
TOWARD A TESTDBAN TREATY 
Is Nothing Better than On-site Inspection? 
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\\’lie11 l x ~ ~ . s ~ i u  published in full President Kennedy’s 
spcecli at Anicricnn University, and it was an- 
Iiounccd that tllrcc-power negotiations would soon 
open in hloscotv on a test-ban treah, there was 
liope t1i;it a breaktluough to an agreement might 
still be found. These hopes were dampened when 
Klirusliclicv \vitli&ew the concession Russia seemed 
io Iiii\rc I1lildc in agreeing at Geneva to three on-site 
inspcctions ;L year. In the contest of the President’s 
declaration that tlie United States will not be the 
first to rcsulne iitmosplieric testing, this is going to 
continue to put  pressure on our demand for live 
inspection. 

. i t  Geneva, tlic nussians intimated that they niay 
I)c \r.illing to accept hvo or three on-site inspections 
ii year under an agreement to ban nuclear t e s ~ g 1 7  
Tlie LIS. said cight-or at least seven-are necessary. 
If thc h\’o sidcs \r.cre seriously negotiating, one 
might Iiavc prcdictcd their convergence on five. This 
prospect lias alrcady given voice to the opposition in 
Congrcss, whose cries are: “this is give-away, not 
negotiation” and “unilateral nuclear self-mutilotion.” 

\\.‘hcrcupon our negotiators assert they are yield- 
ing  not to Russian obduracy but to advancements in 
tlie sciencc, of detection. They go into session to draft 
;L ncw propos;il which, while sticking to “three, or 
two” live inspections a year, circumscribes far more 
sevcrely tlinn ever before the area of a nation’s ter- 
ritory that must be opened to inspection. \Ye tried 
to set tlic 18-nation test-ban negotiations off the 
cpcstion of the number of inspections, bkr discussing 
teclinical arr;mgcnients first. This the Russians re- 
fused to do. 

hlcnntimc, tlie e\-idence grows that “national” in- 
spcction systems (on which we now rely for deter- 
n i in ins  tlie nature arid the niil itay potential of ex- 
plosions i n  the atmosphere) may be quite sufficient 
to ircrify tlic occurrence of nuclear explosions under- 
groiind. Oiic or hvo such tests might be disguised, 
but it is cstremely unlikel!. that  a militarily significant 
scrics of underground tests could escape determina- 
tion. Coiiple tlint \vitli unmanned inspection stations 
ccluipped \vitli tamper-proof de\ices \vhich record 
scismic sisnals (tlic “little-black-bos” proposal) and 
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you have a solution to the “decoupling’ problem. Or 
so it seems technically. 

Far more important than any technical arrange- 
ments for conducting inspections, however, are the 
political and juridical arrangements to be made. 

The Political Breakihroicgh 

Politically, there seems little chance that any of 
these proposals would be approved by the U.S. Sen- 
;ire. Yet the administration has continued to nego- 
tiate in this vein without a massive effort to educate 
the American public in new directions, and without 
pressing the negotiations on to the political agree- 
ments by which a test-ban agreement might be an 
occasion to make n significant advance in internn- 
tima1 law. From this, one might conclude that we 
want an agreement no more than do the Russians; 
and that there will be no test ban agreement so 
long as both sides have reason to believe (as they 
now do)  that there are enormous military advan- 
tages to be gained from continuing to test (by, for 
example, discovering ways to alter radically the re- 
lation of \veight to firepower in nuclear warheads). 
I am persuaded that this administration does want 
an agreement; and that, if there is fault on our 
side, it consists of a failure to see that a test ban 
agreement is not primarily a technical problem but 
a juridical one. The political arrangements and in- 
stitutions which any agreement will require ought 
to be the thing \ve discuss, in and out of the cold 
war seasons. 

The test ban negotiations are stalemated because 
the proposals and counter-proposals have all been 
along one line. \Ve demand on-site inspections, 
which may described as a trans-political solution of 
the military encounter between an open and a closed 
society. Then, Lvhen we are forced to ask, “Is any- 
tlung as good as live inspections?” the ans\v.er t!iat 
comes is a sub-political one: advances in the science 
of detection by national systems, and maybe little 
black boxes. On-site inspection and a worldwide 
system of “dead” inspectors are both abstract tech- 
nical solutions to the problem, which vainly attempt 
to repress or by-pass more important political in- 
gredients of the struggle and agreement behveen 
nations. They both divert attention from the rele- 
vant political institutions that must be devised, and 
from significant advances in international law that 



might be made if only we attended to these. In- 
stead we seem to be willing to settle for on-site 
inspection, or something mechanically equivalent to 
this. 

