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 ROBERT R. BOWIE

 Basic Requirements of Arms Control

 THE CONCEPT OF "ARMS CONTROL" includes any agreement among
 several powers to regulate some aspect of their mlitary capability or
 potential. The arrangement may apply to the location, amount,
 readiness, or types of military forces, weapons, or facilities. What
 ever their scope or terms, however, all plans for arms control have
 one common feature: they presuppose some form of cooperation or
 joint action among the several participants regarding their military
 programs. Is such cooperation feasible between major powers whose
 national purposes are in basic conflict? Concretely, is there any basis
 for such arrangements between the USSR and the United States? If
 so, what are the conditions and limits of reliable arms control?

 Definition of the Problem

 Many are convinced that agreements for arms control with the
 Soviet Union are not possible or in the national interest of the United
 States. In general their view derives from some or all of the following
 propositions:

 (1) Military forces are only the reflection of political hostility.
 They are not the source or origin of tensions and conflicts among
 nations. Consequently, it is futile to try to regulate or reduce military
 forces separately from their underlying political causes. When basic
 hostility is resolved, reduction in arms will follow automatically as
 the nations feel themselves more secure and less threatened. To
 attempt control of military forces before removing the political
 sources of friction or threat is to put the cart before the horse.

 (2) The purposes of the Sino-Soviet bloc are fundamentally
 hostile to the non-Communist nations. In the Communist view the
 conflict between their "system" and any other is irreconcilable and

 708

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:06:53 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Basic Requirements

 will be resolved only by the ultimate victory of the Communist order.
 Its leaders believe that Communism is destined to triumph through
 out the world, and they intend to advance their cause by the vigorous
 use of all feasible means. Apparently, the Communist ideology no
 longer considers a global military showdown inevitable under present
 conditions. But the Communist leaders still define "wars of libera
 tion" as "progressive," and have not abandoned the use of force (as
 in Hungary) or threats (as in Berlin) when either serves their inter
 ests.

 (3) The Communists would not make or carry out any arms
 agreement in good faith. Any means are legitimate in seeking to
 promote Communist advance. Treaties are only instruments for
 pursuing their basic aims and will be violated or evaded as suits their
 interests. In 1939-1940, the Soviet Union overran and divided Poland
 and absorbed Esthonia, Lithuania, and Latvia, in flagrant violation of
 nonaggression treaties with each of these nations. Soviet disregard
 for commitments regarding Eastern Europe, and of its Potsdam ob
 ligations regarding Germany, is too well-known to need laboring.

 It would be rash indeed to disregard these lessons in devising and
 analyzing any arms-control proposals. The grounds for distrusting
 the Soviet Union and its purposes should make even the optimistic
 cautious. The record of broken agreements should warn us not to
 rely on Soviet promises or good faith as the basis for arms-control

 measures. And the only safe course is to accept at face value the
 constant Communist assertions of their basic hostility to our social
 order.

 But, this does not dispose of the problem. One could also cite
 many agreements which the Soviets have carried out. The crucial
 point is to understand what kinds of arrangements they can be ex
 pected to comply with and why. The safest premise is this: in break
 ing or keeping agreements, the Soviets can be trusted to pursue their
 own interests as they see them. Hence, measures for arms control
 should be reliable if they can be so devised that compliance will be

 more in the Soviet interest than evasion or violation.
 Distrust is not, of course, limited to one side. The Soviets, re

 flecting Communist ideology, are deeply suspicious of the "capitalist'
 nations and of their "ruling circles," which are seen as ruthless and
 unscrupulous in maintaining and improving their power and position.

 Within this conception, however, they are expected to pursue their
 interests.

 The remaining discussion will be mainly concerned with how to
 make compliance conform to self-interest, given the fact of basic
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 antagonism and distrust. It will examine, inter alia, how far the first
 proposition above-the relation of politics and arms control-remains
 valid under modem conditions.

 Basis of Common Interests

 At the threshold is the question: How can the Soviet Union and
 the United States have parallel or common interests in measures
 to control armaments if their basic purposes are antagonistic?

