropriation. It is an estimate of what could be raised if member states used the flexibility offered to them. Most of it, about six hundred and fifty billion, depends on a mechanism called the national escape clause, which allows member states to exceed the Union’s fiscal rules by up to 1.5 percent of GDP a year for defense spending. By June 2026, eighteen member states had had the clause activated.8 It covers the years 2025 to 2028. The remaining hundred and fifty billion is a loan instrument called SAFE, adopted in May 2025, under which the Union borrows on the markets and lends to member states for joint procurement. It was oversubscribed within months.9

Of these instruments, the national escape clause matters most here, because it has an end date. After 2028, unless the member states agree to extend it, the ordinary fiscal rules apply again, and any government that wishes to keep spending at the higher level must find the money inside those rules or ask for a new exception. The default is reversion.

It is exactly the kind of moment at which, in the American account, the temporary was absorbed into the base, and at which, in other cases this book examines, it was not. Which way it goes will depend less on the threat in 2028 than on whether, by then, the higher spending has acquired constituencies that experience its end as a loss: factories, contracts, regional employment, careers. The next part turns to those constituencies, and to a war instrument that is not a law or an account but a building with people inside it.
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Part Six: The Architecture of the Plant


Unterlüß, Lower Saxony, August 27, 2025



Unterlüß is a village on the Lüneburg Heath in northern Germany, a landscape of pine forest and sandy soil that is known to hikers for its heather in late summer. It is also, and has been for more than a century, a place where Rheinmetall tests and makes weapons. On the twenty-seventh of August, 2025, the company opened a new factory there, and the people who came to the ceremony tell you what kind of factory it was. Mark Rutte, the secretary general of NATO, was there. So were Boris Pistorius, the German defense minister, and Lars Klingbeil, the finance minister and vice-chancellor. Armin Papperger, Rheinmetall’s chief executive, described it as the largest ammunition plant in Europe.1

Ground had been broken in February 2024. The company put its investment at about half a billion euros. The plant was built to make artillery shells, the 155-millimeter rounds that had become the unit of account of the war in Ukraine, where both armies fired them by the thousands every day and the West had discovered that it could not produce them nearly fast enough. The plan was a ramp: about twenty-five thousand shells in 2025, about a hundred and forty thousand in 2026, and a full capacity of roughly three hundred and fifty thousand a year from 2027.2

I want to be careful about how this scene is read. It is easy to make it sinister, with the ministers and the arms executive and the secretary general standing together in a hall built for making explosives. That reading is the popular story. The people in that hall were responding to a real shortage in a real war, and the shortage had been produced, in part, by the last time Europe decided it no longer needed to make shells at scale. The factory was built to fix a problem. The question this part asks is what a factory does after the problem it was built for has gone.



Thirty-two years before Unterlüß, in 1993, the American secretary of defense, Les Aspin, invited the chief executives of the leading defense companies to dinner at the Pentagon. The Cold War was over. The defense budget was falling fast, and it would keep falling for the rest of the decade. At the dinner, Aspin’s deputy, William Perry, showed the executives what the department could afford to buy in the coming years. There was not enough work for all of them. Perry’s message, as it has been reported since, was blunt: the department expected defense companies to go out of business, and it would stand by and watch. Norman Augustine, then the head of Martin Marietta, later gave the evening its name. He called it the Last Supper.3

What followed was the most rapid consolidation in the history of the American defense industry. According to the Department of Defense’s own report on the state of competition in the defense industrial base, published in February 2022, the number of aerospace and defense prime contractors fell from fifty-one to five. The number of suppliers of tactical missiles fell from thirteen to three. Fixed-wing aircraft makers fell from eight to three. Satellite makers fell from eight to four.4 Europe went through its own version, less dramatic but in the same direction, as national armies shrank and orders dried up.

The Last Supper is important to this book for two reasons, and they pull in opposite directions.

The first is that it is evidence against the popular story. Here was the military-industrial complex at the moment of its greatest political strength, and the government told it, to its face, that it would be allowed to shrink, and it shrank. Factories closed. Production lines went cold. Tens of thousands of jobs disappeared.

The second reason is subtler. The consolidation of the 1990s did not reduce the industry’s influence in the long run. It concentrated it. Five large prime contractors have more bargaining power than fifty-one small ones, not less. And the capacity that was lost in the 1990s became, a generation later, the central argument for building it back and keeping it. When the war in Ukraine revealed how few shells the West could make, the lesson drawn in almost every capital was not that the peace dividend had been a mistake of degree but that it must never be repeated. In that sense, which is my interpretation of how the lesson was framed rather than a quotation from anyone who framed it, the memory of peace became an argument against the next peace.

The popular story imagines the war economy persisting because it never stops. The Last Supper shows that it can stop, and that the stopping leaves a residue: a thinner base, fewer suppliers, and an institutional memory of scarcity at the moment of need. That memory is then built into the justification for the next buildup, in the form of warm production lines, long-term contracts and reserve capacity paid for in peacetime precisely so that it will be available in war. Peace, remembered as the cause of unpreparedness, becomes the risk that the new instruments are designed to prevent.



A factory is a different kind of instrument from a law. It cannot continue by default. It needs orders, and orders need money, and money, at least in principle, needs a decision every year. By the logic of this book, factories should be fragile, and the Last Supper shows that sometimes they are.

But a factory changes the politics of the decision in a way that a law does not. Before it exists, the decision to buy shells is a decision about the national budget: a diffuse cost, borne by every taxpayer, against a diffuse benefit, shared by everyone the army protects. After it exists, the decision not to buy shells is a decision about a particular place. It has an address. It has a workforce whose names are known to the local newspaper, a mayor who will say what the closure means for the school and the bakery, a member of parliament whose constituency it sits in, and suppliers in a dozen other constituencies. The cost of continuing remains diffuse. The cost of stopping has become concentrated.

This is an old observation in political economy. Mancur Olson made it the center of The Logic of Collective Action in 1965: small groups with concentrated interests organize more effectively than large groups with diffuse ones, because each member of the small group has more at stake. What the war economy adds is a transition. A war converts diffuse national decisions into concentrated local facts. It builds things in places, and once they exist, continuing requires only that the order book be renewed at roughly its previous level, which is how budgets work anyway.

The F-35 program is the most developed example of this conversion, and its manufacturer is candid about it. Its roughly 1,900 American suppliers, as Part One noted, sit in forty-eight states and Puerto Rico. The company’s own economic impact figures claim hundreds of thousands of jobs, directly and indirectly. These are advocacy numbers and should be read as such. The geography, though, is a design feature rather than a sales claim, and it means that a vote against the program, in almost any state, is a vote against something that exists in that state.

I do not think this was necessarily designed as a political shield, although critics have argued that it was, and I have not seen documents that settle the question either way. Spreading production can also reflect the location of existing capability. What matters here is the effect: whatever the reason for the spread, ending the program would fall to legislators who would have to explain a local loss.



Unterlüß is a single place, not a network of forty-eight states, but the logic is the same. The factory there was built for a war whose end nobody can date. It has a workforce and a supply chain. It is surrounded by other investments, across Europe, made in the same years for the same reason: new powder plants, new explosives lines, the expansion of shell production in Poland, the Czech Republic, Scandinavia and elsewhere. The European Union’s Act in Support of Ammunition Production, adopted in July 2023, put five hundred million euros into exactly this kind of expansion.5 National governments have signed framework contracts that run for years.

Each of these investments is defensible. Each responds to a real gap. And each converts a portion of Europe’s defense spending from a level, argued annually, into a fact with an address. By 2028, when the European fiscal escape clause described in the previous part is due to expire, those facts will be in place. The question put to governments then will not be whether to begin a buildup, which is a question about threats. It will be whether to close factories that already exist, which is a question about towns.

I do not know how that question will be answered. It is possible that the threat in 2028 will be so obvious that the question never arises. It is possible that it will be answered by exporting the surplus, which is what arms industries in peacetime have often done, with consequences of their own. It is possible that governments will do what the Clinton administration did in 1993 and let capacity go. What I think the record shows is that the question will be harder to ask in 2028 than it would have been to ask in 2023, and that the difficulty will not come from any conspiracy. It will come from the fact that the instruments of the buildup now include buildings, and buildings have neighbors.



There is a phrase used in defense procurement for keeping a production line open at low volume so that it can be expanded quickly: a warm base. It is a reasonable concept. A cold production line takes years to restart, as the West learned in 2022. A warm one can be turned up in months.

But a warm base is, by definition, a war instrument maintained in peacetime at a level justified by a future war. Its cost is carried every year. Its justification can never be tested until the war it anticipates arrives. And it gives every future government a standing reason to keep spending: not because a war is happening, but because one might, and because the last time the line went cold, the country was caught short.

