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Introduction. The argument for arms
conlrol is persuasive: arms races are
both expensive and inherently danger-
ous; therefore, any control or elimina-
tion of arms is good. Unfortunately,
appealing as this formulation may be, it
can be a hazardous one, because it is an
oversimplification. Although arms con-
trol can be highly beneficial, all arms
control is not necessarily good, and it
can be dangerous to assume thal it is.

Too olten those of us whose profes-
sional concern is military securily do
nol pay adequate allenlion Lo the rela-
Lionship between securily and arms con-
trol. Yet arms control and mililary
security are inlegral parls of the same
subject—the safety and well-being of the
nation. Because of the current arms
control dialog with the Soviet Union, it
is useful, and perhaps necessary, to
examine the objectives of arms control
more. carefully. In view of the frequent
lack of clarity encountered in discus-
sions ol arms control and disarmament,

a review and restatement of fundamen-
tal considerations should be useful.

Arms control and disarmament, al-
though similar, are nol identical. Dis-
armament necessarily involves an arms
reduction; arms control involves an arms
limitation ol either quantily or type and
may or may nol conslitute a reduction.
1t is entirely possible, although unlikely,
that an arms control arrangement might
involve an actual increase in arms. Arms
control, as the more inclusive term, will
be used in the remainder of this discus-
sion.

The Objectives of Arms Conlrol.
William C. Foster has stated the basic
objective of arms control sucecinclly:
“In the final analysis, the decision
whether to negotiale a given arms-
control agreement boils down Lo weigh-
ing the risks of undertaking it against
the risks of not undertaking it.”! In
olher words, arms control is intended to
do something for us, lo, in some way,
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leave us in a position preferable to that
before arms control.

Thus any arms conlrol trealy is not
an end in itself, bul only a possible
means Lo several ends. As such, it must
be evaluated in terms of how well it is
de$igned to accomplish its purpose. It is
simply inadequate to assume that all
possible arms control arrangements are
useful or even that, because an arrange-
ment serves one useful purpose, it is
worthwhile. An arrangement which is
highly desirable from one point of view
may be extremely dangerous from an-
other. It is necessary, therefore, to
subject any proposed agrcement to
painstaking scrutiny to determine
whether or not it will help us reach our
desired objectives.

What are the objectives ol arms
control? Three arcas of benefil have
been claimed. One has lo do wilh
securily: thal arms control makes us
safer than we would otherwise be. The

second benefit is economic: thal arms
control would save money. The third

benefit is political: thatl arms control
assists in the achievement of nonmili-
tary national objectives. Each partici-
pant in a system of arms control sceks
these same benefils, though they may
be gained in differing proportion and to
different degrce. These objectives are
comprehensive in  the sense that all
important effects of any practical arms
control or disarmamentl arrangement
will fall into one of the three categories.

For purposes of analysis, however,
the first category, dealing with security,
needs to be subdivided. The effcct of
arms control on security is complicated
and can be contradictory. If the analysis
can be clarified by dividing the question
of securily into several parts, it will
help. From a securily point of view, the
three questions that must be asked of a
prospective arms control arrangement
are: (1) How does it affect the proba-
bility of war?; (2) What effect does it
have upon the inlensity or duralion of
war if il does break out?; and (3) What

is the effect on our position relative to
potential opponents? The reason for
distinguishing these three aspeets of
securily is that, although they are inter-
related, arms contro! does not necces-
sarily accomplish them equally and may
accomplish one at the expense of the
others.

Afler subdividing the objective of
security and adding the economic and
political objectives, there are then five
fundamental questions to be asked of
any potential arms control arrangement.
These are: (1) How does it affect the
probability of war? (2) What is its effect
on the intensity or duration of war? (3)
What is its effect on our position rela-
tive lo potential opponents? (4) Does il
save money? and (5) Does it help in
achieving nonmilitary national objec-
tives? It is highly improbable that any
practical system of arms control will
provide favorable answers to all five
questions. Thus il is necessary to weigh
gains in some areas against disadvantages
in others.

The remainder of this discussion is
devoted to a consideration of each of
these five areas, their inleraction, and
the degree to which they are achievable
through arms control.