 The answer lies essentially in the changing nature of war, espe
 cially general war. Until recently, large-scale military force could be
 used as an effective instrument for the pursuit of political aims. An
 aggressor might hope to win and to benefit from his victim's defeat.
 Conversely, potential victims could normally assure their own se
 curity by confronting the possible aggressor with sufficient opposing
 strength, either alone or with allies, to deter attack or defend them
 selves if it occurred. The resulting balance might preserve peace for
 extended periods under favorable conditions.

 The development of modern weapons has changed the situation
 radically. As always, threat has produced deterrent which has
 largely succeeded thus far in preventing large-scale war. But the

 military balance remains unstable, entailing substantial risks and
 burdens. More important, these conditions jeopardize both sides.
 The loss of one need not be the gain of the other. If large-scale war
 meant mutual destruction, it would not advance the political interests
 of either side; both would be better served, despite basic political
 hostility, by preventing its occurrence. Thus, military instruments,
 while still related to political conflict, have taken on a life of their
 own and have become a separate source of tension and danger.
 These matters are analyzed elsewhere in detail in other articles in tbis
 issue, such as Herman Kahn's. Here it is sufficient to explore them
 briefly in order to indicate the limits on unilateral action to cope with
 them.

 One serious factor of instability arises from the disparity between
 offense and defense. The state of military technology puts a heavy
 premium on striking the first blow. Surprise attack not only
 could grievously injure the victim; it might also knock out much of
 his capacity to retaliate, so long as delivery systems remain rela
 tively vulnerable. Even so, an aggressor would run a serious risk of
 severe damage from even a limited surviving retaliatory capability.

 While that situation prevails, an aggressor is not likely to be tempted
 to initiate an attack unless he believes himself in peril of an attack.
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 The sense of exposure and vulnerability, however, creates strong
 pressures for rapid reaction to strike in case of threatened or ap
 parent attack, before the means of striking is jeopardized. The neces
 sity for quick decision creates serious dangers of war by accident or
 premature response, due, perhaps, to the misreading or misjudging of
 warnings. Progress in reducing vulnerability by hardened, concealed,
 and mobile weapons may lessen these risks, but may also introduce
 new instabilities of their own; they may, for instance, complicate
 communication and central control.

 The dynamic character of military technology forces each side to
 strain constantly to develop new or improved weapons systems in
 order to better its position or at least maintain the balance. Whenever
 one or the other achieves an earlier success, it creates tension and
 uncertainty and the necessity for adjusting on both sides. The rapidity
 of change entails the risk of rash action prompted either by a fear of
 imminent inferiority or by a belief, whether correct or mistaken, of
 overwhelming superiority. The latter could lead to efforts at black
 mail which could precipitate unintended large-scale war.

 The spread of nuclear weapons into the control of more and more
 nations seems likely to enhance seriously these risks of instability
 and to introduce additional ones.

 The effort to maintain an effective deterrent and to keep up in the
 arms race will probably become more burdensome. In any case, the
 greater part or all of the effort will only serve to neutralize the capa
 bility on the other side. Neither alone can safely stop its frantic
 activity, but the question is certain to arise as to whether mutual
 deterrence could not be achieved at lower levels of forces and ex
 penditure.

 As even so brief a summary indicates, both sides have possible
 common or parallel interests* in preventing an unintended all-out

 * Since these parallel interests result mainly from hazards inherent in major
 nuclear-weapons systems, they extend to any activities or violence entailing
 risks of the ultimate use of such weapons. Hence, the desire to mitigate that
 danger can be the basis for measures to control conventional weapons. If the
 use of such nuclear-weapons systems were, however, fully neutralized by tech
 nology (as might happen) or eliminated by arms-control measures (as seems
 remote), would this common interest persist for controlling conventional
 weapons? It might not if a potential aggressor considered that nuclear-weapons
 systems had been finally removed from the equation; but that condition is
 hardly likely to be fulfilled, at least by arms-control measures. Moreover, even
 in that case, there could be a common interest in reducing the burden of con
 ventional forces if both sides concluded that a standoff existed in such forces
 and could be maintained at lower levels.
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 war and in minimizing the burden of the deterrent. Each side can
 continue its unilateral efforts to make its deterrent more effective. If
 these efforts merely produce enhanced or more secure capacity to
 damage the opponent, the result will still be a system of mutual
 deterrence, subject to risks of the sort outlined. Conceivably, one side
 might achieve a technical breakthrough, reducing its own vulnera
 bility to an opposing strike so radically as to destroy the "stalemate."
 But, the chances and value of that possibility must be weighed against
 the opposite danger and the other risks inherent in an unrestricted
 arms race. In making that appraisal, both sides could readily con
 clude that their interests would be better served by measures to
 stabilize the system or reduce its burden. There are limits, however,
 to how far this can be achieved by unilateral action. Certain kinds of