This deserves a name of its own, because it is not quite the ratchet. The ratchet describes spending that fails to fall all the way back. This is an exit that happened, produced a failure, and turned the failure into a standing reason not to exit again. Call it memory-generated persistence. It needs no lobby, although lobbies will use it. It needs only an institution that remembers, accurately, what the last peace cost.

The people who learned to live without peace, in the case of the plant, are not arms dealers who want war. They are planners who have learned, from a real failure, that peace is the period in which the next war is lost. They are right about that, in a sense. They are also building a set of instruments that will be very difficult to wind down on the day, if it comes, when they are wrong.
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Part Seven: Where the Model Breaks


Manila, January 6, 1946



Everything so far fits a single shape. Withholding, the emergency of 1933, the emergency of 1979, the Trading with the Enemy Act, the authorization of 2001, the war account that became the base: the same mechanism, six times.

A book that stopped there would be making the mistake it accuses the popular story of making. It would have found a pattern and then gone looking only for cases that fit. So this part looks for the cases that do not, and asks what they do to the model.



The first case is the largest, and it begins on the other side of the world.

In the autumn of 1945 the United States was bringing its soldiers home at a pace that had no precedent: something approaching eight hundred thousand discharges a month. In early January 1946 the War Department announced that it would slow the rate, to roughly three hundred thousand a month, citing the need for occupation forces in Germany and Japan and replacements that were not yet trained. The response was immediate.

In Manila, about four thousand soldiers had already marched on Christmas Day. On the sixth of January, 1946, some twenty thousand marched on Army headquarters. Over the following days there were demonstrations by American servicemen in Guam, Japan, Korea, India, France, Austria, Germany, England and the United States itself. In Frankfurt, soldiers marched on the headquarters of General Joseph McNarney chanting “We want to go home” and were stopped by armed military police. In Paris about four hundred gathered at the Trocadéro. In London, about five hundred went to Claridge’s hotel to put their case to Eleanor Roosevelt. Mail from Manila and Tokyo arrived in American homes stamped with a slogan: “No boats, no votes.”1 The historian R. Alton Lee later called the episode “The Army ‘Mutiny’ of 1946.”

Congress heard it. Families wrote to their representatives by the hundreds of thousands. By the spring the movement had faded, largely because it had won: demobilization continued, the armed forces shrank to about one and a half million by 1947, and defense spending fell by more than ninety percent in three years as a share of the economy.

This is the most important counterexample in the book, and it cannot be waved away. Here was the largest war economy in history, at the moment of its greatest institutional power, with a new adversary already visible in Moscow, and it was dismantled at a speed that the officers running it considered dangerous. The burden of action lay where it always does: continuing the army required nothing, and ending it required decisions. The decisions were taken anyway.

What made the difference is not hard to see. The cost of the war economy in January 1946 was not diffuse. It was concentrated in millions of households, each of which could name the person it was missing. It was visible every day. And the people bearing it could act, collectively and electorally, and did. The instrument in question, a mass conscript army, was the most visible instrument a war economy can have. Its cost was a son, a husband, a father who was not home.



The second case is conscription itself, a quarter-century later.

The peacetime draft that began in 1948 required periodic renewal by Congress. Induction authority was extended for fixed terms, and in 1971 Congress extended it for two years, to the thirtieth of June, 1973. By then a presidential commission, chaired by the former defense secretary Thomas Gates, had recommended in 1970 that the country move to an all-volunteer force. The Vietnam War had made the draft the most hated instrument of the American state among a generation of young men and their families. In 1973 Congress did not renew induction authority. On the thirtieth of June, the last draftee entered the Army, and the authority expired.2

Here both halves of the model reverse at once. The cost was concentrated and visible, borne by identifiable families. And continuing required an affirmative act by Congress, which was in a position to refuse. The instrument did not need to be abolished. It needed only not to be renewed. It was not renewed.

A residue remained, and it fits the model precisely. In 1980, after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, President Carter reinstated the requirement that young men register with the Selective Service System. There is no draft. There is a registry, maintained against the day when one might be needed. Registration has no sunset and requires no annual vote. It has been in force ever since. The costly, visible instrument ended. The cheap, invisible one that would allow it to be restarted continues.



The third case brings us back to Ballard’s Lane.

Harry Willcock’s appeal was heard in June 1951 by seven judges under the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Goddard. The magistrates who first heard the case had already given him an absolute discharge. The Divisional Court upheld his conviction. The law had not been repealed, the state of war with Germany had not yet been formally ended, and the constable had been within his powers. But the judgment did not stop there, and no costs were awarded against him. Lord Goddard used the case to say something about the Act itself.

“Because the police have powers,” he said, “it does not follow that they ought to exercise them on all occasions as a matter of routine.” The Act, he said, “was passed for security purposes; it was never passed for the purposes for which it is now apparently being used.” And then the passage that was quoted in newspapers across the country: “To use Acts of Parliament, passed for particular purposes during war, in times when the war is past, except that technically a state of war exists, tends to turn law-abiding subjects into lawbreakers, which is a most undesirable state of affairs.”3

In October 1951 a general election returned Winston Churchill to power. On the twenty-first of February, 1952, his government announced through Harry Crookshank, the Minister of Health and Leader of the House of Commons, that identity cards were abolished. The National Registration Act expired that May.4 The war in Europe had been over for six years and nine months.

I am not sure how much weight the Willcock case carried in the government’s decision, and I have not found a document that settles it. Other forces were at work: the cards were bound up with rationing, which was also being wound down, and the new government had campaigned against wartime controls in general. What I think can be said is that the case did something the Act itself was not designed to do. It forced the question of the instrument’s continuation into a forum that was obliged to answer it in public, and it produced an answer from the most senior judge in England that made continuation harder to defend. A single man in a car had done what no parliamentary procedure required anyone to do.



The fourth case is recent and small, and it shows the model working in the other direction with almost laboratory clarity.

Section 215 of the USA PATRIOT Act, passed after the attacks of September 2001, allowed the government to obtain business records in national security investigations. It was the legal basis for the bulk collection of Americans’ telephone records that Edward Snowden revealed in 2013. Unlike the authorization for the use of military force, it carried a sunset. Congress renewed it several times and amended it, in 2006 and again in 2015, and then, in 2020, failed to agree. The House passed a reauthorization in March, but the provision expired on the fifteenth of March before the chambers agreed; the Senate passed a short extension the next day, which the House never took up. In May the Senate passed an amended reauthorization, and the House then pulled its vote after the president threatened a veto. The provision has not been renewed since,5 although investigations begun before the lapse may still use it.

Nobody abolished Section 215. It ended because continuing it required a coalition, and at the moment when the coalition was needed, it did not exist. The same instrument, written without a sunset, would very probably still be in force.

The fifth case is the only national emergency Congress has ever terminated. In April 2023 a joint resolution ending the COVID-19 national emergency became law.6 It is a genuine counterexample to the claim that emergencies are never ended by the legislature. But look at the conditions. By early 2023 the pandemic’s acute phase was over, and the administration had already announced that it would let the emergency end in May. The resolution accelerated an ending that the executive had accepted. It is the same pattern as the repeal of the Iraq authorizations in 2025: the instrument was removed when removal cost its holder little. It was a real decision, and it deserves credit. It was not a decision against resistance.



What do these cases do to the model?

The weakest version of my argument, and the one most readers will remember from the earlier parts, is that war instruments persist because ending them requires action and continuing them does not. The cases in this part show that this is incomplete. Demobilization in 1946 required action and got it. So did the abolition of identity cards. So, in a different way, did the end of the draft, whose non-renewal was itself a decision that could have gone the other way.

The model needs a second and a third variable, and I think the cases supply them.

The second is visibility of cost. The instruments that ended quickly were the ones whose costs were borne visibly, by large numbers of people, who knew what they were paying: sons overseas, young men facing induction, citizens stopped in the street and asked for their papers. The instruments that persisted for generations were the ones whose costs were invisible, diffuse, or borne by people who could not act on them: tax taken before it was seen, powers held in reserve and rarely used, spending shifted between columns, sanctions whose burden fell on foreigners.

The third is the existence of a forum that must answer. Willcock’s case was important because a court had to rule. The draft ended because Congress had to renew it. Section 215 lapsed because Congress had to reauthorize it. The emergencies of 1933 and 1979 survived because the only forum required to address them was the office that held them, and the one clause that would have forced Congress to look, twice a year, has never been obeyed.

Put together, the refined model has a core and a set of reinforcers, and it is worth keeping them apart, because otherwise the model turns into a list of everything that might matter.

The core mechanism is the default: where the burden of action lies. It is the one feature present in every case of long persistence in this book, and it is also the feature that the countercases changed when they ended things. From here on I will call it by a name, because a mechanism that recurs this often deserves one: the persistence default. A crisis instrument continues for as long as the burden of ending it rests with someone who is not obliged to act. Everything else determines how strongly the default holds.

