7

-

.
‘
i

1

April 1yte
- reviged

ulib

ﬂf.rr'wg @

‘November - ‘1962‘?

D w NRNLel AL L LnARM LN

~

vt

3



{
4
¥
H
s
f
4
g

" DETERRENCE AND DISARMAMENT

Allen R. Per uson#*

The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Californis

THE PROBLEM

Deterrence and disarmament both relate to preserving in a danger-
oup world the natiom, p;ace, and the possibility of freedom. They are
complementary, not conriictim;, policiea for coping with the conflict
vetween the ree world end the Comaunist Bloc. If they are pursusd
vith visdon and force they may buy oome decades in ﬁieh tol:’eoz.\e vith
basic prollems. If central nr can be avoided, perhaps Ve can acconme
plish some genuine reduction in the mndnntn hoounty bct\non the
Bloc and the relatively free nations--without the lou ot m

There nmewummumnamn—utmmm
mental source or danger of war. There 1s none between uumneo amd
that source. mmn.tofwmmommmnym-mnus
of objectives backed by power. Any w ) ﬂn essontial probh-

orvnrmdpouconust sddress that conflict. ! .
P \\

Any vievs expressed in thu paper are those of the uutbor. They
should not Le interpreted as reflecting the vievs of The PAND Corporas
tion or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or
private research sponsors. Papers are roproducod by The RAMD Corpora-
tion as a courtesy to members of its staff.

This paper was originally prepared in more extended form for pre-

sentation at an Institute on Arms Control held at Reed College, Portland,

Oregon, March 30, 1962.
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The’ polit.ical confuct. desives ultiuat.ely rram dirferencel in

" effective nattonnl uluu. - Four valuﬂ nre ceatral to the problm-

t.he value attached to not kiuinu others, tahe vnluc of survival, the
value of freedon, and the value of :lnbemntioml expanoion. .
The mral rgvuhlon at inflicting unnumbered casualties is bouhd
to be important 1n the decisions of the United States government. It
may not be entirely unimportant in the consideratiois of the Kremlin.
It is » value to which every d§cent person miust assign great weight;
but there are other values, ard fev of us would €ive this one alone
30 uw;h Jeight as to preclude all others. ‘ \
Sarvival, individual and national, is cherished by both the Bloc

-and the democracies, as by others. It is not only the basis for any
" extensive agreed dxurli-nnt; it is also prerequisite for deterrence.

Unless the opponent 1s anxious to survive, the threat of a nuclear

‘strike against his population will not deter him.

A major stated objective of the United States and its chie?
allies is.to retain md m\d freedom. It scens cbvious thet retain-

" ing it for tusmeslves u pragmtically thn more important portion or
) the objective. Ma has oany- .nntn.;;n. But  the liberal tradition

provides Y mmnl concept tlnt has the merit of being opcrouo.uu,/
useful mm ninmnng ix.c tuk of nnking other peoplo s value judg-

_ments. n-m is rtcmu and nricty or choics: polit;ccl choice

through gmrmnt-by-conunt and the prot.octior} of individual richts;
economic choice through material well-being, and choice in occupation
and consumption; cultural and social choice through the removal of

varriers to wobili%y, throuch education. The 1list could be much.
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expanded. That freedom is, if not a universal value, one cherished
inside the Blce, i ht;;elted by the Wall, police state itself and some
tentative bLWdding of tolerance. Although Marxism had some rocts in
liberal thouht and historically there has been, and spparently still
is, an important western orientation within the Russian intelligentsia,
the hiererchy is obviously docmatically and practically oppond 'to
extensive free choice amon;; the people it cuntrols.

The creater the value thc Soviet Union plicel upon expanding its
hegecnony, the greater the risk of var. Indeed one can coaceptually :
rmeesure the value the Soviets place on expansion in terms of the costs
and risks they are willing to in:ur to achieve it. The sane measure
applied to the West suggests that it has small interest indeed in
Ayl mdizmnt.