 measures useful for these purposes require joint action or cooperation.
 This objective fact must be the basis for any progress toward arms
 control under present conditions.

 Criteria of Acceptability

 The thesis of this paper is that the validity and stability of any
 arms-control system will depend ultimately on the same kinds of
 motives and factors as those which underlie the existing "system"
 namely the self-interest of the parties. Arms-control measures
 broaden the arsenal of instruments available for constructing and re
 inforcing a viable deterrent system by means of agreed standards,
 limitations, or safeguards. They may serve to reduce the likelihood
 of war, or (possibly) the burden of effective deterrence. But any
 proposed system of arms control must be judged by whether it makes
 it more attractive to the parties (in terms of their own interests) to

 maintain the system and its safeguards than to disrupt it by resorting
 to violence or evasion.

 Constructing an arms-control plan that meets such a test is far
 from easy and must overcome serious technical and political ob
 stacles. The existence of common interests does not assure that
 practical methods for working together are attainable. To establish
 arns control, the parties will have to be in accord on: applicable limi
 tations; methods of verifying compliance; and t-he consequences of
 violation. These three aspects, which interact as will be discussed
 later, may affect the several parties differently. In appraising any
 plan, each party will compare its benefits and risks under the plan
 with its prospects without it. Before accepting any plan, each nation
 will have to be satisfied on two issues:
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 First, if carried out according to its terms, how will the plan serve
 its security or other interests compared to the situation without it?

 Will it lessen the risks of war, whether deliberate or unintended?
 Will it allow reductions in military expenses without loss of security?
 These two aims are not necessarily complementary. Some joint
 actions to stabilize deterrence might even require increasing expendi
 ture. For example, if the all-out nuclear deterrent were virtually
 neutralized, stability would depend on the balance in other weapons
 and forces. Unless attained by major reductions in Soviet and
 Chinese forces, this would probably require increases in those of
 the West.
 And, second, would possible violations of the arrangements entail

 undue risks to its security compared to the situation in the absence of
 the arrangements?

 In essence, this question breaks down into several parts. What
 are the chances that another party could evade some or all of the
 agreed limitations without prompt detection? How seriously might
 any such violation upset the military balance? Could the victims
 redress the balance or compensate for the violation if detected, and,
 if so, how rapidly? What detriment might the violator suffer from
 detection? Taking all these questions into account, how likely is it
 that evasion would be attempted? And, how do these risks compare

 with those without an agreement?
 To be acceptable, any arms-control plan must combine its limita

 tions, safeguards, and remedies so as to satisfy both criteria for all
 parties. In seeking to do so, it is essential to understand how these
 several elements may reinforce each other or conflict, and what limits
 they impose on the feasible scope of such a system.

 The remainder of this paper attempts to analyze some of these
 limits and interactions and their implications. Its purpose is not to
 develop a specific proposal but to examine certain conditions and
 relations inherent in the situation, which apply to any arms-control

 measures in existing circumstances.

 Balancing of Restrictions

 One serious obstacle to arms control arises from the difficulty of
 equating the impact of specific restrictions or other terms on the
 several parties. The task of assessing the effect of any acceptable
 change in military forces or armaments on the absolute and relative
 capability of the parties is extremely complex.

