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The gravest rirc--t)Ht ttw U n c c  d tern wiM become unbalanced.” 

‘Peacemonger’ 

kept the peace for the past 15 years? 
Why could it not do so in the  future? 

My answer is that there can be no 
disarmament without risks. But th- 
riska need to be compared with the 
most grave risk-that the balance of 
tvror will become unbalanced. 

Do not take the word of the pmce 
movement; take that of the military 
experts. Herman Kahn. the author of 
“On Thermonuclear War” u t d  ‘”lwnk- 
ing About the UnthinkaMe.” an au- 
thoritative consultant to the Defenw 
Department. haa prepared a list of the 
dangers. 

T H E R E  might be a nuclear war as 
the result of a mechanical accident. 
Thne years ago, for example, a flock 
of geese WM recorded on the radar 
screens in a way that looked like a 
major misalle attack clolring in. Only 
at the last moment was the order to 
strike avoided when the true nature of 
the radar blips was discovered. 

Secondly, unauthorized act€on cannot 
be prevented with abaolutc certainty. 
Various aafety devices. such M locks 
on missiles that require the insertion of 
two keys before firing is possible. pre- 
vent a single enlisted man from start- 
ing a nuclear war, but a commander 
can order two. four or as many men 
an necessary to fire. How can his sub- 
ordinates tell whether his command is 
truly “authorized”? To the best of my 
professional judgment, there is no 
psychological test that will positively 
SC- out people who-eespeeially as 
international tensions mount - might 
assume the responsibility of “protect- 
ing” the U.S. (or the U.S.S.R.) from a 
“soft” president or premier by taking 
the nuclear initiative into their own 
hands. 

Answers Some Questions 
By ASUTAI ETZKONI 

N recent months I have been speak- 
ing to a large variety of groups I across the nation about the dangers 

of war and the need for disarmament. 
Practically every groupfrom the cam- 
pus of U.C.L.A. to HPrvsrd Yard, from 
New York to T-has asked me the 
same questions. They want to know: 
How can one talk about peace and dis- 
armament when the goal of Commu- 
nism is world domination? Is not a 
strong America the best way to protect 
peace? Could the American economy 
survive disarmament ? Would the Rus- 
sians allow effective inspection? Who 
would enforce disarmament ? 

Here are the questions asked a pace- 
monger, and his answers. 

I How c w  one talk about peace and 
disarmament when the goal of Com- 
munism i s  world domination? 

EN one asks how we can have w peace while the Communists seek 
world domination, the word “peace” is 
usually being associated with harmony. 
absence of conflict. But such a arortd 
is impossible. People are going to have 
differences of interest and belief, and 
hence conflict, the way they have had 

. * .  

thwn in -try--.nd fmily- 
since time began. Peace e r r s  not 
the elimination of differences of inter- 
eat and belief. but the prevention of 
their turning to violence; not the elimi- 
nation of conflict. but the p-tion of 
armed conflicts The new mrM thia 
peacemonger is working for u not a 
kingdom of heaven on eartb. but one 
in which we can survive together. This 
does not require the C0nun-r 
u s t o  give up the valuea we believe 
in; it requires only that they-and w e -  
give up one. and only one, set of means 
by which international goals are pur- 
s u e b i e . .  the wielding of videm. 

Thus, tbere Is Ddhing incompatible 
between Communist ambitions and 
disarmament. The Russians still would 
have open to them the means of propa- 
ganda and agitation, and of economic 
and technical aid, to forward their 
cause. 

The Communists have been declaring 
for the past 30 years that they desire 
general and eompkte disarmament. 
They firmly believe that they will do 
as well, if not better, in a competition 
in which they can draw on the appeal 
of their doctrine of equality for people 
in Asia. Africa md L.un Amerka: and 

on their rapid method of Industrial- 
izing. which them people desire. Now, 
we may know that their “equality” ia 
a false one, and that their industrial- 
ization ia inefficient and required a high 
human mat, but this does not stop 
them from believing in it and in its 
appeal to people all over the world. 
That belief might well suffice to make 
them genuinely willing to d i m .  