Blpeci;llly vith tb’ir ho.t}lity.h freedom, much hangs on hov
high the Scviet leaders value upm,uon.y We can never know vi{h

. certainty. A good deal of Moﬁrw—wm is consistent vith

the hypothesls that they attech great value to it; and there is little
ovidence that they are not !mun'.m in ma&, even when it is
against t.hn vill of the peoples 'cou;n'g‘n‘.\ o '

The greater the valus both sides place on their own nmivai or
on not kiiltng others, m hurt& danger of \nr--obvidunly. Sini-
larly, the greater the value each places on its political objectives,
agrrandizement, freedom or m@nm for itself or others, the ’

greater the chance of war. : .
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Then the basic daner* is not primarily that general nuclear. =~
wvar will del;i:end on- the worid o1t of thin air, nor as a consequence

of some neuroti\é\‘ "tensions,” nor by sccidant, but as a consequence
of the grave conz‘lict of political aims Lacked Ly devastating power.
In that conflict would lie the danger of World War III, even if there
were no n.xcigu arsenais. . ‘

The cl;ier threat 1- that the Soviet Un;.on vill for some reason
undertake agcression somevhere. -that the United States will not
-;quiencc--tiact a crisis will follow, leading to local warfare, which
night in turn escalate to central var. The main barriers agsinst
central wvar then lie in preventing .égmuion and controlling escala-
tions. R -

If the Soviet leaders are sericus about world dominstion or Just
‘further expansion of their wealth and power, lumpo is the sreat prize.
T™he dﬂigcr is the more beceuss the United Staf;o's coa;m not safely ac-

quiesce in the Soviet's sbsorbing Western Burope. Leaving aside the

particulare of the present nilitary posture, if Western Burope fell

" to the Soviet Unicn, the industrisl strength and, hence, the.iiliter)

potential of the Bloc would be enormously expanded. Even if the Sov-
1ets were subssquently deterred from initiating a direct -t.t;aeg on
the United States, the probabdility ﬂnt the Bloc could evertually
isolate and surround the United States would Le drastically increased.
cur 1nvol\tmnt in and obligations to ~""“m Europe, of course,
run far dnpor/ ’ 'Rnrofdm. should the Soviets advance into Western

Obviously there is no way of specifying the probability that
seneral war will, if it occurs, derive from any particular cause
rather than another. But thi, is the lair of war as an act of will,
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Europe with forces that could not' be contaix;ed locally, t.ho d.nnger\
of cer;tril nuclear war would be great.

But, do we have to be ready to fight over Europe? "mcu are
foul words to see three times in half a century--but it has been a

foul half century. Do the Soviets want Western Europe so much that

inlegs its military price is fearfully high they will try to teke it? -

This is an unknmm upon which our poiicy has to bLe based. All ve can
do is Jook at the available evidence, keep trying to garner more,
make considered judgments--and proceed.

What is the existing evidence?! Communist leadership has long

declared its purpose of e:uhluhmg its particular brani of dicutsr-

ship--"of the proletariat”--throughout the vorld. The Soviets, t...ad
to get Western Buwrope. Shortly after World war n ﬂny had stec .,
parties mmncoendluly uhuulnam« Inﬂuynnh-
mediately after the war, lulou thuuﬁ the present mnnam The
Soviets opposed the Marshall Plan. . Derlin ves blockaded in IN8.
The Soviets have a huge land army and tactical air foroe in Eastorn
Burope ("on foreign bases”) and in Western Russia. They are trying
to force t.ho Western powers out of lu'un and to ssver its tu- \nth
the Monl mm. They have dndy foroed us out ot East Bornn.
They have made scme gltl?q against PFinland. ‘nnyﬁonpou the Cowsson
Market. : o

None of these things prove that the Soviets would be dangerously
agcressive tovard Western Burope 1f the cost were not excessive. But
they are consistent with the hypothesis that aggression there is a -

