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loopholes to their advantage, or that our verifi :ion capabilities are
i1 lec :e. Rather, the record demonstrates the strength of our
verification capabilities, that we a1 willing to raise questions ' lated
to compliance promptly, and that the basic terms of the agreements re
being observed.'*

0 ers have argued that arms control verification provisions need
to do »re than just protect U.S. security. They should also instill
confidence in the U.S. public that U.S. interests are being protected.
Robert Ei orn makes this point in the second article of this section,
"Treaty ( pliance," reprinted from the Winter 1981-82 issue of Foreign
P~lie~v From this perspective, Einhorn believes the record of recent
a its has not been satisfactory. He also argues that cooperative
verification measures are needed and insists care must be taken in future
agreements to reduce ambiguities that have led to verification and
compliance controversies in the past.

*  Quoted in Gerard Smith Doubletalk (Doubleday & Co., New York and
Garden City, 1980), p. 461,
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as Poland and the Middle East, the possibilities for trouble among
Allies are evident.

The political coherence of the Alliance, especially in times of
stress, is at least as important as the mllltary strength required to
n tain credible deterrence. Indeed the political requirement
has, if anything, an even higher priority. Soviet leaders would be
most pleased to help the Alliance fall into total disarray, and
would much prefer such a development to the 1escapable unc -
tainties of open conflict. Conversely, if consensus is re-established
on a military policy that the peoples and governments of the
All nce can believe in, both political will and deterrent credibility
will be reinforced. Plenty of hard questions will remain, but both
fear and mistrust will be reduced, and they are the most immediate
enemies.

There remains one underlying reality which could not be re-
moved by even the most explicit declaratory policy of no-first-use.
Even if the nuclear powers of the Alliance should join, with the
support of other Allies, in a policy of no-first-use, and even if that
":cision should lead to a common declaration of such policy by
these powers and the Soviet Union, no one on either side could
guarantee beyond all possible doubt that if conventional warfare
broke out on a large scale there would in fact be no use of nuclear
weapons. We could not make that assumption about the Soviet
Union, and we must recognize that Soviet leaders could not make
it about us. As long as the weapons themselves exist, the possibility
of their use will remain.

But this inescapable reality does not undercut the value of a
no-first-use policy. That value is first of all for the internal health
of the Western Alliance itself. A posture of effective conventional
balance and survivable second-strike nuclear strength is vastly
better for our own peoples and governments, in a deep sense more
civilized, than one that forces the serious contemplation of
“limited” nuclear scenarios that are at once terrifying and im-
plausible.

There is strong reason to believe that no-first-use can also help
m our relauom with the Soviet Union. The Soviet government
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would be wrong to disregard the real value to both sides of a
jointly declared adherence to this policy. To renounce the first use
of nuclear weapons is to accept an enormous burden of responsi-
bility for anv later violation. The existence of such a clearly
declared common pledge would increase the cost and risk of any