This is “one dimensional” analysis, negotiation, 
and public debate. Of course there are issues here 
that are important. The U.S. ought not to accept 
anvthing less reliable or “more trusting” of the Com- 
niinists. It is easier to think of provisions of a test 
bnn treaty that \vould themselves breed disputes 
than to think of provisions that would build security 
and pro1.c to be pillars of an emerging internationnl 
order. The ordinar>. man on the street is not alto- 
gether \vrong in feeling that fewer and fe\ver in- 
spections, or technical devices that may fail or ;ire 
subject to jamming, may be too risky even for "till- 
culated risks.” He wants to be told not that the nu- 
clear age is risk?, but how these risks are going to 
be governed. He does not need to be urged to rely 
on nuclear mysteries to control other nuclear mys- 
teries, but to be informed how juridical concepts 
and understandings can be clarified and internation- 
a1 regulation be obtained and strengthened. He is 
lvaiting for something better than  on-site inspec- 
tion, or better than its technical equivalent. 

This requires analysis, negotiation and public de- 
bate along another line than the one lve have fol- 
lowed in recent years. It requires that the main at- 
tention be now turned to the political contest of 
any test ban agreement. 

The Policed Inspection 

Even the language we have used in recent years 
has been entirely misleading, and we ourselves have 
been the most misled. \Ye demanded n “controlled 
test ban agreement.” Then we were misled to think 
that live inspection would give us such “control.” 
This is as if we imagine we have control of the il- 
legitimate birth of children if only they are all de- 
tected, verified, and registered nith county clerks 
a11 over the counhyl 

\!‘e demanded 3 “policed” test ban. Then w e  were 
misled into belieXing that inspectors on the site 
would be like policemen. Yet eveqone kno\vs that 
a policeman not only detccts crime, and not only 
oerifies that there is sufficient evidence that a crime 
was committed. He also arrests; and behind him 
stand the courts to render judgment upon the ac- 
cused, and penal institutions to punish or restrain 
him. All this is required to enforce the law, and to 
“police” anything. 

It has been the U.S. position that verification of 
underground evplosions must include not only de- 
tection but identification as well. Identification, as 
distinct from detection, requires on-site inspection 
or its equivalent. The arguments for this cannot be 
gainsaid. However, the whole problem of verifica- 
tion will be seen in a different light if the identifica- 

tion of a violation is distinguished with equal care 
from the enforcement that would have to follow 
such a determination of fact. Then the questions to 
be asked are: Do not the uncertainties of any avail- 
able political means of enforcement suggest 3 se- 
rious re-esamination of our insistence upon identifi- 
cation by an international inspectorate? In the ab- 
sence of international politicid enforcement, are on- 
site inspections as unavoidably necessar). as has 
been supposed? And if a greater degree of inter- 
nntional sanction could be achieved, is tlicre noth- 
ing as good as or better than proocti \Golntion? 
“Presumptive \iolation,” for esaniple, if cleilr juri&- 
cal stahis could be obtained for this? 

If all the nations of the world, including Conimu- 
nist China, agreed to a test ban trenh, this \vould 
in no way mean that they had ceased to be nations 
with potentially opposed pxrticular interests and 
some degree of cold war among them. Such a treaty 
would have to be largely self-criforcing. I t  would 
rest on the coninlon interest of the nations in main- 
taining it. Even supposing the existence of an in- 
ternational system of inspection to determine Lvlien 
ilnd Lvhere a violation of the treaty has occurred, 
one still has to ask: what pnntshmcrit can be meted 
out to the country that breaks the agreement? \Vhat 
satictiotis are there to enforce adherence to such a 
treaty? Unless one proposes that nuclear war itself 
shall be used, unilaterally or collectively, to compel 
adherence and punish violation, then one has to 
conclude that any such agreement must necessarily 
be largely self-enforcing; that i t  \vi11 endure as long 
as the nations have overriding interest in ninintain- 
ing it ;  and that it will fail to be o b s e n d  tvhen- 
ever, i f  ever, particular interests seem to require ;i 

nation to vnlue something else more than it \ r n l w s  
the sufeh derived from the cautious togetherness 
negotiated by such a treaty. 