 Since the armed forces of each nation rely on their own special
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 "mix" of armaments and men, any restriction of a particular weapon
 has different impacts on each of them. In the 1930's enormous
 amounts of energy and time were devoted without success to efforts
 to equate different kinds and numbers of conventional weapons.
 Nuclear weapons and missiles have, if anything, made this task even
 harder because of the wide range of uncertainty regarding their
 effects on offense and defense and the relations between nuclear and
 conventional capabilities. Moreover, with dynamic-weapons tech
 nology, each side is likely to be ahead in developing specific fields,
 and therefore will appraise the prospects and significance of newer
 weapons in quite different terms. Especially under these conditions,
 military experts on each side almost inevitably tend to overestimate
 the harm to their capability from any proposed restriction and to
 discount its effects on the potential enemy. Hence, the greater the
 uncertainty regarding the value and equivalence of weapons and
 forces, the more likely is the conservative bias on both sides to block
 agreement on any material change.

 A second obstacle arises from differing appraisals by the United
 States and USSR of the value and costs of inspection inherent in the
 divergence between a "closed" and an "open" society. Effective
 inspection is more vital for the United States than for the USSR. The
 vast range of published data on the United States military programs
 available to the USSR through the press, Congressional reports and
 hearings, etc., would greatly reduce its dependence on the inspec
 torate, and provide cross-checks and leads for its operations. More
 over, the very nature of an open, democratic society would make it
 far more difficult, if not impossible, for the government to carry on
 any large-scale secret evasion or violation, even if it desired to do so.
 Conversely, the closed character of the USSR necessitates more in
 tensive inspection to provide data and greater dependence on the
 data so obtained with fewer chances for cross-checks, etc. Hence,
 the United States is forced to insist on a degree and reliability of
 inspection for which the USSR is likely not to feel a corresponding
 requirement.

 In terms of costs or burdens of inspection, the appraisals will also
 differ. The Soviets undoubtedly look on their secrecy as a military
 asset. In allowing it to be pierced by inspection, they consider they
 are making a separate, or additional, sacrifice of their military poten
 tial. Hence, they will assess the cost of reciprocal inspection (par
 ticularly, if intensive) as high, especially as compared to its value
 for them. The United States will certainly not estimate the burden
 as nearly so great, though it might appear more onerous (at least for
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 private activities) if negotiations ever got down to practical details.
 The consequence is that, in striking a balance between costs and

 value of inspection, the United States will inevitably favor more
 intensive and thorough systems and methods than the USSR. In this
 respect their interests tend to diverge materially and to obstruct
 agreement on a common system.

 Their interests may diverge in another respect. A system which
 succeeded in neutralizing the all-out deterrent could have ancillary
 consequences differing according to the purposes of the two sides.
 For the Soviets, widespread confidence in the system might make
 it more difficult to utilize the fear of war for attaining political ad
 vantages. For the United States, one result might be to narrow the
 value of the all-out deterrent in inhibiting aggression in peripheral
 areas. Today, lack of certainty about its use may deter rash Soviet
 action, especially where the stakes are small compared to the price
 of a mistaken judgment. Some forms of arms control, by more
 effectively neutralizing the strategic capabilities, could erode this
 effect in the less vital areas. Finally, the prospect of rapid techno
 logical change complicates the creation of an acceptable system.

 Where radical innovation has become usual, a nation may hesitate
 to tie its hands too tightly when the future is so uncertain.

 Limits of Inspection

 Inspection (used here to mean any method of obtaining or veri
 fying evidence) has come to be the cornerstone of arms control.
 Indeed, it is often said that inspection must be "foolproof." If, in
 fact, 100 percent certainty were required in the inspection system,
 virtually no arms control would be feasible. In practice, no technique
 depending on human skills and judgment can be infallible. This
 truism is especially applicable in a field where actual experience is
 so lacking. Moreover, the Soviet Union (certainly) and the United
 States (probably) would not agree to inspection of the scope and
 intensity which would be necessary to attain the highest feasible
 reliability.

 But infallibility is not the proper criterion. Inspection should be
 viewed as a technique for reinforcing and maintaining the self-inter
 est of the parties in the continued effective operation of the system.
 The restrictions and the related inspection should be considered as
 a system of deterrence. Their combined aim should be to create
 risks of detection which a rational participant would not consider
 worth running. He need not believe that the inspection techniques
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 are certain to discover the violation: he need only be convinced that
 the odds of discovery are too high to make the attempt worthwhile
 in the light of the possible benefits and costs. Of course, the reliability
 of the inspection process is still a vital factor in determining the ex
 tent of feasible arms control. But it can not be judged in isolation.
 It is intimately related to the nature of the restriction and remedies
 included in the system, and to the interest of the parties in its con
 tinued operation.

