
worldview 
A JOURNAL OF RELIGION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 
TO BE OR NOT TO BE 

Which countries favor the spread of nuclear 
weapons? Very few. Which countries are willing 
to make the substantial sacrifices necessary to 
halt the spread of nuclear weapons? Very few. 
This situation reveals, in political terms, the dif­
ficulty of obtaining the desirable. 

There are people who, years ago, urged meas­
ures that would have restricted the spread of 
nuclear weapons systems. The Baruch plan of 
1946 was one such proposal and variants of it 
have been offered from time to time. But two 
subsequent events have done much to arouse 
new interest in proposing other presently feasible 
plans and renewed energy in pursuing them, 
The Cuban missile crisis brought always present 
but generally subdued fears to the immediate 
surface. When the first nuclear confrontation in 
history took place, the theoretical was made 
actual and the long-acknowledged dangers and 
problems took on added dimension. And when 
China proved that she was determined to enter 
the nuclear arms race, what had been only 
theoretical though long anticipated was once 
again transformed into the actual. Both of these 
events underlined the need to act while there 
was still time. 

In March of 1963, after the Cuban missile 
crisis, President Kennedy said that he could see 
the possibility "in the 1970's of the President of 
the United States having to face a world in which 
15 or 20 nations may have these weapons." And, 
he added, "I regard that as the greatest possible 
danger and hazard." In July of this year, Presi­
dent Johnson said to the delegates of the seven-
teen-nation disarmament conference in Geneva 
that "nothing is more important than the effort 
to halt the spread of nuclear weapons and bring 
tlie weapons of war under increasing control." 

The leaders of other nations express similar 
sentiments. They, too, recognize that it may be 

more difficult and dangerous to five in "a world 
in which many nations control nuclear weapons 
systems. But it may be less immediately dan­
gerous, they feel, to run that future risk rather 
than submit themselves to a program or system 
which would reduce or limit their present power. 
Progress in controlling nuclear weapons can only 
be made when it is possible to reduce or, at least, 
not increase the tension between these two real 
and legitimate concerns. It is for this reason that 
the progress made so far has been limited. The 
hot line instituted by Kennedy and Khrushchev, 
the U.N. resolution banning nuclear weapons 
from placement in space, the partial test-ban 
treaty limiting nuclear tests to those conducted 
underground, and the announced cutback in fis­
sionable materials—all of these are of some value, 
and none places serious limitations on the con­
tracting countries or diminishes their present 
security. 

More extensive agreements will, however, 
probably demand more concessions. The extent 
of the concession must be weighed against value 
received. What, for example, does the United 
States stand to gain or lose in evaluating meas­
ures to halt proliferation? 

The principal objections to the spread of nu­
clear weapons are those which are so immediate 
as to seem almost instinctual. The more fingers 
on the nuclear trigger, the more likely that the 
gun will go off. The principal danger for those 
countries with large and sophisticated nuclear 
arsenals is not that they will come under direct 
attack from some less powerful country, but that 
a nuclear exchange, any place around the world, 
is likely to draw in the major contending powers. 
Nor is it simply statistical probability that is in­
creased. 'The two nations that now have large 
nuclear capabilities, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, regard themselves with some rea­
son as more knowledgeable, more seasoned and 
therefore more responsible in the control of nu-
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clear weapons than a number of other countries 
that might obtain them. The Chinese tests have 
proved unsettling in Asiâ  but the addition of 
other Asian nations to a select nuclear club would 
only exacerbate not calm the situation. 

It has been argued that the spread of nuclear 
weapons in other parts of the world—Asia is only 
one example—would actually be beneficial to the 
United States, It would, this argument runs, 
establish a balance of power and would allow 
the United States to curtail some of its commit­
ments, commitments that are already straining 
U.S. resources. The arguments opposing this are, 
however, more plausible. The United States can­
not presently withdraw from the various commit­
ments that -are hers. And if this could be made 
a feasible policy in the near; future it would re­
main unlikely that the United States could refrain 
totally from an Asian nuclear conflict. 

Few people see even the possibility of with­
drawing present commitments from Europe and 
no one argues seriously for such a proposal. What 
does exist is widespread agreement that multi­
lateral measures designed to stop the spread of 
nuclear capabilities are obviously complicated 
and vexing. Consider only the role of Germany, 
The Soviet Union continually announces her fears 
of and her objection to the possibility that Ger­
many might gain some control of nuclear weap­
ons, and part of the political problem is to assess 
the sincerity of Soviet fears. But the Soviet Union 
is not the only country that would not regard an 
independent German nuclear force with equa­
nimity. It would not be so regarded by the 
United States, Britain, France, and by a great 
number of Germans. 

Still, West Germany must and will look to its 
own interests. The multilateral nuclear force 
(MLF) and the Atlantic nuclear force (ANF) 
were designed to give Germany participation in 
but not control of nuclear systems. For a number 
of reasons, including Russia's proclaimed fear 
that Germany would play too significant a role, 

' these plans have been,, shelved at least for the 
time. 

Still lively is a tough proposal by Franz Josef 
Strauss, a former defense minister of West Ger­
many, for a European nuclear force that would 
be autonomous, free of U.S. control. The United 
States has newly proposed a "select commit­
tee" of defense secretaries that would, hopefully, 
strengthen NATO, counter de Gaulle's recent di­

visive actions, and encourage the Soviet Union 
to negotiate realistically on a number of helpful 
multilateral proposals that would inhibit the 
spread of nuclear weapons. 

Whether anything actually comes from these 
proposals or the prolonged discussions that have 
accompanied each of them will depend upon 
what each country thinks it has to gain or lose 
by any single proposal, but looming large in these 
considerations is the Soviet Union's estimate of 
whether a non-proliferation agreement is worth 
the sacrifice of some effective political propa­
ganda. 

But while such an assessment would solve one 
set of problems it would give new life to others. 
In the face of the increased Soviet-U.S. coopera­
tion demanded by any of the recommended 
plans, the problems of holding NATO together 
would mount: Nor would the Soviet Union find 
her role among the Communist countries of the 
world more comfortable. The world could, pos­
sibly, become a less orderly place than it is now. 

The problems of controlling the spread of nu-
dear weapons are urgent and complicated. The 
only consolation is the bitter observation that 
they can be urgent problems only for a limited 
number of years. 

THE SWEET AND THE BITTER 

We continue to insist on the intimate relation 
that exists between domestic policy and foreign 
policy, but there are only occasional issues which 
reveal that relation with clarity. The Sugar Act 
is one of those issues. 

Representative Cooley and his House Agricul­
ture Committee have amended the existing Sugar 
Act and extended it for an additional five years. 
At a cost to the American consumer of $700 mil­
lion annually, the existing Act is burden enough. 
But the amendments to this act were engineered 
in flagrant disregard for any interests but those 
of the lobbyists and the pockets they sweeten. 
Argentina, having refused to engage a lobbyist, 
had its annual quota of sugar cut by two-thirds; 
Venezuela, apparently wiser in the ways of Wash­
ington, hired a lobbyist and had its quota in­
creased almost eight-fold. Lobbying for Venezu­
ela, Charles Patrick Clark gets $125,000, cost 
passed on to the American citizen. This is not 
business as usual; the practice of having foreign 
countries lobby such bills through Congress has 
nothing to recommend it to the voter. J. F. 
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