We should be willing to accept that 
challenge of a disarmed competition, to 
match the exposition of their idea8 
with ours, and to see where the chips 
fall. Certainly we have to insist that 
the a r m s  will really be “checked in,’’ 
but our fear should be of a failure in 
disarmament. not of disarmament it- 
self. * * *  

I s  not a strong America tbe best 
way to protect peace? 

HE question has many variations: T Why take risks? a t  If the 
Russians hid a dozen nuclear bomb6 a t  
the bottom of e lake and then, by 
threatening to drop them-perhaps from 
a civil airliner, if all missiles and mili- 
tary planes had been destroyed-im- 
pose their will on the rest of us? Has 
not the present “balance of terror” 

West &d East have frequently become 
involved in local conflicts, such as those 
in Vietnam, Lebanon, the Congo, Cuba, 
Guatemala. Greece, and others. Once 
the prestige of a maior power becomes 
firmly involved in local fighting, espe- 
cially if there has been a large number 
d casualties, the temptation to become 
more involved is great. The escalator 
might be stopped, nine times or 99 
times, before reaching the nuclear level, 
but if it  drags us up all the way just 
once, millions will die. and the surviv- 
OH may well envy the dead. 

NO less dangerous is a m i d c u t a -  
tion. Khrushchev has said that he thinks 
that the United States would not fight 
over West Berlin. He is deadly mis- 
taken; the United States is fully eOm- 
mitted to defend the city. If Khrushchev 
acts on the basis of such a misjudg- 
ment. there will be a war. 

In the West. the success of the 
American action for the removal of 
offensive Soviet missiles from Cuba 
has created a similar danger of mis- 
calculation. The Soviets might retreat 
every time they are challenged, but if 
we should make one major mistake, as 
President Kennedy has said “there 
will be 150 lCo9itinued on Page 114) 
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A 'Peacemsnger' Answers Some Questions 

million dentha within the fir& 
18 hours." Can w e  upeet gov- 
ernments never to misdcu- 
late? 

pinally, less likely but moet 
dangerous, is the p o d m y  of 
a major tdmobgi~~~I break- 
ttmugh.Thebaianaofturor 
reste on the 8ssumptirm that 
if you hit me. I can sUll hit 
you back, good and hrd. and 
viceversa B u t t h e u s m d  
the U.S.S.R are working h Y  
and night on W W  If 

one al them eomea up wlth an 
anti-miwik detenae, for in- 
stance. that nation wuld hit 
the other with impunity. Most 
military experts believe thot 
an invention of the magnitude 
to give any pow- sueh 8 
critical a d w t o g e  h gulte UP- 
likely, but the possiblllty can- 
not be excluded. It is most 
dangerow. for the way to ex- 
ploit'uli, sart Of critical broal- 
Uuough would be by an all-out 

theme are possibWtitd 
Ekperb do not a a q p e  wt 
they might aeur; taey dls- 
a g m  an to how likely they 
are. Sir Charles Snow. tbe 
British author and scientist. 
believes that a nuclear blow-up 
in the next 10 years is a cer- 
tainty. Herman Kahn states 
that if we are to reach the 
year 2-probably even 1975 
-we must somehow reach pn 

.gmmmt with  RUM^ on Lim- 

* * *  
iting tbr arm8 race. 

Coald tbe A w r l c m  ecoo- 
oar -;we disarmament? 

lllFRer this questiml b To a turk f a r  a major v01- 
ume on the Amuicsn polit'ca' 
rbuetmr. RMly, one must 
point out, n* chat disarma- 
ment doea not anne free. At 
last l0,oOo watpnvrs would 

verify mat commitments to 
b8W b Sem M bISp&OZ'S to 

it aecks a new international 
life in which the various camp 
will continue to promote their 
values and idea4  but wiU 
have to ref- from wing 
a r m  to advance their beliefs. 
There is nothing in sueh a 
world Americans cannot af- 
ford. 

* * *  
Will the R u s s i a  dlow 

cf f ectivr inspection? 

