altitudes or a fairly large number at
moderate altitudes is still unresolved,
although this decision will determine
the kind of ground stations that will
be necessary, and to a considerable ex-
tent, the ease with which the system
can be engineered to provide world-
wide coverage, and television as well
as radio communications.

Without this basic technical informa-
tion, and a good deal of nontechnical
information as well, no one can be sure
just how well the consortium, with
the best of intentions, might be able
to live up to the government-imposed
conditions they have offered to accept,
or how much of a conflict might de-
velop between the government’s and
the consortium’s views on specific
policies required to carry out the con-
ditions in a specific situation. The con-
sortium and the government have
agreed on general principles, but
agreement on general principles is
rarely much assurance that there will
be agreement on how to put the prin-
ciples into practice when concrete sit-
uations have to be faced, and very
little assurance at all in this matter
of satellite communications since neither
the government nor the consortium
can have more than a general idea
about the nature of the concrete situa-
tions that will have to be faced.

At the moment, the consortium pro-
posal is, in any case, only a skeleton,
which will take on a definite shape in
the course of further negotiations, as-
suming, of course, that the government
finds the proposal basically acceptable.
But the greatest question in the nego-
tiations will be over the extent of con-
trol the government will retain in order
to assure that the conditions that have
been accepted will be satisfactorily
carried out.

On this issue, the consortium pro-
posal grants the government a voice on
the board of directors larger than any
individual participant, but smaller than
any two of the private companies in-
volved, and of course much smaller
than all the private companies to-
gether. The government did not spe-
cifically ask for even this much of a
formal voice in the management, but
as the consortium recognized, the
peculiar nature of the venture implied
that the government would have to
have a voice in its management.

So far, the Administration has not
spelled out the degree of control over
the venture it feels it must have. The
private companies have not spelled out
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the degree of control they would be
willing to live with. The issue of how
great a voice the government should
have, and the mechanisms for making
its voice heard, remains not only un-
resolved, but almost untouched.

The Test Ban Again

Khrushchev’s announcement that the
current Soviet test series will be
climaxed on 31 October with a 50
megaton explosion raised the question
of how the U.S. will handle its response
to a likely Soviet announcement, after
the conclusion of the series, that it
is now prepared to resume the 3-year-
old moratorium it broke at the end of

August. The response is almost certain

to be a negative, and hence an unpopu-
lar one to the world at large.

Both the Soviet Union and the U.S.
have taken firm positions on the ques-
tion of underground testing. Last week,
Arthur Dean, our chief negotiator at
Geneva, and now representing us at
the U.N. test-ban debate, said he still
believed the Russians would come to
terms on an enforceable ban, since it
is, he said, in their own interest to do
so. But the Russians themselves have
been saying nothing to encourage this
view. Instead they have been talking,
publicly, of how it would be easy to
reach agreement on the test ban ques-
tion after agreement has been reached
on general and complete disarmament,
and, privately, that they realize that
the controls necessary for an enforce-

able ban are just too great for them

to accept to get an agreement that in-
volves no real disarmament.

As for the United States, the course
of the American handling of the test
ban issue since last spring, when the
hardening' of the Russian attitude first
became apparent, makes it most un-
likely that the Administration would
agree to another unpoliced moratorium
on underground tests. The assumption
in the Administration all along had
been that the United States would,
sooner or later, have to break the
moratorium, in view of the apparent
lack of any Soviet interest in a con-
trolled ban so long as they could have
all the advantages of a ban without
having to accept any controls, simply
by dragging out the talks indefinitely.

There has been some criticism in
this country, and more in friendly na-
tions abroad, that we did not put off
the resumption of underground tests

long enough following the Soviet re-
sumption of atmospheric tests. The
reasoning, in most cases, was not based
on a belief that the U.S. could abstain
from testing indefinitely in the face of
the Soviet resumption, or even in the
face of an obvious lack of interest by
the Russians in accepting controls for
underground tests. The arguments, in
the main, have been merely that we
could have produced a better propa-
ganda effect by holding off for a while
longer. The difficulty with this is that
the Administration, feeling it would
have to resume underground testing
in any case, had no desire to let the
Russians complete their current series
of atmospheric tests, announce they
were ready to resume the moratorium,
and put the U.S. in the position of
having to break the ban after the
Russians had announced they were re-
suming it. As long as testing had to be
resumed, the time to do it was during
the Russian series, whose duration was
unknown. Thus the resumption could
not be delayed very long without risk-
ing a major propaganda loss in return
for a marginal propaganda gain.

If that the Rusians do soon an-
nounce they are ready to resume the
ban, one of several propaganda prob-
lems the U.S. will face is that there is
a tendency among people whose sym-
pathy we would like to win to assume,
simultaneously, (i) that underground
testing is just as much an acceleration
of the arms race as atmospheric testing
and (ii) that the United States can af-
ford to accept a moratorium on under-
ground testing because the Russians
could not make sufficient weapons
progress through underground testing
to upset the balance of power even if
they were to conduct secret tests in
violation of an unpoliced moratorium.
This allows some of our friends, to
argue that a ban limited to atmospheric
testing is not really much more desir-
able than no ban at all, that U.S. test-
ing underground, therefore, is as bad
as Soviet testing in the atmosphere,
and at the same time that the United
States has no good reason to be con-
cerned that the Russians could gain any
real advantage from secret under-
ground tests. These contradictory views
are often bolstered by an assumption
that we could really detect underground
tests anyway. This assumption, pre-
sumably, is based on our failure to
point to any secret Russian tests we
have failed to detect in order to prove
we couldn’t detect them.—H.M.
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