Under these circumstances, it is deeply to be re- 
gretted that almost all the discussion of the possible 
use of unmanned seismic boses lins been about 
whether these would really be as good as on-site 
inspection to prove violation. Here was an oppor- 
tunity to tum the Geneva negotiations into another 
channel. These boses wouId be delivered to neutral 
stations once a week, where their findings would 
be evaluated by a panel of scientists to determine 
if any suspicious event had been recorded. A deter- 
mination of a suspicious event would be presump- 
tive eLidence of a violation, unless the accused na- 
tion chose to invite on-site inspection to establish 
the fact that there had been no clandestine nuclear 
explosion. There might even be international super- 
vision of national detection systems, but without in- 
spectors going, escept on invitation, upon the ter- 
ritory of any nation. 

This inspection proposal rests in part upon the 
neutral nations’ test ban plan, which qualified reli- 



ance on national systems by the possibility but  not 
tlie riglit of on-site inspections under international 
iiutliority. The principle of on-site inspection upon 
inviti i t ion would be written into the treaty, along 
\vitli thc juridical concept of “presumptive violator.” 
A politically acceptable panel of esperts, an instru- 
ment of tlie U.N., would liave to be  agreed to, and 
confidence reposcd in it. A breakthrough might be 
iiiade in thcsc ncgotiations if we would parlay about 
tho broader political issue instead of remaining n.ith 
tlie teclinical cluestion of identification. 

Clearly, “presumptive \violation” is as good as 
proven violntion; and-when one remembers the 
problem of enforcement that must follow anyway 
-it \voultl be  better, if juridicd status could be 
acliicvcd for this concept in international under- 
btiindiiig. So importiint would judgments of presunip- 
ti\.e violation be i n  the development of world law 
lind order that one may well hope that national in- 
spection systems are not so clearly competent in 
dettrctilig underground explosions that the nations 
will be under no pressure to form policy in this di- 
rection. For one can hardly hope that otherwise the 
nations \vi11 simply agree to place their national sys- 
tcnis under international supexvision with the same 
riglit going to an international body to determine 
suspicious events and presumptive \riolation. At the 
prcsent moment, reliance on our own determination 
and :in;ilysis of atmospheric explosions is simply a 
reliance on something that is, so far, a part of the 
ninms r ace  To rely on the international supervision 
of explosions in any environment, without the power 
of on-site inspection but  with the determination that 
ii violiition lias taken place unless inspection is in- 
\ritecl to prove tlie contrary, would be to place 
reliance on an instrumentality that could introduce 
;I nicasurc of control into tlic arms race. 
.4 “suspccted violator” will, of course, yield the 

riglit to conduct an inspection whenever it wishes, 
to prove to the world that no violation has taken 
place, and when i t  iuishes the agreement to continue 
to lie maintained. If anyone imagines that such an 
agreement would obviously endure once it is ob- 
taincd, he ought to re0ect again upon how hard it 
is soilis t o  bc even to get one, and why1 To nego- 
tiate n test-ban treaty requires the willingness of 
nations to eliminate certain events from suspicion. 
To nuintain such a treaty after it is signed \vi11 
rcquirc the same willingness. 

Nevertheless, if we saw more clearly that enforce- 
mcrit niust follow any ocrification of a \iolation, we 
iniglit be able to agree to something other (not 
soinetlling Icss) than certain verification, in view of 
tlic fact that the only available sanctions will be the 
pressures, tlircats and force usually employed by 
states, which are always less than certainly effective 
responses. The uncertainties of any political means 
of enforcement should cause us to re-esamine the 

requirements we  place on identification. Particularly, 
if there can be added to the normal sanctions avail- 
able to states an instrumentality through which con- 
demnation from the public opinion of the world can 
be espressed and brought to bear, and a nation be 
bound to consider how serious a step it \vould be 
for it to withdraw from the rule of this quite pre- 
cise law it once agreed to. Of course, on the scale 
of degrees of verification of fact, the West ought 
not to accept less and less certainty. But there is 
another determination that will do  as well, nanielp 
clear determination, by an international body, of 
the judicial status of violator, or presumptive vio- 
lator, of the agreement. 

This is the possibility that has now emerged as 
the kind of treaty that might be made. JVe ought 
not to neglect it because we imagined that a test-ban 
treaty built on certain findings of the fact of viola- 
tion would provide the nations with any other re- 
course than those presently available for enforcing 
any agreement. Once a determination has been made 
that a nation is presumed to have violated the treaty 
and refuses to clear itself, the other nations will be 
in the same situation as they would be if live in- 
spectors went by right onto the accused nation’s ter- 
ritory and verified that a nuclear esplosion had taken 
place. Nations tliut wish the agreement kept will still 
have to consider what unilateral or collective meas- 
ures to take; and these can only involve the economic 
and political sanctions presently available to states, 
tlie resumption of testing, or, in the last resort, the 
rise of armed force. 