Soviet aim. There remains the possibility, however remotse, that the
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8oviets are not aggressive. The brightest spot ia‘t.h\eﬂ Runinn con=""
currence in the establishment of an Aindependent and neutral Austris.
Conceivably, too, Russian lsaders are genuinely afraid of Western
agrression, that they believe they are reacting to Western threats. ,
By soms reasoning, many of the events mentioned above can be con-
sidered consistent with the hypothesis that the USSR is basically
defensive. However, by the principle of Occam’s Razor it .eem more
reagonable to bélieve, at least pending more evidence, that the Soviet
Union attaches great importance to expansion. But some doibt remains.
If the Soviets do hope to move into \jestarn Europe, Qsir)g~rgrce

vhere necessary uﬂ‘x\amuh)g, wve can expect further pressure on

' vuhuyaplé points such as Berlin. If we accept the loss of Berlin

and 1f the Soviets are agressive, ome vould expect them to under-
take to move further. If they are defensive and we e to acquiesce,
ve should then have bought peace at the price of the freedom of "only"
two million more people plus soms reduction in hope for all Eastern

‘Burope. This 1s tempting, perbaps, but in seventeen years we have

already bought peace at the price of Hungary and, in fact, at the ex-
ponse Of the freedom of six or ssven Wm Satellites--some 80

If ve restst in Derlin end in subsequent crises, there is some
risk of local ‘fighting, am, 1f local fighting develops, soue risk
of central nr Although these visks do not appear great in the sense
that there 18 8 high probability of central var in the next several
years, they are literally matters of life and death for all of us.

It is the purpose of both deterrence and disarmsment to keep those
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dangers small.

\mnever the other motives for hostility between the relative
free nations and the Scviet Bloc, there are values at stake. Unless °
the West 18 willing to abandon its self-determination and much of
its present degree of rrgedom, or unless the Soviet motiveg for ag-
Jression are effectively curtailed, there appears t0 be no prospect
ror gnatiy redacin; the existing political hoétiiity. Eventually
some forn of supernational government micht concedvably be established
that would hold the hootili}y more or less permnnently in check,
vithout greatly impairing political liverties. However until or un-
ieos the hostility ls diminished or c(;mtminzd, the thr,at of general
war carries with it the danger that the conflict will bve ruoived ‘
throagh catastrophe. Any chante of a linge-run and basic golution
on humenistic terms requires. that both we and liveral mmu survive

the ghort run. How? : ' : o

SHORT-RUN MEASURDS |
Five alternatives appsar to exhaust ﬂn list ’or cptions immedi-
ately availadle: _\d‘chmm, dlearmement, limited ‘r, vmttv“
var, end aoquiescence. AOQuiSseence amd preventive war are ruled out
on the ground that they ere crossly incomsistent vith democratic
values--the valuss at issie. Only dissrwament and deterrence hold
some promise of mvoiding m‘u‘hm not patentiy inconsistent with
those values. . :

- -l
N

Deterrence and disarmsment bave in common one major chnmﬁristic.
They are negative strategies. The most they can do is prevent war:
the first by threatening a potentisl aggressor, the second by removing
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enough of the means of war t.o mnke it unpromising and hence unlikely.

Disarmament hae t.he additional purpose of reducing devutntion shoald o
wvar come. Doth are imperfect tools. Both involve risks und costs.
Deterrence
8o long u the Scsiets are aggressive, the denial of Western
K wope t.o Ruuin :l- vital. Conceivably Western Europe could be de-
fended in locnl ftghtin‘_, there, but the West does not appear to have
the conventionsl capability to do thet, and the tactical use of
nuclear weapons to defend ﬁgaum Burope looks highly disadvantageous. ~‘< ’
-The protection of Western Europe cogstuta, as has been pointed :
out frequently, of a NATO shield, a moderate theatre force which, should
the Soviets attack, vill be sufficient to check thelr advance, to show
_that they vill in reality have to 1ight for gains there, and to induce -
them to vithirav so as to avoid the blov from the MATO sword, & re-
tliatory strice. ‘
n‘ the coaventional forces of NATO were being overrun, it is
conceivable 'mt the mma ;}:ﬁu aight then decide not tc strike
the Sovist Union. The deterrent lies in the fact that the United
States might strike--and that, if we did, the devastation in Russis
couu be incaloulably hm 8ince any muvo st.uugic blov would
not onl, elininate Russia n ‘a world povor and the leader of the
Comswinist Bloc but might obliterate nwh of the material gain since
the Revolution, nuclear retaliation need not be e certainty to be an
cmctivo deterrent. However, given the exposure of Europe, the