Arms Control and the Probability of
War. Probably the mosl fundamental
argument in favor of disarmament or
arms control, and cerlainly the one
most frequently asserted, is that arms
races and high levels of armament are
primary causes of war, and that their
limitation or elimination will make war
less likely. For example, in a highly
respected book, World Peace Through

* World Law, Grenville Clark and J.ouis B.

Sohn stale that “experience teaches that
long-continued arms races have usually
ended in violent conlflict, since the [ears
and tensions engendered by the compe-
lition create an almosphere in which
war may break out almost by accident
and withoul a fixed design for war on
either side.” Despite the prevalence of



this view, however, it is by no means
unconlested. In a perceptivc reeent
book, Evan Luard, for example, after
careful examination of the historical
relationship between the level of arma-
ment and the outbreak of war, con-
cludes:

There is in fact no clear evidence,
nor obvious reason to suppose,
that the danger of war has ever
borne, or bears today, any close
relationship to the volume of
weapons possessed. There is cer-
tain historical evidence to support
the opposite view (the fact that
wars often break out when na-
tions are poorly armed, as in the
Napoleconic Wars, the Crimean
War, the Balkan Wars, and others,
or stay at peace when highly
armed, as between 1948 and
1968). If the will to war ilself is
unchanged, arms will usually be
found to wage it.>

The fact is that the relalionship
hetween levels of armament and the
stability of peace is a complicated one
and very far from the simple notion that
arms cause wars. In some circumstances,
even Lhe failure to enter into an arms
race can be dangerous to peace. Hedley
Bull has slated that the military [aclor
most important in bringing about the
Second World War was “the failure of
Britain, I'rance and the Soviet Union to
engage in the arms race with sufficient
vigor, their insufficient response to the
recarmament of Germany.”*

It would therefore appear that under
the right circumstances some kinds of
armament contribule to stability, while
other kinds are destabilizing. As an
example, given the present state of
mutual nuclear deterrence between the
United Stales and the Soviel Union, the
silualion is more stable if both sides
have relatively invulnerable nuclear
strike forces, tending to make both sides
less trigger happy. If both sides pos-

445

sessed only vulnerable strike systems,
susceptible Lo being incapacitaled by a
first strike by the opposing side, the
situation would obviously be much less
stable. Therefore, an arms control ar-
rangement which eliminated invulner-
able strike systems while leaving vulner-
able systems intact would be destabi-
lizing.

In the present stale of our under-
standing, it is not possible to state
unequivocally any general relationships
between armament and the stability of
peace, although some tentative hypo-
theses might be suggested. For example,
under present circumstances, anylhing
which reduces the credibility of deter-
rence would appear to be destabilizing.
Dynamic changes in relative military
strength, whether numerical or techno-
logical, also appear to be dangerous: a
powerful nation losing ground to a more
dynamic polential opponent has a
strong incentive to initiate hoslilities
before ils relative position becomes
worse. On the other hand, developments
which assist in providing prompt and
reliable information about the capabili-
ties and intentions of potential op-
ponents (such as the “hot line” and
surveillance  satellites) probably con-
tribule Lo stability by helping to prevent
war by accident or miscalculalion.

Further complicaling the relationship
between armament and the outbreak of
war is the fact thal there are many kinds
of war, and measures which make one
kind of war less probable may increase
the chances of another kind. A fool-
proof scheme of nuclear disarmament,
for example, might increase the proba-
bility of conventional conflict by re-
moving the caution engendered by the
fear of nuclear escalation.

To summarize, there is a relationship
between armament and the probability
of war, bul it is necither direct nor
simple. Pending belter knowledge of the
relationship than we now have, aboul
the best that can be achieved is a
case-hy-cuse examination of the implica-
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tions of specific weapons systems and
weapons control proposals in an
allempt to delermine Lheir probable
effect. In such an evaluation, it is
important Lo keep all of the objectives
clearly in view. Use of formal criteria,
similar to those discussed here, can be
useful in the study of probable effects.

Arms Control and the Intensity of
War. Closely related to the attempt to
reduce the probability of war is a desire
to limit the intensily of conflict if war
does break out. In effect, this is an
attempt to prevent certain kinds of
wars—the more violent kinds—rather
than a general effort to prevent all war,

The effort to reduce the intensity of
war today gains much of ils urgency
from the existence of nuclear weapons
and their delivery systems. It is widely
recognized that a total nuclear war
would be destructive beyond anything
that has been imagined heretofore, and
this makes the problem of prevenling
large-scale nuclear war a first order of
priority.