Two reinforcers are isolated most cleanly by the cases in this part. One is the visibility of cost: whether the instrument’s price is paid, knowingly, by a large group able to act. The other is the existence of a forum obliged to answer: a court that must rule, a legislature that must renew, somewhere the question cannot be avoided. The earlier parts showed others, which operate on particular kinds of instrument rather than on all of them: administrative convenience and sunk systems, in the case of withholding; legal bundling, in the case of the British income tax; concentrated constituencies, in the case of the plant; institutional memory, in the case of the warm base. The part on Russia will add one more, household dependence.

This gives a test with three conditions. A war instrument tends to outlive its war when continuing it requires no affirmative act, or only an act by the office that benefits from it; when its costs are not borne visibly by a large group able to act on them; and when no independent forum is obliged to answer, in public, whether it should continue. Where all three hold, instruments persist for decades. Where one fails, they become endable. Where two or more fail, they usually end. The other reinforcers raise or lower the odds within that frame; they do not replace it.
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Figure 7. The model after its failures: one core mechanism, several reinforcers. Schematic. Summarizes Part Seven.

This is a stronger model than the one I started with, and it is stronger because the counterexamples forced it. I would rather present it this way than pretend the first version had been right all along.



It also carries a risk, and I should name it. A model that absorbs every counterexample by adding a variable can become unfalsifiable: whatever happens, there is a condition to explain it. The British income tax is a warning here. In Part Two I explained its survival, despite formal annual renewal, by saying that renewal had been bundled into the Finance Act and so was not a real burden. That explanation may be right. It may also be an example of exactly the move I have just warned against.

So here is what would count against the refined model. If I found a set of instruments that met all three conditions, silent continuation, hidden cost and no obliged forum, and ended quickly anyway, without an external shock such as a court ruling or a change in the threat, the model would be wrong about what drives durability. If I found instruments that met none of the three, requiring active renewal by a body able to refuse, with visible mass costs and a forum bound to answer, and persisted for decades anyway, the model would be wrong in the other direction. The draft of 1948 to 1973 is close to that second case, since it met none of the conditions and lasted twenty-five years. It ended when the costs became intolerable, which is consistent with the model, but twenty-five years is a long time, and I take the case as a caution that even a well-designed renewal mechanism can be renewed for a very long time when a threat is widely believed.

A model that cannot show you where it breaks is not an analysis. It is a belief. This one breaks in 1946, in 1952, in 1973 and in 2020. That is precisely what makes it useful. The places where it breaks tell you what an exit from a war economy actually requires.
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Part Eight: The Architecture of the Countercase


Cuartel Bellavista, San José, December 1, 1948



In the spring of 1948 Costa Rica fought a short civil war. It followed a disputed presidential election, and it ended in April with the victory of an armed opposition led by José Figueres Ferrer, a coffee farmer and rope manufacturer who had been exiled earlier in the decade for criticizing the government on the radio. Figueres became head of a governing junta. Estimates of the number of people killed in the fighting vary widely, and I will not choose among them. What matters here is what Figueres did seven months later.

On the first of December, 1948, he went to the Cuartel Bellavista, the main army barracks in San José, a fortified building on a hill above the city. In front of a gathering of officials and onlookers, he took a mallet and struck the wall.1 The act was symbolic, and it was meant to be. It announced that Costa Rica was abolishing its army. The barracks were later turned over to civilian use, and the building has for many years housed the country’s National Museum. Visitors can still see the bullet marks on the towers.

The following year Costa Rica adopted a new constitution, and Article 12 put the decision into law. Its first sentence is worth reading carefully, in the original and in translation, because it contains a precision that is easy to miss.

“Se proscribe el Ejército como institución permanente.”

The Army as a permanent institution is proscribed.2

The article continues: for the surveillance and preservation of public order, there shall be the necessary police forces. Only by continental agreement or for national defense may military forces be organized; both shall always be subordinate to civilian power; they may not deliberate, nor make statements or declarations individually or collectively.

That first sentence is remarkable. It does not forbid military force. It does not declare pacifism. It forbids an army as a permanent institution. It allows military forces to be organized when needed, for national defense or under a regional agreement. What it prohibits is the conversion of an instrument created for a need into an institution that outlives it. A Costa Rican military force can exist, but it must be justified by a specific need, and when the need ends, the constitution’s default is that it ends too.



A countercase is only useful if it is treated honestly, and the Costa Rican case has been romanticized often enough that the honest version is worth setting out in full.

The first qualification concerns motive. Figueres was not only a man of principle. He was the victor in a civil war, and the army he abolished was the army of the side he had defeated. The political scientist Cristina Eguizábal, writing in Americas Quarterly, has argued that “a key motive was not lofty pacifist principle, but rather taking advantage of a weakened military in order to eliminate it as a potential political rival.”3 That reading is well supported. Figueres’s own forces, the ones that had won the war, were absorbed into what became a police and civil guard. Abolition removed an institution that could have been used against the new order.

I do not think this undermines the case for the purposes of this book. Intentions at the founding matter less, for durability, than the defaults the founding put in place. And the default has held for more than three-quarters of a century, through changes of government, economic crises and armed threats.

The second qualification concerns security. Costa Rica did not abolish its army in a vacuum. The Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, known as the Rio Treaty, entered into force on the third of December, 1948, two days after Figueres struck the wall. It committed its signatories, including the United States, to treat an attack on one as an attack on all. Costa Rica’s security has rested ever since, in part, on that treaty, on the Organization of American States, and on the implicit protection of the United States.

The treaty was tested almost immediately. Within about ten days of the abolition, Costa Rica reported to the council of the Organization of American States that it had been invaded by armed forces coming from Nicaragua.4 In January 1955 it happened again, on a larger scale: forces loyal to the former president Rafael Calderón, backed by the Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza, crossed the border. The fighting lasted about ten days. An investigation by the Organization of American States exposed Nicaraguan support for the invasion, and the support stopped. The United States sold Costa Rica four fighter aircraft at a token price.5 Costa Rican volunteers and the civil guard did much of the fighting on the ground.

So the strongest counterargument runs like this: Costa Rica could afford to proscribe a permanent army because others maintained permanent armies on its behalf. Its countercase is a case of free-riding, and it proves nothing about what a country without such protection could do.

That argument is strong, and I accept most of it. Costa Rica is a small country in a region dominated by a superpower that had, for most of the period, an interest in its stability. Its example cannot simply be copied by Germany, Poland or Ukraine. But the argument answers a question this book is not asking. The question here is not whether a country can do without military force. It is whether a country can create military force without letting it become permanent by default. On that question, the Costa Rican constitution is a working answer. It shows that the default can be placed on the other side, and that doing so does not prevent a country from fighting when it must: Costa Rica fought in 1948 and again in 1955, with forces organized for the purpose, and did not keep them afterward as a standing army.



A second case, very different in its circumstances, shows the same variable operating on a level rather than an institution, and it serves as something closer to a control.

After its defeat in 1945, Japan adopted a constitution whose Article 9 renounced war and, in its text, the maintenance of land, sea and air forces. In practice Japan rebuilt defensive forces from the 1950s onward under an interpretation that allowed self-defense. As those forces grew, a question arose about limits. On the fifth of November, 1976, the cabinet of Prime Minister Takeo Miki adopted a decision that Japan’s defense spending should not exceed one percent of gross national product.6

The one percent ceiling was not a law. It was a cabinet decision, and any later cabinet could have revoked it. But it functioned as a default, and it reversed the burden of action. As long as it stood, spending could rise with the economy, but any government that wanted to go beyond the ceiling had to take an explicit, visible decision to do so, and defend it in public in a country where memories of militarism were still strong.

For a decade, no government did. The ceiling held through the late 1970s and the first half of the 1980s, years in which the Cold War intensified and Japan’s American ally pressed repeatedly for more spending. It was breached only in the budget for fiscal 1987, approved in December 1986, which came to 1.004 percent of GNP. On the twenty-fourth of January, 1987, the cabinet of Yasuhiro Nakasone formally abandoned the ceiling and replaced it with a different approach based on total amounts. The breach was a matter of four thousandths of a percentage point, and it was treated as a major political event, debated in the Diet and reported around the world.

Exceeding the ceiling was not impossible. It required a decision, and the decision was public, contested and small. Even after the ceiling was abandoned, by most measures Japanese defense spending remained close to one percent of GDP for another three and a half decades, as if the number had become a habit.

It changed only in December 2022, when the cabinet of Fumio Kishida adopted three security documents on the sixteenth of that month. “In fiscal 2027,” Kishida said, “we will secure a budget of 2 percent of GDP.”7 The government announced a defense buildup of forty-three trillion yen over five years. That too was a public decision, explicitly taken, justified by specific threats, and debated. One can agree or disagree with it. What one cannot say is that it happened by default.