The Resirniption of Tesiing 

The penultimate sanction would be  the resumption 
of testing. In the future as in the past, with or wvith- 
out a test-ban agreement, in response to violation 
or to testing begun by an enemy nation, there are 
some circumstances under which the objections to 
our again resuming nuclear testing might have to 
give way. I t  is a mark of our political immaturity 
tliat so many people in  this country seem to regard 
testing, and not the just ordering of the life of man- 
kind and the preservation of the independence of 
nations, as the supreme issue of our time. .4 con- 
scientious statesman in the future will say (as  did 
President Kennedy in his address to the nation on 
hlarcli 2, 1962), “I feel it deeply regrettable t h a t . ,  . 
even one additional individual’s health may be risked 
in the foreseeable future” by atmospheric tests; and 
“however remote and infinitesimal” the hazards, ‘‘I 
still esceedingly regret the necessity of balancing 
these hazards against the hazards to hundreds of 
millions of lives which would be created by  any 
relative decline in our nuclear strength.” But  balance 
them he will; and, given certain findings of fact 
(which may, of course, be mistaken) as to the secur- 
ity position of the nation and the free world, or given 



a finding of presumptive violation, lie might decide 
that testing will produce less evil effects than not 
testing. 

There is an ancient formula which states that, 
while the effect or end does not justify any means, 
one effect of an act not bad in itself can be justified 
by another of its effects. Where there is more than 
ohe consequence to an action, a decision-maker 
should balance the good effect against the evil one, 
or the lesser e d  against the greater. The President’s 
lvords prove that this rule of “double effect,” as it is 
called, is a nice summary of political prudence 
(which is a virtue), and not an abstract and alien 
principle imposed by morality upon political deci- 
sion. The President’s decision was a tragic one, U e  
most crucial decisions; it may have been mistaken; 
but it was not, as Linus Pauling said with sweeping 
indiscrimination, an immoral one. 

Thus, a test-ban treaty nlight be achieved if the 
U.S. gave up insisting on live on-site inspection, ac- 
cepting instead intemational determination of pre- 
sumptive guilt in the matter of e.xplosions under- 
ground; and if the U.S.S.R. accepted such inspection 
in principle at the option of the nation on whose 
territory has occurred an event that is declared sus- 
picious by an intemational supervisory body of es- 
perts. The West has already indicated its willingness 
to ban atmospheric tests with no other recourse for 
enforcement, in case a violation is detected, than 
ordinary political measures, including our own re- 
sumption of testing. I t  would seem to be as safe for 
us to rely on the same sanctions in a case of pre- 
sumptive violation of the proscription of tests under- 
ground. 

Secrecy and “Bad Faith” 

Tlie US. fisation on on-site inspection requires ex- 
planation; and if we better understood this &sation 
it  might help us to take some fresh and creative 
steps in negotiation. \Ve have been obsessed with 
on-site inspection not only as a technical require- 
ment (which is, so far, justified). Our insistence on 
this has rather been infomied by a desire to esor- 
cise an ultimate fear-the {ear of fear itself in the 
nuclear age-by esorcising secrecy from the mili- 
tary preparations of nations, And it has been in- 
formed by an ultimate hope-the hope of using a 
test-ban treaty as a means of changing closed so- 
cieties into open ones. hlore progress might have 
been made if there had been fewer odier-worldly 
eyectations. 

If a new departure is to be made to\vard a test- 
ban treaty based on “presumptive violation,” the 
penultimate possibility of a resumption of testing 
must remain among the sanctions available to the 
nations. This means that preparations to test will 
have to be maintained. The very thing we have 
hoped to exorcise-preparations to test, and secrecy 

-must be understood to be a part of the environs 
of a treaty by which the nations agree to put a stop 
to testing, and essential to the enforcement of such 
an agrcement in a multi-national world. An analysis 
of the false connection we have made between “se- 
cret preparations” and “bad faith” will help us to 
admit how and why our negotiating positions have 
been confused in the past. It will help us to renounce 
that connection in the future, and to understand 
better this one among the actions the powers must 
hold in resene as they seek to secure an agreement 
that can be maintained. 

