
is completely the opposite. The Russians 

recognize that they have a strategic ad- 

vantage in their closed society. They are 

deeply suspicious that the United States 

really is interested in controls and in? 

spection in order to gather intelligence 
information, and their argument that 
the United States is more interested in 

espionage than in disarmament carries 

greater weight with the uncommitted 
nations as a result of the U-2 incident 

Cost of Armaments 

The Russians argue that they want 
the West to agree to some specific 
commitments on disarmament and that 

they will then sit down and work out 
the necessary control arrangements. 
The Russians are spending roughly the 
same amount of money on arms as the 
United States. But since the Soviet na? 
tional income is less than half that of 
the United States, this means the Rus? 
sians are spending about 25 percent of 
their national income on arms against 
only about 10 percent for the United 
States. Arms, therefore, are a heavier 
burden on the Russians than on our- 

selves, and it is in the Russian interest, 
completely aside from the question of 
whether the kinds of disarmament 
achieved will actually reduce the likeli- 
hood of war, for the Russians to try for 
some sort of arrangement that will re? 
duce this burden. 

Controls 

The United States is as suspicious of 
the Russians' proposals for an immedi- 
ate start on disarmament as the Russians 
are of our proposals for a preliminary 
period in which both sides can gain 
experience in working out effective con? 
trol systems. If nothing else, we suspect 
that the Russians, once they have gotten 
an American commitment on some dis? 
armament measures, will then refuse to 

agree to acceptable controls. This would 
leave the United States in the position 
of either having to accept disarmament 
on Russian terms, with inadequate con? 

trols, or of disappointing the world by 
backing out of the disarmament agree- 
ment. Many Americans fear that this is 

exactly what is happening at the Geneva 
test ban talks. 

What all of this amounts to is that 
with neither side having much optimism 
about the possibility of real and useful 

progress on disarmament; and with 
neither willing, for this reason, to 
take substantial risks in order to 
move toward disarmament, both sides 
have been putting forward proposals 

14 OCTOBER 1960 

which are essentially self-serving. The 

proposals of both sides can be easily 
accounted for simply in terms of na? 
tional self-interest, completely divorced 
from the mutual interest of both sides 
in avoiding a nuclear war. The United 
States can justly claim to hold the more 
reasonable position on the broader and 
more important questions of world sta- 

bility and lessening the chances of war, 
but on the question of disarmament 

proper neither side can lay much claim 
to a clear position of moral leadership. 

Unfortunately for the United States, 
though, our self-interest leads us to talk 

mostly about controls, while the self- 
interest of the Soviet Union leads the 
Russians to talk mostly about immediate 

steps toward actual disarmament. As 
noted above, the Soviet talk of disarma? 
ment has a far greater emotional appeal 
than the American talk of stability and 
controls. 

What is more, the basic tactical ad- 

vantage of the Russians in terms of 
what national self-interest leads the two 
sides to propose is only the beginning 
of the source of American awkwardness 
on the disarmament problem. A sum- 

mary of the principal remaining diffi- 
culties will appear in this space next 
week. 

Pauling and the Senate Committee 

Linus Pauling returned to Washing? 
ton this week to answer the subpoena 
of the Senate Internal Security Sub- 
committee. Pauling, as he has always 
said he would, refused to give the com? 
mittee the names of those who helped 
him gather signatures for his 1957 
petition to ban nuclear testing. 

At a press conference the day before 
the hearing Pauling appeared to be vir- 

tually challenging the committee to cite 
him for contempt. He said that those 
who opposed his views were trying to 
prepare the American people for nu? 
clear war and that they wanted to con- 
tinue the cold war, "to make billions of 
dollars in profits." He announced that 
he would not answer the committee's 

subpoena because the Supreme Court 
had not yet acted on his petition for a 

judgment on whether the committee 
had a right to demand the names, al? 

though lower courts had already ruled 
that his request was premature and 
Chief Justice Warren had declined to 
order a stay of the hearing. A few 
hours later, though, Pauling changed 
his mind and announced that he would 

appear at the hearing after all. 
The next morning, at the hearing, 

Thomas Dodd of Connecticut, the act- 

ing chairman, was the only Senator 

present. Dodd is a liberal Democrat 
on domestic economic issues. On for? 

eign policy he is one of the most con- 
sistent critics of a policy of trying to 

negotiate agreements with the Russians, 
which places him in opposition to Ken- 

nedy, Nixon, and the great majority of 
the country's political leaders. He has 
been as wholly opposed to a test ban as 

Pauling is committed to it. 
But the hearing was marked by re- 

straint on both sides. Pauling made no 
remarks like those of the press confer? 
ence the day before. Dodd consistently 
ruled in favor of Pauling and against 
subcommittee chief counsel Sourwine 
on a number of questions of what docu- 
ments should or should not appear in 
the record. Dodd rebuked the commit? 
tee staff for distributing a summary of 

Pauling's activities under the heading 
of "Communist and Communist front 

activities," ordering instead that it be 
headed merely "certain activities." 
After the hearing, Pauling told Dodd 
that he thought he had been fairly 
treated. 

The hearing dragged on for nearly 
4 hours after Pauling, at the very begin? 
ning of the questioning, had refused 
to supply the names on the legal grounds 
that to do so under the circumstances 
could hardly fail to inhibit people who 

might like to circulate future petitions 
on unpopular or controversial matters. 
The remainder of the hearing was de- 
voted to questions from committee 
counsel Sourwine about Pauling's past 
associations and activities, none of 
which turned up anything that really 
justified the title the committee staff has 

given the hearings: Communist Infiltra- 
tion and the Use of Pressure Groups. 

The Supreme Court recently support? 
ed a position similar to Pauling's when 

it ruled unconstitutional a California 
law requiring that pamphlets and leaf- 
lets must bear the names of their 
authors and of those responsible for 

distributing them. The court ruled that 
the law would tend to inhibit the free- 
dom of expression of unpopular opin- 
ions guaranteed by the Bill of Rights. 
But the courts grant special leeway to 

legislative investigating committees, so it 
is not clear that the courts will uphold 
Pauling's position if his request for a 

declaratory judgment is granted or if 
the committee should cite him for con? 

tempt and bring him to trial.?H. M. 
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