The two countercases share something with the breaks examined in the previous part. In each, a forum was obliged to answer the question of continuation in public, because the default had been placed on the side of restraint. In both, the instruments of military power did not disappear. They were made to depend on a decision rather than on inertia.


Costa Rica, Article 12 (1949)

What the default governs: military force

The burden of action falls on: the side that wants to continue

How: force must be justified by a specific need




Japan, 1% ceiling (1976 to 1987)

What the default governs: spending above 1% of GNP

The burden of action falls on: the side that wants to raise

How: the cabinet must breach the ceiling in public




US national emergency (1976 onward)

What the default governs: emergency powers

The burden of action falls on: the side that wants to end

How: joint resolution; two-thirds if vetoed




Table 1. Where the default sits: two countercases and the American emergency.


Costa Rica and Japan are not models to be copied. Their circumstances were particular, their security was underwritten by others, and their choices have been contested at home and abroad. They are useful for a narrower reason. They show that the durability of a war instrument is a design choice rather than a law of nature. Somebody decides where the default goes.
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Part Nine: The Architecture of the Household


Tatarstan and four other regions, October 2025 to January 2026



In October 2025, five Russian regions quietly cut the bonuses they paid to men who signed contracts to fight in Ukraine. Tatarstan, Chuvashia, Mari El, Samara and Orenburg reduced their regional payments to the federal minimum of four hundred thousand rubles. The reason, as far as outside observers could tell, was money: regional budgets were under strain after nearly four years of paying some of the largest sums ever offered to ordinary Russian men.

In January 2026 all five raised them again. Tatarstan went back to 2.5 million rubles. Chuvashia offered 2.1 million from the region, 2.5 million with the federal payment included. Mari El paid 2.1 million, Samara 1.1 million, Orenburg one million. The reversal was reported by the exiled regional news outlet 7x7 and picked up by the Moscow Times.1 No official explanation was given for either the cut or the reversal. The likeliest reading is that the lower payments made recruitment harder at a time when regions were expected to meet quotas, although the regional governments did not say so.

I should say at the outset what I do not know. The Russian government has classified or stopped publishing much of the data that would allow an outsider to measure its war economy precisely. What follows relies on the federal budget law, on regional announcements, and on researchers working largely outside Russia, whose figures I attribute to them and whose methods I have not been able to check in every case. The shape of the picture is consistent across sources. Its exact dimensions are not certain.



Data confidence in this part



High. The federal budget law for 2026 and its national defense line; the federal minimum sign-on bonus; the regional bonus amounts as announced.



Medium. Military spending as executed during 2026, which rests on outside estimates from monthly treasury data; SIPRI’s broader estimate of total military expenditure; household income and deposit effects by region.



Interpretation (Level 2.5). That household dependence on war payments will make demobilization unusually hard.






The draft budget submitted in September 2025 proposed 12.93 trillion rubles for national defense in 2026. The law signed at the end of November cut that further, to 12.121 trillion, against 13.574 trillion in the amended budget for 2025, according to an analysis of the final law published by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute in March 2026. It was the first nominal reduction in the defense line since the full-scale invasion in 2022, a cut of more than ten percent, and some analysts read it as a sign that the Kremlin was beginning to plan for a smaller war. National security and law enforcement, a separate line, received 3.826 trillion. Together the two came to about sixteen trillion rubles, a little over a third of total federal spending of 44.07 trillion. SIPRI’s analysis also notes that the defense line understates total military spending, part of which is recorded under other headings. Its own estimate of total military expenditure for 2026, which adds items such as military pensions, housing and social support for service personnel, the National Guard and the border service, comes to about 14.9 trillion rubles, or 6.3 percent of GDP. The two figures measure different things. The first is a line in a budget law; the second is an estimate of what the state spends on its military under an internationally comparable definition. Neither is an error, and I use each for what it measures.2

What happened next complicates the headline. The German economist Janis Kluge, who tracks Russian spending from the monthly execution data that remain available, estimated in June 2026 that military spending in the first quarter of the year had reached about 5.9 trillion rubles, thirty percent more than a year earlier and roughly forty-six percent of federal spending.3 He cautioned that some spending may have been shifted between years. An estimate by the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, reported by The Defense Post, put spending in the first half of 2026 at about 10.7 trillion rubles.4 On the planned line, the war economy was contracting. On the executed one, as far as outsiders can measure it, it was not.

On the twenty-fourth of September, 2026, the Finance Ministry submitted its draft budget for 2027 to 2029, with new tax increases. The Moscow Times reported that the deficit for 2026 was now expected to reach about three percent of GDP by the end of the year, almost double what had been planned. The draft itself projects deficits of around two percent of GDP for each of the next three years, 2.2 percent in 2027 according to the finance minister, Anton Siluanov.5 The war was still being fought. Temporary truces agreed in the spring had not held. American envoys had met Vladimir Putin and then travelled to Kyiv in early September, and on the day I write this the Ukrainian president said the United States had proposed a new round of technical talks. There was no ceasefire.6



The budget lines are levels. What makes Russia’s case distinctive is where the money goes, and who has come to depend on it.

A Russian man who signs a contract to fight receives, in many regions, a one-time payment several times larger than the annual wage where he lives. His monthly military pay is far above what most civilian jobs in his region offer. If he is killed, his family receives compensation that the economist Vladislav Inozemtsev estimates at around fourteen to fifteen million rubles per soldier, a sum that in much of provincial Russia exceeds what a working man could expect to earn in a lifetime. A law adopted in May 2026 added another incentive: forgiveness of personal debts, up to the equivalent of about a hundred and forty thousand dollars, for new recruits.

The think tank Re:Russia estimated that in the first half of 2025 alone the Russian state spent more than two trillion rubles on military manpower: bonuses, pay and death compensation.7 That money flows disproportionately to the poorest parts of the country, because that is where the bonuses are most attractive and where recruitment has been heaviest.

Inozemtsev, who has been writing about this since 2023, gave it a name: deathonomics. In a paper published in February 2026 by the French institute Ifri and the Cyprus-based CASE center, he reported that real disposable incomes in Russia had grown by 17.8 percent between 2022 and 2025, more than twice the 8.1 percent growth in GDP over the same period, and that bank deposits had grown fastest, in the first twelve to fifteen months of the war, in some of the most depressed regions of the country: Trans-Baikal Krai, Tuva and Yakutia.8 The money, he noted, was then spent down quickly. The money paid for enlistment and death had become, in his analysis, one of the main engines of household prosperity in the places that had the least of it.

I want to be careful here, because this is a subject where it is easy to be glib about grief. The families receiving these payments have lost sons, husbands and fathers, or fear that they will. Nothing in the figures says they are indifferent to that. What the figures say is that the Russian state has arranged the war so that its costs, in the households that bear them most directly, arrive together with the largest sums of money those households have ever seen.



Set this against the most important counterexample in this book. In January 1946 the war economy was costing American families something visible, concentrated and unbearable: the absence of the soldiers marching in Manila and Frankfurt. The families could vote, and Congress had to answer. Two of the three conditions for persistence failed at once, and the largest war economy in history was dismantled in three years.

The Russian arrangement removes both of those failures. There is no forum in which the families of soldiers can oblige the state to answer, and the regime has made sure that none develops: public protest against the war is criminalized, and elections do not function as a check. And the cost that households bear has been converted, in the accounting of the household, into something that looks at least partly like a benefit. The son is absent. The deposit is there. The mortgage is paid. The debt is gone.

The people who learned to live without peace, in the Russian case, are not only the arms factories working in three shifts or the officials administering the budget. They include families in Tuva, Yakutia and the Trans-Baikal whose material situation improved during the war in ways it had not improved in the thirty years before. Nothing in the evidence suggests they chose permanent war. As far as the figures show, they adapted to a war that was imposed on them, in the way that was available. The adaptation has made them, in a sense no one designed, a constituency whose incomes would fall if the war stopped.

That is a Level 2.5 claim, and I want to mark it clearly. It is the likeliest reading of the evidence, and it is shared by researchers who have studied the data more closely than I have. It is not a claim that these families want the war to continue. I have no evidence about what they want, and in a country where saying the wrong thing can mean prison, surveys are an imperfect guide. It is a claim about what the arrangement does: it ties household income, in the regions where recruitment is heaviest, to the continuation of recruitment.



The economists who have looked at this most closely draw the conclusion that follows. Alexandra Prokopenko, a former official of the Russian central bank now at the Carnegie Endowment, wrote in September 2025 that “a painless return to the civilian model is impossible.”9 The Russian economy has reorganized around military production and military payments. The defense plants have hired workers away from civilian industry at higher wages. The regions have budgeted around recruitment. The households have borrowed and spent around bonuses. When the war ends, if it ends, all of that will have to be unwound, and there is no instrument in place that requires anyone to unwind it.