Tlie people of tlic U.S. go a lot of milcuge out of 
charging the Russians \vith “bad faith” for secretly 
preparing for tests while negotiating to ban them. 
heloral mileage, that is, and a hardening of our po- 
liticnl posture. We need to traverse some of the 
ground of these negotiations again, in order to sec 
l io~v, and for what wrong reasons, tlie United States 
increased its demands-if not in the actual negotia- 
tion, then in the public foruni-following the Rus- 
sian resumption. Both sides drew away from each 
other. I t  is important that this be understood because 
the reason given for the need of additional precau- 
tion on the part of the West was Russia’s secret 
prcparations to test before they broke off the nego- 
tiations. 

The very thing which, in thc public mind through- 
out 1963, prevented agreement (preparations to test, 
~vhich we also wanted verified, and not only testing 
itself) has now become a chef cornerstone and sanc- 
tion of the agreement that, it seetns, may emerge. 
Both sides, i t  is suzgcsted, should continuously main- 
tain preparations for testing, so as not to be caught 
off guard if the other side violates the treaty, or is 
declared to be a presumptive violator and f a1 ‘I s to 
invite on-site inspection to disprove it. The only 
availnble sanction or penalty, short of war itself, to 
enforce and sustain the treaty will be that the other 
side may resume testing, for which it ought to 
be prepared. 

After the Soviets, by their scientific and terror test- 
ing, broke the test moratorium which had been in 
etfect since 195S, the United States sought to gain 
an intangible, propaganda victory by stressing the 
“bad faith” of the Russians in preparing for tests 
\vliile negotiating. IVe took a high moral tone toward 
such “trickery.” M‘ith what result? With the result 
that President Kennedy added yet another require- 
ment to the treaty \re are willing to sign. He now 
asked that we be protected “against the repetition 
of prolonged secret preparations for a sudden series 
of major tests,” since, as the President said, “we 
would certainly have to have some assurances 
against a repetition [of secret preparations] , . . be- 
fore we would feel a treaty is a satisfactory one.” 
Folloiving this press conference, IVhite House 
spokesmen assured the nation that the word 2“- 

July-ii t1pSt 1963 7 



anccs“ \\‘as too soft a one for what the President 
meiint. He meant, they said, freedom of movement 
for intcrnational inspectors checking on clandestine 
prcp;ir;~tioiis, and not only on actual testing. 

lZ\,cri tlie A‘clc 2’ork Tiitics editorialized that the 
tcbt-control issue had “become even more comples 
i i j  ;i rcsult of Soviet trickcry last year in making 
lorig prcp;irations for new tests wliile pretending to 
tdlk about a test-ban treaty. This duplicity has 
riglrtl~r prompted President Kennedy to demand in- 
spection arid control not only of actual tests, but also 
of prcp;ir;itioiis for them to avert new surprises,” 
~F‘cl). {J, 196.7). Tlic only esccption I kno\v to this 
univcrs;il condemnation bf tlie Soviets for acting like 
;I n;ition sliould ivas a letter to the Tinics (Feb. 20, 
19G2 j \\Britten by David R. Inglis, physicist a t  Ar- 
gonne National Laborator)., who pointed out that 
pro\.i.sion n p i n s t  sccrct prcparatioiis “seems tecli- 
nically impossible lvitliout making the U.S.S.R. a 
coiiiplctel!. open socicty. . . . !Ye sliould take the 
cliip off o u r  slioulder a n d  recopize  tliat the Soviets 
1)rol;e no intcrnational agreement in testing.” Tlius, 
to  sol\.c tlie urgciit current problem of international 
relatioils, our statesmen mid people alike took their 
d c p r t u r c  into some other \vorld than the one in 
\?.liicli tlie problems exist to be solved. 

Still, \ve need to i1sk \vhy \ve painted ourselves 
into sucli a corner, \vhy \ v e  so readily adopted n re- 
cluircnicnt foredoomed to be rejcctcd ( i f  one kno\vs 
ii;itioiis, niucli less tlie SoL-icts or Red China).  \Yas 
tliis not beciirise of ii “soft utopianism” that always 
suppojes tliat good faith negotiations for peace are 
I)ouiid to succeed? Russian “bad faith” could only 
Iiavcl hcrn csliibited by tcsting ( i f  this could have 
been kcpt secret) \vliile still negotiating ziiidcr tlic 
iriorotoriuitr, iiot by pirpuririg to test if negotiations 
I:lilccl. Indecd, a niition should prepare for die \verse 