 This interplay is apparent even when the primary purpose is to
 provide reciprocal information for reassurance or the avoidance of
 mistakes, as in some schemes for preventing accidental war or for
 inhibiting surprise attack. Inspection to prevent mistake or surprise

 may be greatly facilitated by agreed-upon restrictions concerning
 readiness or disposition (of strategic air forces or missiles, for ex
 ample) which would almost surely have to be violated to mount such
 an attack. Inspection could not prevent such restrictions from being
 disregarded, but their existence would enable inspectors promptly to
 interpret as hostile an action which might otherwise be ambiguous.

 For any specific restriction, the potential violator will weigh the
 value of the evasion against the risks and consequences of detection.
 He will hardly assume the risks of discovery (whatever they may be)
 unless he can foresee some commensurate advantages. Thus, the
 crucial question is not whether the inspection system could discover
 every technical evasion, but what prospects it offers for detecting any
 significant one. In assessing this, several factors become relevant.

 One is the scope and duration of activity required for a significant
 violation. If evasion had to be carried out on a large scale or over a
 long period before yielding benefits, there would appear more chance
 of its detection by cross-checks or random sampling or other means.
 Thus, if conventional military equipment had been reduced to a
 certain level, its replacement in substantial amounts should be rea
 sonably risky with even moderate inspection in operation.

 Also, the amount of clandestine production required to be "sig
 nificant" would also depend on the levels to which agreed reduction
 had dropped. If other powers had reduced virtually to zero, relatively
 small violations might give the offender a great advantage. But if
 they retain major capabilities, much larger evasions would be neces
 sary.

 In assessing advantages of evasion, the violator must think in
 terms of usable weapons systems-fragmentary evasions may not
 give any real superiority. Thus, if restrictions were applied to exist
 ing nuclear material, the fact that it could be secreted in little space
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 without continuing activity would make the prospects of detection
 very small indeed. The significance of a violation, however, would
 depend partly on the level to which others had reduced and partly on
 how much else the violator would have to do to make his secret stock
 pile usable. Added safeguards might arise from other reinforcing
 restrictions which could be inspected more readily-such as limits on
 delivery vehicles which might involve a much wider range of activ
 ities for evasion.

 Inspection seems likely to present some of the hardest problems
 at the start of an arms-control system. Time will be required for it
 to be organized and installed, to gain experience, and to earn the
 confidence of the participants. Moreover, at that stage, the degree of
 intensity of inspection is most likely to seem out of proportion to the

 modest initial restrictions or reductions: checking on certain kinds
 of isolated limitations could require nearly as much probing as that
 for more extensive reductions. For this reason, under a compre
 hensive system put into effect by successive stages, the inspectorate
 would hardly need to expand in step with the restrictions. In se
 lecting initial limitations, therefore, one major factor should be to
 find those which minimize the scope and burden of inspection.

 One method for facilitating inspection at all stages is to require
 the participants to prove their compliance with specific obligations.
 They may be in a position to produce convincing evidence of their
 action much more easily than inspectors could establish the facts
 without assistance. The making of reports of various kinds by the
 parties can serve a similar purpose of facilitating inspection. The
 early stages of a system should capitalize on such techniques by be
 ginning with limitations for which they are especially helpful.

 The nature of the inspection system and its value are also related
 to how the data it produces will be used. The deterrent effect will
 be affected by how violations are established and redressed.

 Measures Relating to Violation

 Since the purpose of the inspection system is to assure compliance,
 a central issue involves the treatment of violations. Actually, two
 factors are involved: the method for determining that a violation has
 occurred; and the remedies available for redressing it.

 Determining Violations. In considering procedures for deter
 mining violations, two alternatives can be conceived: the inspectorate
 could be required to produce and submit evidence of any violation
 to an impartial tribunal which would judge the issue like a court; or
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 the evidence could be furnished to the parties for their information
 and decision as to how to act on it. Some have taken for granted
 that the first method was inevitable or desirable.