A commentary published in July 2026 put the dilemma in a phrase: Russia can afford the war, but it may not be able to afford the peace.10 I do not know whether that is right. Russia has demobilized large armies before, in 1945 and in the early 1990s, and the second of those episodes was accompanied by an economic collapse whose consequences shaped everything that followed. The difference now is that the payments are larger relative to local incomes, and the regions most dependent on them are among the poorest in the country.

What I think can be said with reasonable confidence is this. The Russian war economy meets all three conditions for persistence more completely than any other case examined here. No one able to refuse must act for it to continue, its costs reach households partly as payments, and no independent forum must answer for it. If the model is right, then even a ceasefire, when it comes, will not end the Russian war economy. It will change the level of its spending, as ceasefires do. The instruments, the bonuses, the plants, the regional budgets built around them and the household incomes that depend on them, will be much harder to end than the fighting.

The cut and reversal of October 2025 was a small test of that proposition. Five regions tried to reduce the payment. Within three months, all five had raised it again.
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Part Ten: The Architecture of the Target


The Hague, June 25, 2025



The heads of state and government of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization met in The Hague on the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth of June, 2025. The summit was short by design, and its declaration was one of the shortest the alliance had ever issued. Its central paragraph was a number.

“Allies commit to invest 5% of GDP annually on core defence requirements as well as defence- and security-related spending by 2035,” it read.1 The five percent was divided into two parts. At least 3.5 percent of GDP would go to core defense, measured under NATO’s agreed definition of defense expenditure. Up to 1.5 percent would go, in the declaration’s words, “to inter alia protect our critical infrastructure, defend our networks, ensure our civil preparedness and resilience,” along with innovation and the strengthening of the defense industrial base.

For comparison: in 2014, when the alliance agreed its previous target of two percent, European members and Canada together spent about 1.4 percent of their economies on defense. By 2025, according to NATO’s own estimates, they were spending about 2.3 percent.2 The new target, if met, would roughly double the core figure again over a decade, and add a second category on top.

The declaration contained one sentence about the future of the commitment itself. “The trajectory and balance of spending under this plan will be reviewed in 2029, in light of the strategic environment and updated Capability Targets.” Spain, whose prime minister said that about 2.1 percent would be enough for Spain to meet its capability targets, obtained a separate understanding in an exchange of letters with the secretary general a few days before the summit. It was not written into the declaration.3



I want to look at this target the way the earlier parts looked at the emergency, the account and the plant: not at whether it is justified, which is a question about the threat, but at how it is built, which is a question about what it will do when the threat changes.

The first thing to notice is the unit. The target is expressed as a share of gross domestic product. That is a convention with a long history in NATO, and it has real advantages. It adjusts for the size of each economy, so that a small country is not asked to spend what a large one does. It is easy to compare. It is hard to game with accounting tricks, at least in principle.

But a share of GDP measures input, not need. It says how much of its economy a country spends. It says nothing about what the spending buys, or about the threat it is meant to answer. If a country’s economy grows, its target in euros grows with it, whether the threat has grown or not. If the threat recedes, the target does not move, because nothing in the formula refers to the threat. The GDP formula itself contains no variable for peace.

That is a Manifest inference, and I want to separate it from what the sources say. The declaration does link the commitment to capability targets, which are in principle derived from assessments of what the alliance needs, and the 2029 review is to take account of the strategic environment. A defender of the target would say that the review is precisely the mechanism for adjusting it if the threat changes. That is a fair point, and it is the strongest version of the case for the target’s design.

The difficulty is the difference between a review and an expiry. A review is an occasion on which a forum may consider whether a commitment should change. An expiry is a date on which a commitment ends unless a forum decides it should continue. The first places the burden of action on those who want to change the commitment. The second places it on those who want to keep it. The Hague declaration contains a review. It does not contain an expiry. After 2029, unless the allies agree to revise it, the commitment stands: five percent annually, from 2035 onward, with no end date.

The National Emergencies Act of 1976 also contained a review, twice a year. It has never been held.



The second thing to notice is the second category.

The 1.5 percent for resilience, infrastructure, networks and civil preparedness is a reasonable response to a real problem. Modern war is fought partly against power grids, undersea cables, ports and hospitals, and a country that defends its borders but not its substations is not defended. The category exists because the people who drafted it understood that.

It also does something that, as far as I can find, has received little attention. It allows spending that governments already make, on bridges, rail lines, cyber defense, emergency services, to be counted toward a defense target. Governments noticed quickly. Several were reported to be examining which existing projects could be counted; in Italy, the long-planned bridge over the Strait of Messina was discussed in exactly that light, before the government said in September 2025 that it did not plan to count it.4 Spending that would have happened anyway could now be reported as contributing to NATO’s goal.

My interpretation, marked as such, is that this will have a durable effect that its drafters may not have intended. Once a road or a port upgrade is counted as defense-related spending under an alliance commitment, cutting it becomes, in the language of politics, a cut to defense. The reclassification converts civilian infrastructure spending into an instrument of the war economy, with the protections that status confers. It does not change what is built. It changes what it would take to stop building it.

I hold this as a Level 2.5 claim. It follows from the design, and from the pattern of the earlier cases, but it has not yet been tested, because the category is new. The watchlist at the end of this book suggests how it could be.



The third thing to notice is how the national instruments line up behind the alliance target.

In Germany, the government plans to reach 3.5 percent of GDP in core defense by 2029. The draft budget for 2027, adopted by the cabinet in July 2026, contains 109.7 billion euros for defense in the core budget, and its financial plan puts defense spending in 2029 at about 163 billion euros.5

In the Netherlands, the caretaker cabinet committed in June 2025 to reaching 3.5 percent, at an estimated additional cost of sixteen to nineteen billion euros a year, and left the financing to its successor. The budget presented on Prinsjesdag, the fifteenth of September, 2026, set Dutch defense spending for 2027 at 28.9 billion euros.6 The Ministry of Defence explained it in one sentence: the money was needed for armed forces that deter, fight, sustain that fight for as long as possible, and renew themselves.

At the level of the European Union, the national escape clause allows eighteen member states to exceed the fiscal rules for defense until 2028, and the SAFE loans commit borrowers to repayment schedules that run for decades. The economists Guntram Wolff, Armin Steinbach and Jeromin Zettelmeyer, writing for Bruegel in April 2025, analyzed the financing of European rearmament on the assumption that the increase in spending would be lasting, and warned that relying on national escape clauses might “further increase procurement nationalism.”7 Nobody I have read argues that the European buildup is designed to be permanent. The analysts who study it most closely assume that it will be.

Put these together and the architecture is visible. An alliance commitment expressed as a share of the economy, with a review but no expiry. A constitutional exemption in the largest European economy, with no end date. A European fiscal flexibility with an end date in 2028. Long-term loans. Multi-year procurement contracts. New factories with workforces and neighbors. A broadened definition of defense spending that brings civilian infrastructure inside the perimeter.



I do not want this part to be read as an argument against European rearmament. That would be a different book, and it would require an assessment of the Russian threat that I have not attempted here. There are strong reasons to believe that Europe spent too little for too long, that the gap between its commitments and its capabilities was real, and that closing it quickly required instruments designed for speed. The people building those instruments are, for the most part, doing what the circumstances seem to require.

The point is narrower. The instruments being built now are structurally positioned to outlast the circumstances that justify them, unless someone builds into them a moment at which the question of their continuation must be answered.

Those who drafted the Hague declaration placed the burden of action, after 2029, on anyone who wishes to spend less. Those who amended the German constitution placed it on anyone who wishes to restore the old rule, and required a two-thirds majority to do so. Those who drafted the national escape clause placed it on anyone who wishes to continue. Three instruments, built in the same year for the same purpose, with the default in three different places.


NATO 5% of GDP

End point: review in 2029

Default: no expiry

To change it: allies agree to revise




German defense exemption

End point: none

Default: no expiry

To change it: two-thirds of both chambers




EU national escape clause

End point: end of 2028

Default: reverts

To change it: Council must extend




SAFE loans

End point: repayment over decades

Default: bounded

To change it: loan contracts




European Peace Facility

End point: ceiling to 2027

Default: bounded

To change it: unanimity to raise




Table 2. The European defense architecture of 2025, by end point and default.


Which of them will still be in force in 2040 is, if the model in this book is right, largely decided already. It was decided when the drafters chose, usually without noticing that they were choosing, which side would have to act.






1. NATO, The Hague Summit Declaration, June 25, 2025, nato.int



2. NATO, Defence Expenditure of NATO Countries (2014-2025).



3. France 24, June 22, 2025, france24.com



4. Defense News, September 3, 2025, defensenews.com



5. Bundesministerium der Finanzen, government draft 2027 federal budget, July 6, 2026, bundesfinanzministerium.de



6. Ministerie van Defensie, “Prinsjesdag: geld om te vechten, vol te houden en te vernieuwen,” September 15, 2026, defensie.nl



7. Guntram Wolff, Armin Steinbach and Jeromin Zettelmeyer, “The governance and funding of European rearmament,” Bruegel, April 7, 2025, bruegel.org





Coda: The Mechanism Now


Presidential Determination No. 2026-21, August 20, 2026



On the twentieth of August, 2026, the president of the United States signed a document of a few paragraphs extending, for one more year, authorities granted by a law passed in October 1917. It was published in the Federal Register five days later.1 It did not make the news. It rarely does. It will fall due again next summer, and someone will sign it again, and unless something unusual happens, that too will not make the news.