gt T
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huwmu reluctance of the United States to exploit its erstvhile
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lt.nugic lupremy, and the possitility of uchnicu. ou.rprine or

grarre s e 3

. n
T TTRVETE



even of uttack vit;?ui varning, it may be that our strategic advantage
has to be large to be convincing.

Should Soviet society be opened and the pouibiuta( of convens-
tional aggression by surprise Le mducpd, it may becm) less important
to retain comandin; stratecic superjority. Should NATO achieve effec-
tive parity with the Bloec in coaventlonal forces, so that the Soviets
would have demonstrably ntu; én;ncé"or making important gains in
Europe throuch non-ng.cleu-‘ warfare, it would be possible to(reduce,
osut perhaps not to eliminate, Western dependence on a .tx;aeezic re-
taliator, t.hréct.

For the stratecic dcumgxt to be effective in sp.mding Burope,
the Soviets must have some vlout;t as to the edsquacy of their own
deterrent. 1If the United States were mlieved to be, in some absolute
sense, deterred Ly the Sovist intercontinental capability, Eurcps would
beoxpopd to local oagmuuu, mdrmchc, and to nuclear
vlackmail. Only if Sovist éecision mahers fesr that, should they in-
vade Vestern Burcpe, We United 514408 Bight retaliste against Rusels,
can our deterrent work. And wo gugt te @dle tohbr sttack on Surope,
for that is vhere the danger of ﬂtnl-r iiss. Only Ly dispelling

~any Russian hopes of ommfltm oan the m of nuclear var
or of ultisate defest of the W3t be hept lov. ﬂ -

It need hardly be added u it the security of the Vest depends also
on the ability to deter s Ruseisn atteck directly ou the United States.

Disarmement .
The basic objective of disarmament is t0 reduce the nhuhboﬂ.

ard connq@nce of war, especially malor nuclear var. In the present
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miliury-p;ﬁifé‘l environment an overriding criurim Crc.“ disarma-
ment is that it not critically reduce the effectiveness of the American
deterrent. . To do 80 would, mccordin” to the present analyais, great-
ly increase the probability of war. Therefore, such measures would

not be in the interest of the West--nor of humanity in generel.
Maesures \Q:ich reduce the devastation of var wvhile leaving the Americen
deterrent intact tend to be in the interest of a free and peacelul
vorld, so long as the United States is not aggresslve.

" Messwes vhich would retard advences in military technology may Le
in the general interest. A sscure test tan and effective restriction
o nissile testing are possible emszples. '

Pecauss it is largely Mht conventional superiority vhic); forces

"reliance on stratecic retaliation fer 4he pm‘ction of Western Europe,

reductions in the Soviet conventienal powe: may be worth examining.
80 long, however, as the Soviet Bloc remains a closed society vith
vast parmailitery forees which csanot readily be identified, there

are peculiar probvlems of «nml Unless & suitable price were olfered,

m 1s, of course, unrealistic to expect the Soviets willingly to-. "
sbandon their corventional edvantage. A a :
Open skies '«uld have left the deterrent unimpaired and would
have provided the West Vith sssurance--or vith werning--as to Soviet
activity., If, in mee,k!u Soviets were strong but not prepaxring for
agcression, it might have been to their advantage to provide evidence
o/ that fect. If they were weaker than they wished the West to know
o;- were making offensive preparations, w11: vas '"rational” for them to

reject the idea.