 This is by no means self-evident. In some cases, the state of the
 evidence may require a court to find that the violation is not proved
 despite suspicious circumstances. The other parties may still suspect
 evasion, and be tempted themselves to evade in "self-defense," if the
 decision of the court leaves no alternative. If the parties have the
 privilege of deciding how to interpret and act on the suspicious data
 the deterrent to violation may be enhanced. The practical effect

 might be that they could then take overt counter-measures. Indeed,
 they could announce the protective counter-measures, and offer to
 withdraw or terminate them upon satisfactory proof that the sus
 picions were unfounded. The suspected party would then have a
 real interest in establishing innocence. And it will frequently be far
 simpler for him to offer persuasive proof that he is not in violation
 than for the inspectorate to prove the real state of facts. Conse
 quently, if the system is designed to serve the continuing interests of
 both sides, the right of the parties to interpret suspicious evidence
 may be better calculated to maintain the viability and stability of the
 system than final authority in a tribunal for this purpose.

 There are, however, considerations favoring a tribunal. Any
 agreement will entail some ambiguous provisions on which there is
 room for legitimate dispute. Both sides might well be willing to allow
 a tribunal to resolve the issue. Similarly, it may be useful to have a
 forum for presenting evidence of violations, especially where clear,
 in order to exert pressure on the violator or to have the support of a
 judgment of the tribunal to justify any counter-action the victim

 might decide to take.
 Hence, the best solution may be to seek to combine both methods.

 To obtain the benefits mentioned, a tribunal could be available for
 resolving disputes about the terms of the agreement or the evidence
 of violations; but the parties might still have the right to suspend or
 cancel the agreement if the result seemed to require it for the pro
 tection of their security.

 Remedies for Violation. What remedies are available in case of
 violation of the arms agreement? The answer to that question sets a
 basic limit on the kind and extent of restrictions which are feasible.

 In their comprehensive plan for world disarmament, Clark and
 Sohn provide for an international agency with authority to require
 compliance and adequate power for enforcement. No such agency
 now exists. Even if the International Court had compulsory juris
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 diction to determine a violation, it would lack effective means to
 enforce its decree or to provide remedies to the other parties. Under
 existing political conditions, the Soviet Union and the United States
 could not agree to create an international agency with sufficient
 power to coerce their compliance with its decrees. The existing dis
 trust and cleavage make joint action for that purpose wholly imprac
 ticable.

 If that solution is now unfeasible, it is essential to realize that
 dependence in case of violation must be placed on self-help. Conse
 quently, in making any agreement, the parties must seek to appraise
 the following: if they fulfill their obligations under the agreement,
 how will their relative capability compare with that of a violator who
 has whatever advantage he could reasonably be expected to obtain
 by evasion before detection? The crucial question is whether or not
 the honest parties would still be able to assure their security under
 these conditions. Would the violation be likely to upset or jeopardize
 the deterrent balance?

 The answer to the question depends on a variety of factors in
 volved in any specific plan. Of course, if the plan affects the capa
 bilities of either side only in ways readily rectified or reversed, its
 cancellation could leave the parties substantially where they had
 been before its adoption. Some forms of limitation might operate in
 much this way. For example, the plans for depositing weapons in
 international stockpiles on the territory of the several members are
 designed to have this effect. If one party should reclaim his weapons,
 others might quickly follow suit.

 Moreover, the effect of a violation depends on the general level
 and character of forces retained. Smaller evasions might not be really
 significant to upset the balance if major deterrent forces were kept in
 being by all parties; but, as the general levels were reduced more and
 more, the significance of the same violation could grow.

 Violations which do not threaten to upset the military balance
 might be more difficult to handle. For example, one party may im
 pede the work of the inspectorate in various ways which infringe on
 their rights under the agreement. The experience under the North

 Korean Armistice offers many examples of such methods. The other
 parties might be loath to terminate the agreement with all that would
 entail, just as was the case in the Korean Armistice. They might,
 however, be able to resort to lesser pressures to coerce compliance,
 such as imposing similar restraints on inspection (which might not be
 adequate) or suspending other provisions or restrictions until the
 noncompliance was corrected. Of course, this could lead to an
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 ultimate breakdown of the agreement-but it would confront the
 offender with the necessity of choosing whether to comply or to run
 that risk.