There are threec main points to be
considered here: (1) not all arms control
or disarmament arrangements serve to
limit intensity if war does break out; (2)
in making some kinds of war less likely
we may be increasing the probability of
other kinds; and (3) a lower initial level
of armament does not necessarily ensure
a less violent war.

Certain kinds of arms control mea-
sures, designed to reduce the probability
of nuclear war, may accomplish that
purpose but at the same time aclually
increase the destructiveness of war if it
does break out. For example, a ban on
defensive systems, such as the ABM,
might enhance the credibility of deter-
rence and thus reduce the probability of
nuclear war. Bul if nuclear war did
break out under these circumstances,
hoth sides would be likely to suffer
considerably greater destruction than if
they had effective defensive systems.

So long as dclerrence remains a

primary means of sceurily, the deploy-
ment by either side of a really effective
ABM system would have a serious de-
stabilizing effect. Tirst, by assuring the
power which deploys it thal the
enemy’s offensive weapons could no
longer deliver unacceptable damage, it
lessens inhibitions against embarking on
courses of action which mighl lead to
nuclear war. Second, it {orees the other
side in self-defense to escalale the arms
race in an altempl lo restore the pre-
vious balance.

[Even more dangerous, and more
likely, is an ABM defense which would
be effective only if a first strike drasli-
cally reduced the enemy’s offensive
capability. Then, in a crisis silualion,
this would force serious consideralion
of launching a preemplive sitrike to
accomplish this drastic reduction.
Similarly, it would tend lo make any
enemy trigger happy for fear of being
caught on the ground by such a pre-
emplive strike.

Thus, both offensive and defensive
weapons are part of the arms race, and
in a situalion of mutual delerrence,
peace is mosl stable if both sides possess
an assured capacity to inflict unaccepl-
able damage on the other side even alter
absorbing a surprise attack. All olher
things being equal, il seems clear thal an
arms control agreement limiting ABM
deployment by both the United States
and the U.S.S.R. to, at most, a “thin”
deployment is in the best interest of
both countries. Paradoxically, in a
world of nuclear weapons and mutual
deterrence, improvements in defense
can increase the likelihood of war.

The second point is that measures
which reduce the probability of one
kind of war can increase Lhe probability
of other kinds. As alrecady mentioned,
any reduction in the fear that smaller
conflicts may escalate o nuclear war
could serve to reduce inhibitions against
engaging in limited wars. ['urther, any
serious reduction in conventional mili-
tary capability by means of arms con-



trol can reduce the capacily of estab-
lished governments to defend them-
selves againsl insurgency, thus increasing
the incentives for potential insurgents
and therefore the probability of civil
war.

The third point is thal a lower level
of armamenls docs not necessarily en-
sure a less violent war if war does break
out. A conflict in which one opponent
is well prepared may result in a sharp,
shorl war with a quick decision. Cases in
poinl might be the Arab-Isracli con-
flicts. On the other hand, il both or
neither are prepared for war, early
engagements might result in mutual
destruction of ready forces followed by
a long process of further mobilization
and altrition and grealer destrucliveness
and violence overall. It is not intended
to imply that wars will always be more
surgical and lMence less violent when
hetween militarily prepared nations, bul
only that lower levels of armament do
not necessarily insure a less destructive
war.

In atlempling to limil the intensily
of war, Lthe most important thing we can
ask of any arms conlrol arrangement is
that it reduce the prospect of large-scale
war—particularly of large-scale war using
weapons of mass destruction. In so
doing we must realize thal il may be
necessary Lo accepl some increased pros-
peet of lesser wars. As before, no arms
control measure can provide a panacea.

Relative Advantage. llistorically,
arms conlrol or disarmament agree-
ments have been successfully negotiated
only where a careful attempt has been
made lo essentially prescrve prevailing
strength ralios among the parlicipaling
nations. Despile this, any control or
reduction of armaments will almost
inevitably produce shifls in relative
power.

Ohviously, a change in relative power
slatus will occur between the partici-
pants in the agreement and the nonpar-
ticipants. For example, a bilateral agree-
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ment between the United States and the
U.S.S.R. to drastically reduce levels of
armament might be successful in pre-
serving the approximale balance of mili-
tary strength between those Lwo powers
but would increase the relative strength
of Communist China.