WOULD not think of giv- I m~ UD mv arm8 if the oth- 

the marginal risks that re- 
main, should the R ~ & ~ I I s  ac- 
cept a syatem which our ex- 
perts consider efflative. These 
risks seem to me t a r  smaller 
than those involve4 in mntin- 
uation of the armp race. * * *  
W h o  would enlorce dir- 

HIS question raises the is- 
sue of world government. 

Would not an international 
police force strong enough to  
maintain disarmsrncnt-to 
protect the diaarmed nations 
from a violator- require a n  
executive authority to give i t  
orders? And who would that 

.irpg out Z ai& hoe; lrot ~ISO. llpa J Lsst fsl,-no o~ ever be? Would there not have to 
.srcb iaspectors wouldtrustnocountrytoear-  in L,,,c.g begloballawforUlisbodyto 
hm to be m a t d b  ryoutitscommitmentsunlcss enforce. and would not this 

tmhed; -Y -om- dfectively verified. But it is work-without entry into a h w  have to be enacted by a 
eaS would find CmPbpent  necessary to a g u i s h  be- ken shown in world legislature? And would 
tbeinspwtbs, - reduc- the U.S.S.R. and the U S .  ever aWCY. m- hem verification and inspec- 

agree to aubmlt themselves to 

thefsct. Thstverificauoncan 

the -t.. from u-2 tion The need for verification .,-- ;- -.,... 
plane8 to satellites carrying 

proauesd. lteeping busy 9Jome 
ob the -b& linea now 
wurking for arnmment- 

second. rbwt 10 per cent of 
the rbor force and of the 
Alncriua economy are in- 
volved in military production. 
since dbunmme nt  would be 
arricd out in five y- at the 
very best, it would mean a 
frirly enrll .MU.) adjustment 
of 2 per cent per year. A 
much larger cut in the mill- 
tary budget and production 

curkd out in ISM with- 
wt e* 
mrq thre M -y -Ys 

we could uae thoae rtsources 
now ptng into m-mamenb- 
innn buildhg sehoab to im- 
proving med)eal facilities, from 
tnerrwd foreign aid (which 

tint inatrumemt h our compe- 
tltion with Communism) to 
ineraued contrlbutlons to In- 
terndionrl institutions WhOBe 
pctivitiea would have to be 
&ended to guard disarms- 
maat. Even SOID?. tar &e- 
Uans should not be out of UN 
e o n -  

flvcly Amerlerma. w well 
M the Eitj- of other West- 
ern countries. ronld resist- 
aswoulddtiremoitheE+ 
cialist repuwies-any so- 
that pmtected their lives but 
not their valuea But multi- 
laterrl disarm-t seeks a 
pepec in which no country is 
-ked sacrifice ita beliefs; 

T V  cameras, would have to be 

d d  bLeome a Impor- 

k abmolute; i t  cannot be com- 
promised or circumvented. At  
the same time, we must rec- 
ognize that medisarmament  
steps can be verified without 
in~pection, and many others 
without onaite inspeetion. 

If, for instance, the US. and 
the U.S.S.R. would agree to 
turn Over to the United Na- 
tions. each year, a certain 
quantlty of nuclear weapom 
to be converted to peacefu 
uses. no inspection would k 
needed to verify that thea 
..ommitmenta were fulfilled. 

When inspeetion wan needed 
often m e w  other than 
sending inspectors Into the So- 
viet Union would be feasible 
For iustanq thc eloeing d 
buuur and dlamantiing of in- 
stallations a n  be effectively 

and electronic surwillance; the 
embargo on the shipment of 
weapons to other countrlw 
M be verified by border in- 
spection. A recent study of UK 
Institute for DefenaeAnalyscs 

mament measurea which M 
be verified through "intelli- 
gence, open mumem, vohmtary 
SCK - disclosure, and *common 
knowledge.' " 

It is significant that when- 
ever weapons have been clan- 
destinely produced or shipped 
on any algnificant scale-as 
in ~ e n n a n y  in the early thir- 
ties, in palestinc under the 

Inspected with photographic 

provides a long list of dssar- 

British, in Greece in 1947, in 

"".I 111 uu- 
Of all the verificstion meth- 

ods. that of sending foreigners 
into a totalitarian country for 
m-site inspections is the one 
such societies resist meet 
strongly. To allow foreigners 
to poke their noses wherever 
and whenever they wished 
would require a major reor- 
ganization of the societal 
fabric, posslbly compmmiaing 
essential principles of the re- 
gime. Hence we find the Rug- 
sians' persiatent objection to 
on-site iwpection. whkh often 
Is misinterpreted IS objection 
to verification In general. 