T T~ SR e



Given that Europe is s potentisl morcwtml vnr,muu-e-
lookin; tovard some sort of ngzoﬁi axumuri}., total or p‘m.hi, '
deserve attention. So do u'ungmn‘.n which. m.m reduco the total
level of arnanent vithout inpairisg the Auucm a.umnt..

Sources of danger common in u'nl eont‘vl diu ulion hmn o far .
been ignored: the arms rece per ss, nuclear diluahwtioa, uurprue

atteck, pre-emption, insdvertent n- Ali are or some mporunce.

The danger of inadvertent war- u:d _such poutic&l/niutary criul o

as those nentioned above are closely connccted. - nrot, 1n priod
relatively (ree of coaflict, a single nuclear o@louan wht bo
recogniged as an isolated incident. !oth lidt. seen avare of the
consequences of general w, and it 1» m %0 oxuct that _
neither wo:id be resh about m L m atwack. muuy
President lft'M' would m vith M m and thought. Nowever,
if there melmmh.J.oﬁdl. '.lchnycm
involving mtuul m, mwmbﬂ sidee %0 be
much more afraid that the ommmm"mmu n tat
case, mrmwmwuo-immr. m an in-
c1dent sooms core 1tkaly to arise during & crisis. Clearly the risk
of sccident veuld be increased if there:were fighting. Bringing
veapons to 3 high state of resdiness'in a crises might increase the

. chence of an accident. Thus, bunc able to deter local aggression
also serves to reduce the rui of insdvertent war.
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There myuwbenmncmtmlmnmlubichw\naudmthe
likelinood of accident or unauthorized action st all lmnl. of tension
or conflict.®

The danger of surprise attack outside the context of any sharp

 crisis seems nearly neglicible. In the case of the United States,

at least, the moral revulsion to massive destruction itself precludes

. initiating preventive war. We do not know vhether that factor is -

_operationally important in the Kremlin, but tender concern for human

values is sometimes difficult to infer from Soviet actions. However,

et

1f the Soviets believe vhat Secretary Gilpatric stated in his address

of October él, 1961, that the Imited States has s0 large a strategic
capability that even after a Soviet attack we would have it‘:hact u
great a lm force lert as the Soviet Union has berorc ntucking,
the immsdiate danger ot preventive war, i.e., surprise lttlck, m
smll. Karushohev's prompt vithdrewal from Cuba is at least consistent
vith such & beddef.. - i A -

In the event Uat m cﬂo belivves that the oﬂmr u irrevocably

" coomitted 0 launching & utnhgte ntmk, for whatever reason, the

intended victim has good resson for trying to pre-empt. The sdvantage
of doing so depends largsly upon the vulmersbility of the strategic
forces of both sides. The greater the vulnersbility of the intended
victin, the more of his force be can use and the sreater the destruc-
t1on he can izposs on the sttacker by Ere-empting. Also, the grester

i "
See, for example, the "Humphrey resolution”: United States

Senate, Comittee on Government Operations, Senate Resolution 203,
87th Congress, lst Session, September 5, 1961.
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the attacker's vulmrubiuty, the mro thc intended victinm can re-
duce damage to his own country by luee.nt‘ul pre-euption Because
'vuh-.embuity of strategic forces makes spsed in pre-emption of ute
nost hxworunce a nation with a vul.nernble force seems rchtively
ilkely to act on misinterpretation of an nccnhnt or some other event
and to pre-empt erronecusly. Hence, decreasing the vulnerability of
one's own strategic force may be a useful form of unilateral arms
control. ‘ )

The dissemination of nuclear veapons to countries vhich now lack
& nuclear capability seens a source of nsv danger. In the hands of
the Chinese, with their current history of agugressicn and their verbel
advocacy of 1t, & capability vould wpeer to be dangerous 1ndeed.
uowdmgerou 1tvou1dbo mumwmm&. orotoﬂnr
nations 1s 1001 chu' thny it my b puubh for even a
szall dictator w hm a uuchlr a'lbmty.