A second kind of shift is more subtle.
No two countries have exactly the same
kind of securily problems, and therefore
the utility of any particular kind of
weapons system varies from country to
country. Historically, Great Britain em-
phasized the importance of a strong
navy, while continental powers placed
first emphasis upon their armies. In the
conlemporary world, land-based, me-
dium-range missiles would appear to
have more utilily for the Soviet Union
than for the United States. Thus, even
where some kind of numerical ratio is
preserved, the implicalions of control or
reduclion of arms differ.

To pursue the matter further, it has
already been pointed out that arms
control can have the effect of making
cerlain kinds of wars more likely or less
likely. This can significantly affect the
relative power of nations. For example,
general and complete disarmament, that
is the abolition of major weapons and
forces, were it feasible, would have
several noleworthy effects on the rela-
Live steength of nations. It would almost
cerlainly reduce the influence of the
major powers. By reducing the capacity
of established governments to pul down
insurgents, it might encourage “wars of
national liberation.” This would not
necessarily be a disadvantage Lo the
West. Had general disarmament been in
effect in 1968, il scems reasonable to
believe that Czechoslovakia, for ex-
ample, would no longer be a Soviet
salellite.

In gencral, the effects of arms con-
trol agreements are lo reduce the mili-
tary power of the parties relative to the
rest of the world and to cause a rather
complex shifl in their power relative to
cach other. The probability is slrong
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that under any substantial arms control,
major powers will have to accept, on
balance, some relative as well as abso-
lute diminution in military power. Some
relative disadvantage may, of course, be
accepted if other arguments in favor of
the agreement are strong. In the nature
of things, however, any proposal which
shifts the balance clearly in one’s own
favor relalive to potential opponents is
unlikely to be accepled by the other
side. Furthermore, the two sides are not
likely to view any specific proposal in
the same way.

Arms Control and Military Expen-
diture. At a time when domestic claims
upon governmental resources are climb-
ing sharply, one of the particularly
altractive features of the prospect of
arms control is the expectation that
large sums of money can be saved. At
first glance this would appear to be so,
for the essence of arms control is the
acceptance of a lower level of military
investment, at least of a particular kind,
than would otherwise have been made.
Unfortunately, the relationship is nol
quite that simple—limitations on arma-
ment do not necessarily save money.

Systems of arms control themselves
can be quite expensive. The inspection
requirements necessary to ensure obser-
vance of an agreement may involve
elaborate and highly technical sur-
veillance or inspections systems which,
in some cases, may be more expensive
than the armaments themselves. Thus,
even in lerms of direct expenditures,
arms control does not necessarily lead
to savings.

Somewhat more difficult Lo analyze
is the matter of indircct effects upon
long-term costs. There are at least three
ways in which indirect effects can pre-
vent us from realizing the anticipated
savings from an arms control agreement.

First, effective controls on one kind
of armamenl may simply shift the arms
competition to another kind of arma-
ment or, perhaps, to a qualitative basis

if quantily is controlled. In this case,
arms expenditures may well continue as
high as before, either through a redistri-
bution of expenditures on military hard-
ware or due to new R&D expenses and
higher per-unit costs.

Second, an arms control agreement
may serve simply to change the timing
of expenditures. The historical tendency
of the United States unilaterally to
alternate periods of low armament with
periods of urgent rearmament, as in
1941 and 1950, has almost certainly
been economically wasteful as well as
militarily awkward. To follow the same
pattern through agreed arms control—if
the agrcement did not stick—could
prove to be equally wasteful.

Finally, as discussed more Lhor-
oughly earlier, an improperly conceived
arms control plan can actually increase
the chances of war—and the costs of
modern war arc such that they far
overshadow any feasible peacetime
savings on arms expenditure. Any saving
which resulted in increased probability
of war could prove to be both tem-
porary and illusory.

Quite certainly, economies through
arms reduction are possible. The point is
that savings are not aulomatic, but need
to be carelully assessed in Llerms of both
direct and indirect costs.