 In deciding whether or not to attempt a major evasion and risk
 detection, however, a potential violator would have to weigh a wider
 range of considerations.

 An evasion might so shock and solidify world opinion against the
 violator as to create a stronger coalition against him than would have
 existed beforehand. It could produce crash programs of rearming
 such as resulted from Korea. Moreover, the violator might run a
 serious risk of provoking preventative action based on the conviction
 that the other parties have no choice in view of his demonstrated
 perfidy. The uncertainty and unpredictability of these consequences
 would be likely to exercise very great restraints against major
 violators.

 Conclusion

 The basic point should be stressed again: no arms-control plan
 will remain effective and dependable unless it continues to serve the
 national interests of each of the parties, as its leaders conceive those
 interests. In reaching their judgment, however, they will appraise
 the alternatives. The main function of inspection and of the remedies
 available to the other parties is to make evasion unattractive as an
 alternative course. To achieve that result, the inspection system
 should confront the potential violator with risks of detection and
 counter-measures outweighing the significance of the violation for
 the relative capabilities of the participants. The system as a whole

 must be designed to offer benefits to all participants which they are
 likely to prefer not to jeopardize.

 The analysis leads to one tentative conclusion. It may be wise for
 the agreement to allow any participant to withdraw at any time (or
 after relatively brief notice) without cause. Such a privilege has
 several merits.

 First, it emphasizes the fact that the validity and continuance of
 any plan depends on its continuing appeal to the self-interest of the
 participants. It underscores the fact that their promise to comply
 should not be the basis for reliance.

 Second, it resolves the problem of the determination of compli
 ance or violation. If one party becomes suspicious of another's com
 pliance, he can protect himself at once by suspending some or all of
 his own obligations. The threat to do so, or conditional suspension,
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 could be one means to require the suspected party to provide positive
 evidence of compliance.

 Third, such a provision would underscore the necessity for each
 party, either alone or with allies, to be able to protect his security at
 all times if the agreement breaks down. This again is calculated to
 forestall any false reliance on the agreement which it can not provide,
 and to confront each participant constantly with the need for realistic
 appraisal of the operation of the plan.

 Fourth, it would meet the problem of revision of the agreement.
 An arrangement in this field may not operate exactly as anticipated,
 either with respect to restrictions or safeguards. As a result, they
 might bear unfairly on one or more parties. Moreover, technological
 progress could easily skew the initial effects of a plan in favor of one
 side or the other. It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to
 prescribe detailed procedures for modifying or revising the plan by
 arbitration or other usual methods for breaking deadlocks. The privi
 lege of withdrawal may be the simplest way to force renegotiation

 where justified.
 It must be recognized, however, that such a privilege has some

 drawbacks. The fact that ending the agreement would not entail
 the breaking of a commitment might reduce the pressure to preserve
 the system under some cases. In practice, however, that pressure
 could hardly prevail if the continuance were considered to imperil
 the security of a party for whatever reason. In the case of the democ
 racies, it might delay the decision somewhat more than in the dicta
 torial regimes.

 Even with the privilege, however, there would still be substantial
 forces inhibiting a participant from withdrawing from or upsetting a
 working system for light causes. The dangers of reviving an urgent
 arms race with less likelihood of renewing arms control later would
 normally give serious pause. Such action, if taken for arbitrary or
 narrow reasons, would also involve major political costs all over the
 world, and, at least in the democracies, at home as well. Conse
 quently, if the system were operating fairly and effectively, it seems
 reasonable to assume that the privilege of ending it would not be
 used casually by any major party. So long as they felt the system
 served their security interests, they should also be able to assure
 that its continuance would not be jeopardized by the withdrawal
 of others.