wliile trying to do better. 
!i’licn Russia publicly resumed testing, tlie mora- 

torium \\pas no longer in force. This may lin\.e en- 
t;iilcd bad judgment b u t  not ‘%ad faith.” Yet no 
.41iicric;iii spokcsmnn or leiidcr of public opinion 
t1ccl;irccl i t  to 1 i : i ~ ~  been a dereliction of political 
t lutv on tlie part of tlie Prcsident or the Atomic 
Eiierg!. Conimissioii tliat too fe\v preparations n.ere 
i i i  ~ ) I o c c \ ? ;  to hick-stop our diplomats i f  negotia- 
tiillis f;iilccl. Oiil\~ EJnv;ird Teller charged, a month 
bcrore tlic rewilt U.S. test series ended, that the 
scrics Iiiid not been as fruitful of scientific informa- 
tioii as it might h ~ v e  been because scientists had 
1)cc.n prc\.ented from making adequate preparations 
Juring tlic ncgotiiitions. IMiile Teller mav hold onlv 
intlcliblc opinions on the subject of testing, who can 
s;iv tliat tliis time lie may not have been riglit? In  

cuse it is a strange rule of diplomacy to nego- 
tiatc as i f  one is bound to succeed, and no prepara- 
tions need be m:& of any other eventuality. 

Tlius, bccause of a non-political understanding of 

international relations we become locked into mak- 
ing non-political requirements of a treaty, and ones 
impossible of acceptance. This was the impulse be- 
I h l  our continued insistence upon inspection for 
atmospheric explosions. The reason we came so 
sloivly to accept reliance on our own ability to iden- 
tify tests abooe ground without on-site inspection 
was because we ivanted guarantees against even 
preparations to test. 

Yet our “national system” of detecting actual tests 
in the atmosphere was reliable enough for this to 
provide our government with detailed information 
concerning the advance in weaponry the Russians 
made by their tests (as  the President eq ia ined  to 
the nation in ordering our own resumption of tests 
in the air). IVe, and the cause of peace making, 
were the victims of our own non-political propa- 
ganda \!ictoy over the asserted Russian ”bad faith” 
and “trickery.” There might be more hope now of 
increasing the agreement among nations if it had 
occurred to no one to charge the Russians with im- 
propriety simply because they made their prepara- 
tions. Of course, they did this in secret. There is 
nothing dishonest in this, as Aquinas noted long ago, 
so long as a nation does not pretend it has no secrets. 

I t  needs to be assumed on all sides that the busi- 
ness of a nation is to keep itself in  as much readi- 
ness as possible to maintain or improve its security 
position if it must. Instead w e  sought by propaganda 
to deprive Russia of the power, right, and duty 
proper to states, Lvhich the US. could not have 
seriously meant to renounce. 

This has been one root of the stalemate a t  Geneva: 
during most of 1962 we still insisted on on-site in- 
spection for atmospheric tests, because we hopcd 
obliquely to gain an agreement that would help to 
identify and forestall preparations to test. 

Undergrourid Tests 

The same non-political expectation \\‘as also added 
to the tcchnical reasons we had for wanting on-site 
checks before agreeing to ban underground tests. 
There might be  hvo reasons for worrying less about 
live inspection of explosions underground: because 
ii significant series of such tests can be verified from 
abroad or because underground tests are of negli- 
gible military importance. During 1962, press re- 
ports of the conclusions of our scientists and weap- 
ons esperts have indicated more and more doubt 
about the military value and a t  the same time greater 
certainty of detecting underground esplosions. IVhy, 
then, \vas there no change in our insistence on on- 
site inspection? 

This \vas because we still hoped to gain far more 
than an effective test-ban treaty. At his news confer- 
ence on hiarch 99, 1963, the President was specifical- 
lv asked whether it \\*as any longer necessary to in- 
spect for underground tests. His answer cited still 



some value to be gained by such tests and he pointed 
out that w e  were asking only a very modest number 
of on-site inspections of seismic events. But chiefly lie 
linked this with our concern to verify and forestall 
any preparation for tests in tlie atmosphere: “They 
could carry on their underground tests,” he said, 
”and then suddenly begin, as they &d, their at- 
mospheric tests in breach of the treaty. . . .” 

If we were as a nation more sober and realistic 
in the fomiation of political policy, Lve could turn 
negotiation in the direction of establishing the cate- 
gory of “presumptive violator” without on-site in- 
spection, and yet put underground esplosions under 
prohibition as enforceable as the present moratorium 
on atmospheric tests can be. 