Pinally, -nnmm- 1s 1%00lf comosivably & esurce of general
wvar, Umltnm\uwMuwbo an snoreous uﬂm As th
accunulation of wecpons aonumu. the -uum ot Mbh eutu-
trophe grows. Cleerly, um:'umwthtmmu
capability to destroy cen be nw. or reversed vithout incress-
ing the risk of gensral var and auhout reducing the prospscts of
> freedom, that is duinbh. Yow mh promise Loth large reduc-
ticus in devastation and little or no increase in the risks of loss
of freedow or of war.

Although competitive arming directly anrgm. the potential
devastation of war, the causal link with the risk that general war
will occur is not direct. Perhaps the chief danger is that ons side
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w.1l paln and exploit a critical advaitage. A major technical (reak-
throch or the concealed accunulation of strikin,: power could provide
one side with a capability the opponent co.ld not counteract. Be-
ca.ise of their secrec; the Soviets might achleve sich surprise. With
their political orientation, if they gained it the; nicht use 1it.
Thus, a;aln, the danger depends on the political valucs o. the .ation
which achieves an advanta e.

These is another argument: The psscholo;;ical and political cou.-
gey lences ¢of an arms race ma, char;e the -ationul characters of tle
opponent so as to exacertate the political conflict. This is & Ji:r:-
calt arsument to assess. It g ests that arms and deterrence become
their own excuse 'or bveing. This argunent has a ,-ood deal 0. int . itive
appeal. Certainl: whippir,; .p arrogance and hatred has uveer. a correl-
ative (but perhars a prerequisite) of armins, notably in the case of
the Nazis and the Fascists in the thirties. At present, however, coth
s ides have gone to some lencth to identify the encmy not as the people
on the other side but as their overnin; cliques, and to identi:i. the
conflict as one not between nations but between systeme and policies.
Further, the predictions of the thirties that 1i the democracics
should fight the fascist camp, we would ourselves Lecome fascists
simply proved false. There 1s a more persuasive proposition: that
increasin, arms and the gize of the military estatlislire: t cl:anes
the internal distribution oi political power. That seems plausiilc
Ju* unproved. Its cfrect on the danger of war 1s not otvious.

A difficult, in evaluatin; these argunents is that extensive

armament has arisen historically not out of nothing but ocut of
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political purpose. Therefore, in determining the ceuse of wars it
would be difficult to segregate analytically the efrects of an arms
race fron that of its own political base.

In sum, the short-run protvlem--the problem so long as there is
a tyranny threatening Europe and North America--is to be able to
deter a military offengive or, if it comes, to control its escalation
and to reduce other sources of the danger of war. Limited war, left
aside here, may te & necessary and bloody instrument in this venal
business. Besides that, dete.ience and compatible disarmament offer

sone chance or the survival of Western values.

1ONG-RUN MEASURES

The discussion so far suggests that a necessary condition for s
ienuine solution to our present problems is that the Soviet's deter-
mination to expand--if indeed that is Boviet intent--be eliminated
or permanently tethered. Perhaps a solution is not neceseary. Per-
haps life can continue indefinitely with the danger of thermonuclear
var. It may aleo be that if this problea is solved, equallv bed ones
vill arise. It still seems vorthvhile to sesk solutions. Con‘rol of
each successive crisis in coming decades will, at lsest, put off the
evil day.

A liveral can hold any of at least three vievs as to vhy it is
valuable to gain time. First, the time is valuable per se in permitting
hundreds of millions of us to live relatively normal lives for more
years.