Arms Control and Nonmilitary Ob-
jectives. The final criterion against
which any arms control proposal must
be evaluated is its effect upon national
objectives other than security. This is
perhaps the most complex and most
difficult to assess of all of the criteria—
hut so important thal it cannot be
ignored. No matter how we define our
nalional goals—life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness; human dignity; free-
dom and justice for all-sccurity is only
a very partial means to the achievement
of those goals, and there is a real danger
that some of the measures which en-

. hance security in a military sense are

inimical to other goals.



There are a variely ol consideralions
which fall into this category, ranging
from the pacifist argument that all
violence and therefore all implements of
war are immoral and should be done
away with on purely moral grounds, to
the argument that the international ten-
sions engendered by high levels of arma-
ment inlerfere with the proper opera-
tion of the international economic
system. Beyond pointing out their po-
tential relevance, any comprehensive
discussion of these varying concerns is
outside the scope of this article. Here it
is sufficient only to consider the most
imporlant nonmilitary implication of
arms control: the view that high levels
of armament tend to corrupt demo-
cralic inslitulions.

There is a popular belief, in some
ways a peculiarly American belief, that
there is a basic incompatibility between
standing military forces and the proper
functioning of a democralic polilical
system. Perhaps the most syslemaltic
and well-known statement of this view
is  Harold Lasswell’s “garrison-state
hypothesis.” I'irst stated in 1937 and
periodically reslated and revised since
that time, the garrison-state hypothesis
remains a leading theory of civil-military
relations, not only among intellectuals,
but in the popular press as well.

The essence of the garrison-state
hypothesis is that a prolonged state of
inlernational tension inevitably drives
internal politics in the nations con-
cerned loward the dominalion of spe-
cialists on violence. Lasswell has de-
scribed it as “a model in which the
sequence marches from the relatively
mixed elite patlern of Lhe nineteenth
century to military-police dominance in
the impending future.”® Power becomes
centralized in the hands of the executive
and the military, with the legislature
becoming inereasingly impotent. The
central government expands until it
penetrates the whole sociely. In Lass-
well’s view, the danger of thus destroy-
ing free institulipns through the effect
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of long continued preparation for war is
a greater evil than war itself.

To the extent that Lasswell’s model
is an accurale representation of the real
world, an agreced program of arms con-
tro] or reduclion would help to preserve
free inslitulions if it reduced inlerna-
lional tensions and diminished tenden-
cies toward cenlralization and govern-
menlal expansion.

The purpose of this discussion is not
to attempt a detailed critique of the
garrison-state hypothesis, but only to
make a limited assessment. [An excel-
lent critique can be found in Hunting-
ton’s The Soldier and the State.]® Few
would argue that prolonged tension and
high levels of armament are beneficial to
a free socicty—though the linkage be-
tween democratic frailty and levels of
armamenl is much less direct than Lass-
well would have us believe. After all, the
rearmamenl of Germany followed, not
preceded, the collapse of the Weimar
Republic.

The garrison-state hypothesis, as for-
mulated by Lasswell, is in part based on
a rather simplistic and villainous view of
the professional military and an exag-
geration of their strength in modern
society. By far the strongest part of his
case lies in the linkage bhetween long-
sustained high levels of armament and
the tendency toward expansion of the
government and centralizalion of
power. In the presence of long con-
tinued and obvious extlernal threals,
there is a natural tendency toward the
dominance of national security concerns
over individual interests. Dissent may
become treason, so that long-continued
tension is inimical to personal liberty.
The growth of large industries depen-
dent upon military expenditures and the
large burcaucratic requirements accom-
panying the maintenance of a large
modern military establishment have a
strong tendency to increase the size and
role of the federal government and lo
centralize authorily.

The two things which an effective
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arms control agreemenl could rea-
sonably be expected to do which would
minimize the dangers outlined by Lass-
well are: (1) by reducing international
tensions and therefore national fears,
reduce the degree 1o which securily
considerations influence governmental
decisions; and (2) by reducing the level
of armament, alleviate the lendencies
toward bigness and cenlralization in-
herent in large-scale military organiza-
tion and procurcment.

The nonmililary effects of any arms
counlrol or disarmament arrangement are
not only an importanl consideration in
evaluating it, but one of the more
compelling reasons for enlering into
such an arrangement. The primary rea-
son for our concern with nalional sc-
curity is the preservation of those values
we rale most highly. It would be self-
defeating if, through the search for
security, we lost that which we were
attempting to preserve.