The c n ~ s  of any agreement is going to be (1) the 
feasibility of keeping constantly prepared to test 
and ( 2 )  the desirability of doing so, as (among other 
political means) the enforcement available to nations 
in our multi-national world. In President Kennedy’s 
address to the nation exqdaining our decision to re- 
sume, he stated that the option of preparing to test, 
but not yet doing so, was seriously considered, and 
rejected because such readiness \vas judged inipos- 
sible for a free society to maintain for long. If tlus 
is correct, the nest stage of negotiation on this quez- 
tion may as well not open. In a cause so urgent i t  
\vould seem to be worth remembering that scicntists 
may be required to take their turn “in the service” 
if young men do; and tliere may in fact be measures 
short of a draft that can bring this nation’s scientific 
resources to bear on making the effective prepara- 
tions the proposed slstem \vould require. 

Facing the question of the permissability and de- 
sirability of preparations to test Lvithin the contest 
of banning tests, tlus nation will have to become 
more mature in political judgment. 11.e have won 
a few too many verbal victories over the Russian 
“passion for secrecy” by forever challenging this on 
yet another front. \ l e  cry havoc where there is no 
hn\.oc b u t  only a legitimate military prudence-or 
at least where we unavoidably come upon the fact 
of closed Communist society \!pith whose government 
we have to deal. Rather too much has even been 
made of the secrecy with Lvhich the Russians placed 
their missiles in Cuba, rather than upon the fact that 
placing them there at all represented such a grave 
challenge to the power-position of the \Vest that it 
~vould have been met with brink-resolution even i f  
done in broad daylight. In any case, the test-ban 
treaty that it may be possible to negotiate seems 
likely to assume that the great powers \vi11 make 
their prepnrations. These would be secret only in  
the sense that no one \vould suppose the nations are 
not taking their precautions. Preparations nfould 
have the sanction of the agreement \vhich, in turn, 
preparations sanction (among other political re- 
sponses held in reserve). It cannot be too much 

stressed that this is the posture \ve have already in- 
dicated our willingness to assunie in regard to at- 
mospheric testing. \Ve certainly did not base that 
proposed agreement upon the fact that we trust tlie 
Communists. 

T h e  Choice Before Us  

Most of the public statements of church lcadcrs 
and from various “peace” groups in the \Vest during 
tlie height of the Cuban crisis showed that when the 
great doctrine of “reconciliation” is cut into the 
salami slices of specific policy proposals, these seem 
remarkably like one or another of tlie salami slices 
the Russians hope to take. The political realisnl of 
this nation’s policies ought not to be abandoned, in- 
cluding realism about a test-ban agreement. There- 
fore, i t  is something better, not something weaker, 
than on-site inspection that should bc accepted, if 
i t  can be devised. 

Our basic motivation in negotiation lins been, how- 
ever, an  effort to transform ths  multi-nntional world 
of OUTS by effecting a fundamental transformation 
in Conin~unist society, by opening tliat society. We 
1iai.e wanted to put into effect a system of inspec- 
tion that \vould be a first step toward, and the 
pattern for, a disarmament agrecmcnt. \\‘e Iiave 
\vanted to begin to establish international controls 
over national arms system. While one-worlders are 
often critical of our government’s idcsibility on the 
point of inspection, they want the same end-to 
whicli this government has shown the only wuy. 

The trouble is it takcs two to make that sort of 
agreement. A good case can be made, in the choice 
before wliich now stand, for kccping up  the 
pressure for some livc on-sitc inspcction. E\.en in 
tlie fnce of tlie naive opinion of representatives of 
tlie neutral nations, perhaps we should continue to 
press for tlus; and wait for Russian recklessness and 
\vorld-n.ide Communist aggression, to awaken neu- 
tralists more fully from their slumbers, and for the 
“shared intimidation” of the nuclear ase, at long last, 
to convince the Russians. 

\1’e should most certainly hold out for on-site in- 
spection in any test-ban treaty if this is going to be 
the model for an agreement to rcducc tlic amis no\v 
in being. There seems no \vay to place tlre reduction 
of armamcnts under international supervision with- 
out some form of on-site inspection. No responsiblc 
power today can disarm without real cliccks m t l  
control going to nn international aiitliority. 

If, lion.ever, \ve \Yere not so sure that tlie Commu- 
nists will one day sign a disarmamcnt ngrccincnt 
based on the opening up  of their societies, we might 
not be so determined to secure the pattern for this 
in the precedent of on-site inspection in n test-ban 
agreement. hiore than two years of futile jntving 
on this subject have already passed. And after the 
Russians there are the Chinese Communists- who 
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soon \vi11 I i a \ ~  nuclear pou’er and armaments. 
Iii5tead of disarmament requiring a deep penetra- 