Tm question we need to as* 

armament measun is: An 
there other, equrlly effective. 
method. of veriflcatiot~ thrn 
manned impectbn? It might 
anu be that we could progmna 

m a t  by relying on non- 
manned fnspscthr. We would 
probably nrch 8 stage rt 
which manned Inspection would 
be needed, as an international 
pollce force would be; but thi. 
mightbealongwayoff .  Car- 

before that atage would la%c 
ly change international rela- 
Uons : mutual SuSpidonS W d  
be reduced M the sidea ob- 
fervedeachotherearrying out 
arms - reduction agreements; 
p"cesse-8 of l iber r l i t ion  
wthin closed sodeties would 
be accelerated by shifting re- 
llources from arms to con- 
sumer needs. These develop- 
ments might well open the 
way for manned inspection. 

I SAY ?night" I do aOt 
know what the Kremlin "d- 
ly" thinks. or what would hap- 
pen once the cold war aubeided 
and arms were reduced. I can- 
not guarantee that if we offer 
a disarmament plan besed on 
effective, non-manned verifi- 
&on. with manned inspeetion 
as a later phase. the Russians 
will accept it. But I would 
nurely prefer to offer them 
such a treaty than to sit back 
in my armchair asserting that 
they will not accept it. 

I should not close this long 
answer to a brief question 

i b a n d  will be-no foolpFoof 
verification system. manned or 
unmanned. or both. We should 

OUrDelMII ngarding each db- 

a long WSy b W U d  disumB- 

rying out mme dlsumnment 

withoutpointingout that there 

such a world government? 
Here one has to distinguish 

carefully between the short 
and the long run. In the short 
run, such international institu- 
tions are not a necesssry re- 
quirement for the initiation of 
disarmament. The two blocs 
a u l d  check on each other to 
satisty themeelves that com- 
mitments are fulfilled. B r i t o ~  
and Canadiaru, for  instance. 
could verify Russlan arms re- 
duction for the Weat, and 
Pol- verify Amerlcan .trml 
reductton for the East. Differ- 
en- of opinion could be 
brought for arbitration before 
a panel of 'Wise men," select- 
ed by both ddea from among 
men known throughout the 
world for their integrity - M 
U Thant is, for example. Even 
an "international" p o k e  force 
could be initiated on a two- 
bloc ar -bloc baai.. 

I N  the long run, stronger in- 
tematlonrl W t u t i o n s  might 
develop. Once the arms race 
WM reversed. once the cold- 
war baniera of suspicion were 

now viewed M unlikely m u l d  

Japan and Germany would k 
come intimate allies of the 
US.; that Germany and 
France. after three genera- 
tions of hostility, would enter 
into an intimate union; that 
Soviet Russia and Communist 
China would come into bitter 
and open conflict. An interna- 
tional police force seems now 
as unlikely, and might be just 
as possible. 

The road toward disarma- 
ment is not without risk, and 
the development of effective 
international organizati is 
f a r  from guaranteed. Those 
who support disarmament can 
only state that they prefer to 
take those risks mer those in- 
volved in the continuation of 
the arms race. I belong to a 
large group of people in the 
West who want peace but not 
appeasement, disarmament but 
not Communism. I t  is true 
that m e  members of the 
peace movement are appeasers 
or worse; but will we close our 
huvts  to a world with its 
waiting megaton graves. just 
bec9use a few abuse OUT con- 
cern for the survival of our 
lives and our values. and are 
will in^ to trade the one for the 

nhsttued. many po=Jiblliti- 

open up. Few expected that. 

nevertheless, I suggest. accept other? 