That signature is the mechanism of this book in its smallest possible form. It involves no conspiracy, and hardly even a decision in any meaningful sense. It is the routine continuation of an instrument whose renewal was assigned, half a century ago, to the office that uses it. Nobody who signs it has to believe in it. At least one of the presidents who signed it, Barack Obama, said publicly that the policy it supported had not worked. He signed anyway, because not signing would have been the act that required explanation.



The argument, compressed, fits in a few lines. Spending levels fall after wars, sometimes by nine-tenths. What survives is a set of instruments: a tax deducted before it is seen, an emergency renewed by notice, an authorization without an end date, a temporary account that becomes the base, a factory with neighbors, a payment on which household incomes come to depend, a target expressed in a unit that contains no variable for peace. They persist less because anyone fights for them than because ending them would require someone to fight. They end, as in 1946, 1952, 1973 and 2020, when their cost becomes visible to people able to act, or when some forum is obliged to answer for them.

Reduced to one sentence: permanence is a property of procedure. That is the persistence default. It applies to more than war: to pandemic powers, financial rescue facilities, surveillance programs, subsidies introduced for a crisis and never withdrawn. Wherever an emergency produces an instrument, the question of who must act to end it is the question that decides how long it lasts.

The appendix sets every case in this book, exits and countercases included, against the three conditions in a single matrix. The model has to survive all of its rows, not only the convenient ones.



What would an exit from a war economy require? The cases suggest an answer, and I offer it as a description of what worked rather than as advice.

It requires that continuation depend on an affirmative act by a body able to refuse, and that this body not be the one that uses the instrument. The Defense Production Act lapses when Congress is distracted. The national emergency of 1979 never does. The difference is not in the importance of the instruments but in who holds the pen.

It requires that the cost of the instrument be visible to the people who bear it. Pitt’s income tax was repealed twice because every taxpayer felt it. Withholding has never been seriously challenged because almost none do. The draft ended because families could name what it cost them. The Russian arrangement is so durable in part because it pays those families.

It requires a forum that is obliged to answer. A court that must rule, a legislature that must renew, a cabinet that must breach a ceiling in public. The National Emergencies Act created such a forum on paper and then never convened it, which shows that the obligation must carry consequences if it is ignored: an automatic expiry, not merely a duty to consider.

And it helps, although this is harder to design, if somebody asks. Harry Willcock was not a party to any procedure. He was a man in a car who declined to show a card. His refusal forced a question into a court, and the court’s answer made the question impossible to ignore. Most war instruments are never asked about by anyone at all.



A model that makes claims should say how it could be proved wrong. Here is what would count against this one.

If the national escape clause for defense expires at the end of 2028 and most of the member states that used it reduce their defense spending to fit within the ordinary fiscal rules, without any change in the threat, that would support the model’s claim that reversion defaults work. If instead the clause is extended, or replaced by an equivalent, without a new assessment of the threat that would justify it, that would suggest that constituencies formed during the buildup can overcome a reversion default, and that the plant and the payroll matter more than the procedure. Either outcome is informative. The model predicts the first is more likely than it would be for an instrument without an end date, not that it is certain.

If the NATO review in 2029 leads any significant ally to lower its commitment, on the stated ground that the strategic environment has improved, that would count against the claim that a review without an expiry functions as continuation. I expect it will not, but I would regard it as a genuine test.

If the German defense exemption from the debt brake acquires a sunset clause or a review requirement through ordinary politics, without a crisis that forces the issue, that would suggest that instruments without end dates are more contestable than this book argues.

If, after a ceasefire in Ukraine, the Russian state reduces enlistment bonuses and military payments to regions quickly and without significant social or political strain, that would count against the claim that household dependence on war payments makes the Russian war economy unusually hard to end. I would regard that as a strong refutation, because it is the case in which the model’s prediction is clearest.

And at the level of the model itself: if a set of instruments that met all three conditions for persistence ended quickly without an external shock, or a set that met none of them persisted for decades, the model would be wrong about what determines durability.



The watchlist is short, and every item on it has a date.

Most of the Defense Production Act’s authorities now run to the eleventh of December, 2026, after a stopgap extension in September. Whether they lapse again, and for how long, will show how a sunset behaves when the instrument has broad support but a distracted legislature.

The Trading with the Enemy Act authorities for Cuba run to the fourteenth of September, 2027. Whether they are renewed is not in doubt. What is worth watching is whether anyone asks.

The national escape clause for defense runs through 2028. The NATO spending review is scheduled for 2029. The first Russian budget after any ceasefire will show what happens to the regional bonuses and the military payroll when the fighting stops.

And the next national emergency declared in the United States, or the next special fund created in Europe, or the next temporary account opened anywhere to pay for a crisis, will show whether anyone who drafts it has thought to ask the question Harry Willcock asked on Ballard’s Lane. Not whether the instrument is needed now. It usually is. But who will have to act to end it, and whether anyone will be obliged to.



José Figueres struck the wall of the Cuartel Bellavista with a mallet in December 1948. The wall did not fall. It was never meant to. The gesture was addressed to the future, and the constitution that followed wrote its message in a phrase that took aim not at armies but at permanence: como institución permanente.

The barracks are a museum now. The bullet marks are still on the towers, and the building has been used for something else for most of a century. Nobody had to fight to keep it that way. Somebody, once, had put the burden on the other side.
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Evidence Map

Facts, interpretations, forecasts, and disconfirming signals.

Core claim. The persistence default. Wartime instruments (taxes, emergency powers, authorizations, special accounts, production capacity, payment systems, spending targets) tend to outlive their wars not mainly because interests fight to keep them but because of where the burden of action lies: they persist when continuation requires no act, or only an act by the office that benefits, when their costs are not visibly borne by a large group able to act, and when no independent forum must answer. Spending levels, by contrast, fall after wars, often sharply.

Evidence level. Facts: high for the statutes, budget figures, dates, rulings and declarations (OMB historical tables, S. Rep. 93-549, the National Emergencies Act, the 2001 AUMF text, CBO and CRS on the war account, Costa Rica’s Article 12, the Hague declaration, the German amendment, the Russian budget law). Medium for figures that rest on estimates by outside researchers (Russian executed spending, household income effects, death compensation). Interpretation, marked in the text: that the burden of action is the central variable; that repeal follows disuse; that the NATO resilience category will protect reclassified civilian spending; that Russian household dependence makes demobilization unusually hard.

Level 2.5 claims in this book. Marked in the text and listed here so that none of them hardens into fact by repetition: that the location of the burden of action is the central variable of durability; that bundling the British income tax into the Finance Act neutralized its renewal requirement; that repeal follows disuse rather than producing it; that the Overseas Contingency Operations account enlarged the base; that memory-generated persistence will make the next European drawdown harder; that the NATO resilience category will protect reclassified civilian spending; that Russian household dependence on war payments will make demobilization unusually hard.

What would confirm this. Expiry of the EU national escape clause in 2028 followed by reversion in most member states; continued non-review of instruments without end dates; persistence of Russian military payments after a ceasefire.

What would disprove this. Instruments meeting all three persistence conditions ending quickly without an external shock; instruments meeting none persisting for decades; a rapid, low-strain unwinding of Russian war payments after a ceasefire; a voluntary sunset added to the German exemption.

Future tests. Pre-registered, to be scored in later editions. (1) The 2001 AUMF is still in force on September 18, 2029, and Executive Order 12170 is continued again in November 2026 and November 2027. (2) The German defense exemption from the debt brake still carries no sunset or review clause on January 1, 2030. (3) At the NATO review in 2029, no ally formally lowers its 3.5 percent core commitment on the ground that the strategic environment has improved. (4) When the EU national escape clause for defense expires at the end of 2028, the member states that have built new domestic production capacity are more likely than the others to seek an extension or an equivalent. (5) Within twelve months of any ceasefire in Ukraine, Russian federal and regional payments to contract soldiers do not fall below half their 2026 level. (6) The Defense Production Act does not lapse for more than ninety consecutive days before 2028. Any of these failing counts against the model; (5) failing would count most. Results will be scored in later editions of this book and published on The Manifest Archive as they fall due.

Watchlist. Defense Production Act, December 11, 2026. Cuba TWEA renewal, September 2027. EU national escape clause, end of 2028. NATO spending review, 2029. First Russian budget after any ceasefire.