tion of national by international authority, perhaps 
\vc slioultl concentrate on die control of existing 
:rrmnnicnts and tlic prcccntioti of surprisc attack. 
Tlicln 1i.e \vi11 find tliat tlus can be accomplished by 
tcclinical means under international supcroisioti; and 
11i ; i t  t11c t c s t - h i  ngreeincnt we have been discussing 
is n good model for this. Such an agreement on test- 
ins iiiiiy br the first step toivnrd tlie control of arm:i- 
I I I C I I ~ S  ; i i i d  tlie preventioii of surprise attack. Some 
gi.oiiiid for tliis lius ;ictu;illy been laid in the effec- 
ti1.e forms of superi.ision and inspection tliilt Iial‘e 
actually been yielded in tlie Cuban crisis (as distinct 
Froni  tliose voiccd but never yielded). Control and 
supcnvisiciii b!, international authority lias better 
cli;iiice of acceptJnce \vhen this is exercised from a 
rlisltrticc’. \\’e should find out whether or not this can 
bc madc effective botli i n  banning tests and in pre- 
1.c.nting surprise attack. 

The L1.S. non‘ has se\wxl Samos satellites in polar 
orbits piissing over a large part of Russian territon.. 
Tlicse s;iteIlitrs carry photographic and TV equip- 
iiicrit c;ip;iblc of perceiving surface objects equiva- 
lc=nt to \:*lint tlie human eye sees from 100 feet. In 
xlclilioli to tlicse “spies in the sky,” we Iiavo Midus 
siitcllitcs \!*liicli a re  capable of registering rays emit- 
ted by tlic 1)ascs tliat accompany rocket Zuunchings. 
Tlicse sntcllites \vi11 therefore give us information 
of A I I  ; i l t d  cndicr t l i m  that protidcd bv our DE\Y- 
~ i n c  r i ic~ i ir  system, u~1iic11 registers &e ’approach of 
missiles ;ind bombers. Tliis means that n Samos- 
.\Iidas s\.stcm ;iffords us the technical means for a 
control s\,btcm tliut ivill forestall surprise attack 
t L . i / l / ~ i i /  I ~ C C  irlspctors going upon the territory of 
i i  ri:’ n ;I t ion. 

hlorcover, by means of this “national system” the 
L I S .  hus  unilntcrall~.  macle tlie Erst pcAancnt  use 
of outcr space for military purposes. Tliis c m  prove 
;is disiistrous for tlie securit). of tlie world and of 
cvcr!. nation in it as !\as our unilateral inauguration 
of tlic use of tlie A-bomb against open cities. hfean- 
tiiiie, nx still negotiate for an over-all treaty de- 

militarizing outer space: law is never made in such 
sweeping fashion, but  bit by bit, on specific issues, 
such as on the use of outer space, internationaliz- 
ing the Samos-hfidas system. ]Ye ought immediately 
to propose to place the entire Samos-hlidas system 
under international authority for the detection and 
control of surprise attack, while a t  the same time 
moving to establish approximately the same sort of 
supen*ision of a test-ban agreement. 

Both agreements rest upon a recognition of the 
nature and responsibilities of nations in a multi- 
nationid world. Both seek to provide proximate solu- 
tions to the problem of coexistence with closed 
societies, with no more of the lure of tTansforming 
diem in the extreme. Finally, both agreements n ~ i l l  
require that the American people, and their leaders 
in a11 their utterances, show a sounder appreciation 
of the conditions of reconciliation among men and 
nations. This does not mean salami-slice concessions. 

I t  does require, however, that we cease to talk as 
i f  tcc are tlie only ones that have to be reassured of 
our nation’s safety. ]\’e should cease to talk as if a 
test-ban agreement or an agreement for the preven- 
tion of surprise attack is for the purpose of assuring 
ourselves against the unhushvorthy Russians or the 
Cliincse. \\‘e should stand at  a distance also from the 
cluestion of n ~ h o  can be the most trusted! For the 
fact is that wc have as much interest in ourselves 
linolving tliat the encmy lzus been given assttrances 
clboiit t is as me have in ]\mowing about him. Any 
test-ban agreement or agreement to prevent surprise 
attack \vould be principally for the purpose of 
giving mutual assurances. \\’e both have to go to 
international authority in order to do that; and w e  
should cease to speak as if resort to international 
supencision of national systems has only the purpose 
of reassuring ourselves that an  enemy cannot do 
what he evilly intends to do. In  part a t  least, he  may 
intend to test or to attack because he cannot now 
know that we do not intend to do so. .4 test-ban 
agreement, and placing Samos-hiidas under inter- 
national super\.ision, would be something the nations 
do togcthcr. Else we sliall all die separately. 
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