Second, more or less passively time may operate to reduce the
sources of conflict. In many places inside and cutside the Soviet
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Bloc there has bLeen a secular rise in material well-being, technical
knowledge, and in literacy, and a revolutionary nev swareness c¢f the
world teyond the horizon. One can believe that such changes are
likely to lead to free institutions or at least to the pacification
of ecgressive drives. There seems no more reason toc believe that
Communisn is the wvave of the future than that it can be turned into
the final desperate lunce of tyranny sgainst the burpeoning humanism
of modern history.#* Probadbly it is neither.

Finally, one can believe that we can exploit time gained throuch
successive evasions of disaster to influence history. Obviously
there is no asswance that anyone can significently reduce the causes
of war or even the sowrces of danger o: central war. There is no
evidence that we have the wisdom t0 solve such provlems. Yet it has
t0 be attempted.

™o broad classes of peaceful measures vhich may reduce Soviet
sotives for aggression and efforts to establish effsctive supra-
national goverrmsnt. The second has been rather widely discuseed
ard I have 1ittle to add. Reducing B8oviet motives for aggression 1is
a largely neglected erea of discussion.

One reason for the neglect is obvious. We 40 not understand
tyrannys, vhat makes them, wvhat makes them sggressive, indeed, vhether

Kenneth Waltz believes hope for the passive betterment of the
world is fond illusion. "The simplistic assumption of many lilerals,
that history moves relentlessly toward the aillennium, Is refuted if
the international environmeat makes it difficult...for states to Le-
have in ways that are progressively more moral.” Kenneth N. Waltz:

Man, The State And War: A Theoret:cal Analysis, Columbia, 1959, p. 233.
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in the twentieth century they are apt to be more a;gressive than
responsible governments. Although there has bveen nmuch analysis of
Comrunism as an idea and some of Communist realit, [(ew theorems or
predictive models have been developed, empirically examined and
ihrust into the major dislogue.

Without thesec analyses, one is forced to resort to hunch and
Judgment. There are thiee kinds of non-coercive steps vwhich, as a
matter of hunch, do su;cest themselves: nmeasures to reduce the izola-
tion of Comunists; to increese and t0 emphasize nmutual interests;
tw encourage liveral elements inside the B.oc.

There arc a nauber of actual or potential areas of mutual
interest Letween the United States and the Soviet Union which could
perhaps ve emphasi:zed. It is both common and largely wrong to say that
there i{s mutual interest in avoiding war. There is mutuality of in-
terest in avoiding war by accident, in preventing nev povers from
acquiring the ability to make nuclear war. But the West has an in-
terest in war i the Soviets try to force their dominance on Burope;
Russia has an interest in war if in fact it values expansion highly;
it would have one if the West were intent on expansion. Thus any
mutuality of interest in peace may be dominated by the conflict of
political values.

One area of potential mutual interecst between Rursia and Awerica
is the latent threat of China. Hov serious that threat is to either
is not clear. Yet China is obviously one of the great potential
problems (could it ve an opportunity?) of the next decade or two.

The key question is whether governmente in either the United States

P
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or Russia can responsibly permit--if they have the power to prevent--
the emergence of a new acgressive nuclear power. Although there is
little to say about a solution, the question may deserve further
comment.

The United States and tne Soviet Unlon, working in cooperation,
could, it would appear, coerce the Chinesc into refraining from
developin,, say, a strateglc offereive capability. Perhaps either
could do so alone if the other stood aside. Suppose the governments
ol Loth should become convinced that the Chinese would develop a
capalility to destroy tens of cities in either America or Ruesia (not
to mention India and Japan), suppose, too, that both were convinced
that the Chinese Corrunists were intent on unrestricted ayggrandize-
ment. With such a set of convictions, could either goverument isnore
the. presumably, lleeting opportunity to cooperate in preventing the
emergence of such u power?

There are three other, often-cited, areas of potential coopera-
tion: apace sctivities, economic development, and international
trade.