Appendix: Case Matrix and Nine Instruments Documented

The matrix codes every case in this book, the exits as well as the survivors, on the three conditions of the model. A dot means the condition for persistence holds; a circle means it fails; a half-dot means it partly holds. The outcome column is what actually happened. The model is only as good as its fit across all of the rows, including the ones that embarrass it.


Income tax withholding, US (1943)

Who must act to end it: Congress, by statute

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: in force




National emergency, EO 12170 (1979)

Who must act to end it: Congress, veto-proof majority

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: continued every year




Trading with the Enemy Act, Cuba (1917)

Who must act to end it: the president, by not signing

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: renewed to 2027




AUMF (2001)

Who must act to end it: Congress, by statute

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: in force




OCO account (2001 to 2021)

Who must act to end it: the executive and Congress, by enforcing the caps

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: absorbed into the base




German defense exemption (2025)

Who must act to end it: two-thirds of both chambers

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: in force




NATO 5% target (2025)

Who must act to end it: allies, by agreement

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ◐

No obliged forum: ◐ (review 2029)

Outcome: in force




British income tax (1842)

Who must act to end it: Parliament, by omitting it from the budget

Silent continuation: ◐

Hidden cost: ◐

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: charged every year




Defense Production Act (1950)

Who must act to end it: nobody; it lapses unless renewed

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: renewed 53+ times, lapses briefly




US Iraq AUMFs (1991, 2002)

Who must act to end it: Congress, by statute

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ●

Outcome: repealed 2025, after disuse




Mass conscript army (1945)

Who must act to end it: Congress and the War Department

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: demobilized by 1948




UK identity cards (1939)

Who must act to end it: government, by abolition

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○ (court)

Outcome: abolished 1952




Peacetime draft (1948)

Who must act to end it: nobody; induction authority expired

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: ended 1973




Section 215 (2001)

Who must act to end it: nobody; it expired

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ●

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: lapsed 2020




COVID-19 national emergency (2020)

Who must act to end it: Congress, by joint resolution

Silent continuation: ●

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: terminated 2023




EU national escape clause (2025)

Who must act to end it: nobody; it expires

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ◐

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: expires 2028 (test)




Costa Rica, Article 12 (1949)

Who must act to end it: those who want a standing army

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: no permanent army since 1948




Japan, 1% ceiling (1976)

Who must act to end it: the cabinet, in public

Silent continuation: ○

Hidden cost: ○

No obliged forum: ○

Outcome: held a decade, breached openly 1987



Three rows sit awkwardly and are left in on purpose. The British income tax and the Defense Production Act persist although conditions fail; the Iraq authorizations met all three conditions and were repealed anyway, but only after they had stopped being used. None of them breaks the model. Each of them is a reason to hold it as a tendency rather than a law.

The nine instruments documented. For each: when it was created and for what, what end it carried, who must act to continue it, who must act to end it, and its status in September 2026.

I. THE BRITISH INCOME TAX (1799, 1842)

Created: by Pitt, announced December 3, 1798, royal assent January 9, 1799, to finance the war with France; graduated from £60, ten percent on incomes above £200.

Built-in end: none in form; repealed 1802 and 1816, when Parliament ordered its records disposed of. Reintroduced by Peel in 1842 for three years, with a possible two-year extension.

To continue: an annual Finance Act. Income Tax Act 2007, s. 4(1): “Income tax is charged for a year only if an Act so provides.”

To end: omission from the annual Finance Act, in practice a vote against the budget as a whole.

Status: charged every year since 1842.

Level: 1 for the history and statute; 2.5 for the reading that bundling into the Finance Act neutralized the renewal requirement.

II. WARTIME LICENSING HOURS (1915 to 1988)

Created: under the Defence of the Realm Act 1914 and its 1915 amendment establishing the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), restricting drinking hours in munitions and military areas.

Built-in end: tied to the war.

Continued by: the Licensing Act 1921, which made the afternoon break permanent in peacetime law. The state management of pubs in the Carlisle district lasted until 1971.

Ended by: the Licensing Act 1988; all-day weekday opening in England and Wales from August 22, 1988.

Status: ended after seventy-three years.

Level: 1. Note: persistence here was secured by a positive act in 1921, not by default, which is a partial exception to the model.

III. NATIONAL IDENTITY CARDS (1939 to 1952)

Created: National Registration Act 1939, royal assent September 5, registration day September 29, for wartime security, conscription and rationing.

Built-in end: tied to the emergency, which technically continued after 1945.

To continue: nothing.

Ended by: challenge of Clarence Henry Willcock, stopped December 7, 1950; Willcock v Muckle [1951] 2 KB 844, absolute discharge by the magistrates, conviction upheld by the Divisional Court with critical remarks by Lord Goddard; abolition announced February 21, 1952; Act expired May 1952.

Level: 1 for the events; 2.5 for the weight of the case in the abolition.

IV. INCOME TAX WITHHOLDING (1943)

Created: Current Tax Payment Act, signed June 9, 1943, to secure collection from a newly mass tax base in wartime; design work in the Treasury Division of Tax Research (including Milton Friedman); transition plan championed by Beardsley Ruml.

Built-in end: none. I have found no evidence that it was presented as temporary.

To continue: nothing.

To end: an act of Congress.

Status: in force. Britain’s parallel system, Pay As You Earn, from April 1944, also in force.

Level: 1; Friedman’s regret quoted from Reason, June 1995.

V. THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY (1933, 1976, 1979)

Created: banking emergency of March 1933; further emergencies 1950, 1970, 1971. Found in force by the Senate Special Committee, S. Rep. 93-549, November 19, 1973, with 470 provisions of federal law delegating emergency powers.

Reformed: National Emergencies Act, September 14, 1976; one-year expiry unless continued by presidential notice; each House to “meet to consider a vote” on termination every six months. To continue: a presidential notice in the Federal Register.

To end: a joint resolution, subject to veto (since the 1985 amendment following INS v. Chadha).

Status: 52 national emergencies in effect as of September 16, 2026 (Brennan Center). Oldest: Executive Order 12170, November 14, 1979. One terminated by Congress: COVID-19, April 2023. Six-month congressional review: no record of it having been held.

Level: 1; the non-compliance with the review is 2, based on consistent secondary reporting.

VI. THE TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT (1917)

Created: October 1917, for the First World War.

Built-in end: none; after 1977, programs grandfathered under it require an annual presidential determination.

To continue: a presidential determination each year.

To end: non-renewal by the president, or an act of Congress.

Status: Cuba, the only remaining program; Presidential Determination No. 2026-21, signed August 20, 2026, extends it to September 14, 2027.

Level: 1.

VII. THE AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE (2001)

Created: Public Law 107-40, signed September 18, 2001; operative clause of sixty words.

Built-in end: none; no geographic limit; targets determined by the president.

To continue: nothing.

To end: an act of Congress.

Status: in force as of September 2026; cited for operations in at least twenty-two countries (Costs of War project, from congressional reporting). By contrast, the 1991 and 2002 Iraq authorizations were repealed in the FY2026 National Defense Authorization Act, signed December 18, 2025.

Level: 1; the “repeal follows disuse” reading is 2.5.

VIII. THE OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS ACCOUNT (2001 to 2021)

Created: war funding outside the base defense budget, from emergency supplementals after 2001; named Overseas Contingency Operations from 2009; exempt from the Budget Control Act caps of August 2011.

Scale: about $2 trillion FY2001 to FY2019, $1.8 trillion of it for the Department of Defense (Congressional Research Service).

Use: more than $50 billion a year on average, 2006 to 2018, for enduring rather than temporary costs (Congressional Budget Office, October 2018).

Ended: FY2022 budget request, by transfer of its contents into the base budget.

Level: 1 for the figures; 2 for the reading that the account enlarged the base.

IX. THE GERMAN DEFENSE EXEMPTION FROM THE DEBT BRAKE (2025)

Preceded by: the €100 billion Sondervermögen Bundeswehr, Article 87a(1a) Basic Law, June 2022; bounded by its sum.

Created: amendment to Articles 109, 115 and 143h Basic Law; Bundestag March 18, 2025 (512 votes, 489 required); Bundesrat March 21, 2025. Exempts defense, civil protection, intelligence, IT-system protection and aid to attacked states above 1% of GDP from the debt brake. Separately, a €500 billion infrastructure fund over twelve years.

Built-in end: none for the defense exemption.

To continue: nothing.

To end: a two-thirds majority in both chambers.

Status: in force; planned defense spending of 3.5% of GDP by 2029.

Level: 1.




Sources and a Note on Method

This book relies on primary documents wherever they exist. The numbered notes give the source for each load-bearing fact, with a link wherever one exists; this section groups the principal sources by kind. The distinction matters more than usual here, because several of the most repeated stories about permanent war turn out, on inspection, to rest on anecdote.