 The privilege of canceling or suspending could be used as a very
 flexible device. The choice need not be all or nothing. A party could
 suspend specified portions of the restrictions or other provisions

 721

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:06:53 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 ROBERT R. BOWIE

 commensurate with the violation or evasion, or adequate to adjust to
 changed conditions. Moreover, any such suspension could be made
 conditional, or to be effective after a certain interval, in order to
 induce a negotiation for agreed modifications in the agreement. The
 experience with the Korean Armistice indicates that changes can
 be made in this manner without destroying the agreement, even when
 it contains no such privilege. In that case, the Communists intro
 duced planes into North Korea contrary to the armistice; thereafter,
 the United States, in compensation, suspended certain restrictions on
 bringing new weapons into South Korea. Despite these changes, the
 armistice itself has remained in effect.

 Some may feel that the foregoing analysis is unduly pessimistic or
 that it virtually forecloses any prospect of an extensive arms control.
 That, in my opinion, is not a proper conclusion. Within the limits dis
 cussed, there is room for substantial measures to stabilize the deter
 rent and to make initial modest reductions. Moreover, experience
 with inspection, and the application of imagination and invention to
 developing its techniques, could broaden the area for further meas
 ures. In particular, by cooperation through such means, the major
 opponents might be able to work out ways of maintaining the stra
 tegic deterrent at lower levels of resources and expenditures, espe
 cially if newer generations of missiles create the possibility of rela
 tively invulnerable defensive capability. If their role comes to be
 recognized as one of essentially mutual neutralization, more modest
 levels might be adequate within an operating anms-control system.

 Moreover, in such a context, a reduction in the levels of conventional
 forces is within the realm of feasibility and could serve to lower the
 general level of defense expenditures below what otherwise might
 prevail.

 These prospects fall well short of total disarmament. But realism
 seems to require recognition of the fact that such a state can be ap
 proached, if at all, only under conditions which permit international
 enforcement to operate effectively. In particular, it appears to call
 for an international agency with adequate authority and coercive

 means to punish and constrain a violator of the system. And that
 presupposes such fundamental changes in the political sphere as
 would pose a different range of problems within a new context. Such
 changes, if they occur, will depend on a wide range of policies and
 actions, involving many fields besides arms control. Limited progress
 in arms control to stabilize the situation will help in providing the
 time for such other actions to produce results.

 722

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:06:53 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	708
	709
	710
	711
	712
	713
	714
	715
	716
	717
	718
	719
	720
	721
	722

	Issue Table of Contents
	Daedalus, Vol. 89, No. 4, Arms Control (Fall, 1960), pp. 673-1076
	Volume Information
	Front Matter
	Editor's Prefatory Note [pp. 674-676]
	Foreword to the Issue "Arms Control" [pp. 677-680]
	Background
	Setting and Goals of Arms Control [pp. 681-707]
	Basic Requirements of Arms Control [pp. 708-722]
	Characteristics of Recent Arms-Control Proposals and Agreements [pp. 723-743]

	Major Issues and Problems
	The Arms Race and Some of Its Hazards [pp. 744-780]
	The Feasibility of Arms Control and the Principle of Openness [pp. 781-799]
	Limited War: Conventional or Nuclear? A Reappraisal [pp. 800-817]
	The Role of the Smaller Powers [pp. 818-830]
	The Inclusion of Communist China in an Arms-Control Program [pp. 831-845]
	The Domestic Implications of Arms Control [pp. 846-859]

	The Implementation of Arms Control
	Inspection Techniques of Arms Control [pp. 860-878]
	Adjudication and Enforcement in Arms Control [pp. 879-891]
	Reciprocal Measures for Arms Stabilization [pp. 892-914]
	Comprehensive Arms-Limitation Systems [pp. 915-950]

	The Formation of United States Arms-Control Policy
	Recent Policy Making in the United States Government [pp. 951-966]
	Government Organization for Arms Control [pp. 967-983]

	Related Techniques and Issues
	Public Opinion and the Control of Armaments [pp. 984-999]
	Political and Diplomatic Prerequisites of Arms Control [pp. 1000-1014]
	The Case for Unilateral Disarmament [pp. 1015-1028]

	Beyond the Cold War
	Tasks for a World without War [pp. 1029-1038]
	Arms Control through World Law [pp. 1039-1054]
	Selected Critical Bibliography [pp. 1055-1070]

	Back Matter