Given that both sides vant to explore space, there are probvally
economic advanteges in cooperation in uoing so. The physical sciences
night advance faster, more important would seen to be that the effort
would expose some of Russia's new bourgoisie, scientists and englieers,
to their Western counterparts. There night conceivably be military
cost in space cooperation. So long as the Soviet Union remeins
cloced it is critically important to {ree peoples, that we have eifec~

tive reconnaissance over Soviet territory. Should cooperation in
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space prevent eifective satelllite recounaissance, without adequate
alternatives, that would appear to ve too high a price for the modest
galns one could reasc.uily expect from cooperative gpace ventures.

International trade may Le another way of increasing contacts
between East and West, auother way of exposiny; Russians to Westemn
inzluence, & way ous building some degree of interdependence. Especi-
ally as a means of providing the Satellites with some alternative to
complete dependence on the Soviet Union, expansion of trade between
the Bloc and the West appears desirable. Its Luportance should not
.e exmgerated and coutinuing to prohibit the exportetion of weapons
ad of some strategic uiaterials narcovly defined seens wise.

The .08t duvious area is that of cooperation in the development
o.' new nations. There is, again, the advantage of fwrther contact.
The major j4estion appears to be whether we could find a basis for
ceniine cooperation. The difficulty is, of course, that Western
interests are served by the growth of independent states with pro-
Jressively more responsible governments; that appears contrary to
Soviet interest.

The most exciting prospect for moving the Soviets away from
aggression appears to lie in encoureging relatively liberal elements
inside the Bloc. ObLviously thie is dangerous ground. It is irportant
that we explore sophisticated ways of inducing the more nearly liberal
memuers of the Comunist Party, of the bureaucracy, and of the in-
telligentsin into positions of influence. Shouid individuale be

ldeniivied as veing liked vy the West, their prospects of rapid ad-

vance in the Communist heirsarchy would herdly be enhanced. It may
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require tiat we publicl; darn: theu, Lgnore then, or praise their
opponents; it ma; simply be impossiltile. But the proltlem deserves
attention.

The nost ambitlois or the long-run mensuwes which, at lesast,
look toward the solution ¢f the fundamental proilems is the establish-
ment of same form of world order with international control. The
protlems of jetting there [rom here are immense and I shall make onl;
three observations.

It nay le that in the late 19408 the 'mited States migsed a
chance to coerce the world into a Pax Americana that with jreat
wislom and ef{ort coild perhaps have been trausforned into cooperati.e
world government. Should the opportunity present itselfl acain, we
might Le less reluctant w selze it. There is no denying the prob-
lems such a course would involve, but the history of the last seven-
teen ;ears is hardly a prinme-facie case for electin; to avoid them.

Secoand, if effective world government is to be established
wvithout coercion, reduction in the political conflict appears to
be mandatory #0 neasures other than a direct approach to world
government are needed.

Third, there have Leen some startling changes in the last seversl
vears. World War II apparently gave Europeans such a sense of urgency
about developing instruments of cooperation that only seven years
after the defeat cf Germany, traditional enemies set up the Iron and
Stecl Community. Euratom and the Common Market followed and, many
foresee sore degree of political unification. Building the Western

Alliance, perhaps including Japan, into political union with effective
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covecnment, while still a monumental task, no lon er seems patentl::
rapossisle.

Loolziny, even Leyond that, ma; wve reaegonalbly hopre (ur sorne .eniine
red wtion in hostilit:r ctweern the Alliance and the Bloc. Vith repard
w Buropcan cooperation, World War Il apperently did three releva -t
thile,B: It ellulnated gigressive organization in German, and Ital,,

4 18 redicing the souwrce of political animoeit:, it impressed the
1ticas with the vonseyuwences of war, L.¢., with the coneeq:ences ol
carlicr railure to cooperate, it created so (:eat a need ror prolic-
tive eliiclen:, that some ©. the protectionist opposition was e .trel-
1zed, We reed rerhups a surrogate for World War IIXI. Is therec some
way o settin, operationally similar results in the contlict with the
3loc without wur? Deterrence and some disarmament may tuy as nuch as

twent:y or thirty years in which to work on the problem.
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