Primary documents. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Farewell Address, January 17, 1961 (National Archives). Senate Special Committee on the Termination of the National Emergency, Senate Report 93-549, November 19, 1973. National Emergencies Act, Public Law 94-412, 1976, and 50 U.S.C. 1622. Authorization for Use of Military Force, Public Law 107-40, 2001. Presidential Determination No. 2026-21 under the Trading with the Enemy Act, Federal Register, August 25, 2026. Office of Management and Budget, Historical Tables, Table 3.1, FY2027 edition. Income Tax Act 2007 (UK), section 4. Willcock v Muckle [1951] 2 KB 844. Constitution of Costa Rica, Article 12. Cabinet decision of November 5, 1976, and Nakasone cabinet decision of January 24, 1987 (Japan); Prime Minister Kishida’s statement of December 16, 2022. NATO, The Hague Summit Declaration, June 25, 2025, and NATO defense expenditure data, 2025. Bundestag documentation of the amendment to Articles 109, 115 and 143h of the Basic Law, March 2025. Council of the European Union documentation on SAFE, the national escape clause, the European Peace Facility and the European Defence Industry Programme. Federal budget law of the Russian Federation for 2026 to 2028, as reported by the Russian-language press. Netherlands Ministry of Defence, Prinsjesdag budget statement, September 15, 2026.

Official analysis. Congressional Research Service reports on Overseas Contingency Operations funding (R44519), the Defense Production Act (IN12484 and later) and national emergency powers. Congressional Budget Office, “Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending,” October 2018. Department of Defense, State of Competition within the Defense Industrial Base, February 2022. Brennan Center for Justice, list of declared national emergencies, updated September 2026. Costs of War project, Brown University, on the 2001 AUMF.

Scholarship. Alan T. Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of Public Expenditure in the United Kingdom (1961). Robert Higgs, Crisis and Leviathan (1987). Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process (1964). Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action (1965). R. Alton Lee, “The Army ‘Mutiny’ of 1946,” Journal of American History, December 1966. Milton and Rose Friedman, Two Lucky People (1998), and Friedman’s interview in Reason, June 1995. Cristina Eguizábal, “Why Did Costa Rica Really Abolish Its Military?”, Americas Quarterly.

Current analysis. Janis Kluge on Russian military spending (2026). Re:Russia on military manpower spending (2025). Vladislav Inozemtsev, “Deathonomics,” CASE, February 2026. Alexandra Prokopenko, “Can Russia’s Militarized Economy Ever Return to a Civilian Model?”, Carnegie Endowment, September 2025. Guntram Wolff, Armin Steinbach and Jeromin Zettelmeyer, “The governance and funding of European rearmament,” Bruegel, April 2025. Reporting by the Moscow Times, 7x7, Roll Call, NPR and WBUR, France 24 and Al Jazeera for dated events.

Information cutoff. Statutes, budgets, counts and current-status information in this edition were verified through September 25, 2026. Anything that changes after that date is status at publication, not an error, and will be recorded in the next edition.

A note on this edition. This second evidence edition corrects and sharpens the first. The first edition gave the Russian defense line for 2026 from the draft budget of September 2025 (12.93 trillion rubles) rather than from the law signed in November (12.121 trillion); both are now given, alongside SIPRI’s broader estimate, with an explanation of what each measures. It gave September 30, 2026 as the expiry of the Defense Production Act; a stopgap law has since moved most of its authorities to December 11, 2026. It described the location of the burden of action as the determining variable; this edition calls it the central variable and separates it from the reinforcers that govern how strongly it holds, because the countercases in Part Seven show that no single variable carries the whole explanation. It narrows the subtitle, which in the first edition promised that these instruments “become permanent”; the cases show that they outlive their wars, which is a different and more defensible claim. It adds an operational definition of a war instrument, corrects the account of withholding to acknowledge the short-lived collection at source of 1913 to 1917, marks the reading of the Russian bonus reversal as inference rather than fact, and adds numbered notes, figures, a case matrix that includes the exits as well as the survivors, an information cutoff and a set of pre-registered future tests. None of these changes alters the thesis. Several of them narrow it, which is what they were for.

A note on what was left out. Several claims that circulate widely about this subject were checked for this book and not used, or used only with a label. The story that Eisenhower’s speech originally warned of a “military-industrial-congressional complex” has no documentary source I could find. The claim that income tax withholding was sold to Americans as a temporary measure is not supported by the record I found; it was sold as a wartime necessity, which is a different thing. The widely quoted passage from Friedman’s memoir is paraphrased rather than quoted because I could not verify the exact wording against the printed book. The number of dead in the Costa Rican civil war of 1948 is given in sources over a wide range, and I have not chosen among them. Figures on Russian military spending as executed, and on household incomes in Russian regions, are estimates by researchers working with incomplete data, and they are attributed as such.




About Manifest Books

Manifest Books publishes short, testable investigations. Each one starts from a scene, names a mechanism, tests it against its own counterexamples in a chapter called Where the Model Breaks, separates documented fact from derived pattern and marked interpretation, and closes with an Evidence Map and a set of dated future tests. When those tests fall due, the results are published on The Manifest Archive and recorded in the next edition. The books are meant to be checked, not believed.

Related investigations on The Manifest Archive

NATO 3.0 Named the Dependency. Spending Isn’t Closing It.

NATO’s 5% Pledge: The TNT Bottleneck That Decides It

George Joannides Has Been Dead Since 1990. His CIA File Outlived the Law Meant to Open It.

The Five Mechanisms That Lock America Into Unwinnable Wars



Jerry van der Laan writes The Manifest Archive, a continuous investigation into how institutions, language, and systems shape what becomes visible as reality. He does not report events. He traces the structures beneath them.

Read the full archive at themanifestarchive.com.




About This Evidence Edition

Manifest Books No. 2. Edition ID MB-002-E2. Second evidence edition, September 2026. Information verified through September 25, 2026.

Cover: the Iran hostage crisis lasted 444 days, from November 1979 to January 1981 (red). The national emergency declared on its account has been continued every November since, forty-six times to date (one square per year, to scale).

Published by The Manifest Archive.

Copyright 2026 Jerry van der Laan / The Manifest Archive. All rights reserved.

Claims in this book are marked by level: documented fact, derived pattern, marked interpretation (Level 2.5) and open hypothesis. The Evidence Map, the case matrix and the notes allow every load-bearing claim to be checked.

https://www.themanifestarchive.com


EPUB/media/file4.png
enduring costs migrate

BASE BUDGET OCO ACCOUNT
under the 201 caps >$s0bn a year, 2006-18 (CBO) labelled temporary

argued every year exempt from caps

FY2022: account closed, contents transferred into the base

The container disappears. What it carried becomes next year's starting point.





EPUB/media/file5.png
2022 * SONDERVERMOGEN

€100 billion

spent down

bounded by a sum
ends by exhaustion

no decision needed to stop

2025 * DEBT-BRAKE EXEMPTION

a rule, not a sum

defense spending above 1% of GDP

1% of GDP

no end date * no review
restoring the old rule: two-thirds of both chambers





EPUB/media/file6.png
visibility of cost

legal bundling .
obliged forum
household dependence
THE DEFAULT |
who must act
to end it?
concentrated constituency sunk systems

institutional memory

Core mechanism in the centre; reinforcers set how strongly it holds. The two in bold are tested in Part Seven.





EPUB/media/file1.png
LEVEL

war: spending rises

peace: spending falls, to a higher floor

INSTRUMENT

instrument created: tax withheld, emergency declared, account opened

war ends; the instrument does not notice

war begins war ends





EPUB/media/file2.png
TO CONTINUE AN EMERGENCY TO END IT AGAINST THE PRESIDENT

House passes joint resolution
Senate passes joint resolution
President vetoes

President

one notice in the
Federal Register

Two-thirds of House
1 office - 1 document - yearly Two-thirds of Senate

tried twice in zo19: both overrides failed

Review required every six months by so U.S.C. 1622(b): not held.





EPUB/media/cover_market.jpg
MANIFEST BOOKS

Everyone Is Watching the War.

Nobody Is Watching
Who Learned to Live
Without Peace.

4 DAYS 46 ANNUAL RENEWALS

189 70! 2025

How temporary war economies, defense budgets and institutions outlive the
wars that created them, without anyone deciding that they should.

JERRY VAN DER LAAN







EPUB/media/file3.png
Senate finds four emergencies stilligyforce

1933 Banking emergency declared

1979 EO 12170, Iran

Kagsoemergency NationgyEmergencies Act soimseftect

EO 12170 continued by presidential notice every November since 1980





EPUB/media/file0.png
40%
1944:37.0%

30%

20%

Korea 1953: 13.8%

Vietnam 1968: 9.1%

0%
! 1986: 6.0%
2024:3.0%
0% 1948:3.5% 1999: 2.9%
1944 1960 1980 2000 2024

Selected fiscal years; points connected for readability. Source: OMB Historical Tables, Table 3.1.