The Utility of Arms Control. Many
people tend to see arms conirol or
disarmament as an end in itself and
therefore most discussions focus on the
problem of how it is to be achieved,
without careful consideration of what it
is intended to achieve or what it is
capable of achieving. Without a clear
understanding of objeclives, arms con-

“trol can be self-defeating or even danger-
ous. '

This discussion has examined five
objectives against which any attempt at
arms control should be evaluated. These
objectives are: a reduction in the proba-
bility of war; a reduction in the in-
lensity and duration of war; improve-
ment of our position relative to poten-
tial opponents; a reduction in security
costs; and achievement of nonmilitary
objectives. These objectives apply to
arms control and disarmament in all
their forms, although there will he wide
discrepancies in the way and extenl to
which various forms salisly Lhe tests.
The objectives outlined may as appro-

priately be used to evaluate a scheme of
unilateral disarmament as to cvaluate a
formal arms control treaty with elabo-
rale inspection provisions.

Because of the multiplicity ol objec-
lives which may be served by arms
control and because no arms control
arrangement can serve all objectives
equally, il is necessary lo have a clear
understanding of the trade-offs re-
quired. An assessmenl of marginal
utility is involved: it is necessary lo
compare the worth of incremental im-
provements in one arca with losses in
another. For example: we would almost
certainly be willing to aceept some loss
in military capability vis-a-vis the rest of
the world in return for a reduced
probability of war and a lower level of
military inveslment. We would not, or
should not, accept an arrangement
which promised large economic savings
while increasing the probability of nu-
clear war.

No simple way of assessing these
trade-offs exists, .for fundamental and
necessarily subjective values are con-
cerned. There is no substitute for a
careful analysis of any arms control
arrangement in terms of the magnitude
and direction of the effect it will have
on each of the five possible objectives;
the prospective gains must he weighed
against the prospective losses. Although
it is obviously desirable to achieve the
greatest benefit and the least loss, the
interests of potential opponents limit
the gains to be expected. Fortunately,
what is a gain for one is not necessarily
a loss for the other, for both sides share
a compelling interest in attempting to
limit the violence, destruction, and
bloodshed of human conflict. Few
human values could survive a large-scale
nuclear war. It is this shared interest
that makes agreement on arms control
possible—though by no means easy.

In passing, il is also important lo
note Llhat formal agreements are not
necessarily the only means to the
achievement of effective arms control.



Far too little attention has been paid to
the imaginalive proposals for
“eraduated reciprocation in lension-
reduction” made by Charles Osgood in
his Dbrilliant litlle book An Alternative
to War or Surrender. In essence, QOs-
good’s proposals amount to a program
of reciprocal, stepped reductions in
armament based upon tacit and in-
formal bhargaining rather than formal
agrecments. Although there are serious
difficulties involved in his proposals,
there is no reason o believe that they
are any less susceptible to solution than
those involved in a negotialed agree-
ment. For example, one of the more
serious difficulties, the lack of any
effective inspection system, becomes
much less serious because of Lhe recent
improvements in national surveillance
systems.

Whatever the form of an arms con-
trol agreemenl, it is imperalive that the
ends we are trying to achieve be kept
clearly in view and that we do not let
arms control or disarmament become an
end in ilsell. Yet there is also a serious
danger that an awareness of all of the
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potential pitlalls of arms control will
prevent it being undertaken seriously as
a means to our securily. This would be a
mistake. Properly conceived and under-
laken, arms control can greatly enhance
our sccurily and may very well prove to
be a necessily if we are to avoid disaster.

As we become accustomed to living
under the nuclear cloud, there is danger
of forgetting just how precarious a posi-
tion the world is in. A major war fought
with nuclear, biological, or chemical
weapons could not conceivably be of
either immediate or long-term advantage
to anyone and might well be the occasion
of universal disaster. Yet paradoxically,
both we and the Russians, in the interest
of national security, continue to stock-
pile weapons which, if used, would be a
disaster for both.

It is difficult to be optimistic about
the prospeels for (inding an casy way
oul of this dilemma. Mankind has not
heretofore compiled a very enviable
record in avoiding foresecable disaster—
but we do have to try, and the effort to
achieve useful and workable arms con-
trol arrangements is one way of trying.
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