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1. introduction 

"This conference . . . calls on the whole 
Labour movement to make urgent repre-
sentations to the British government to 
support initiatives w~ich would help to 
bring about an early conference of alf 
European governments, with th e object of 
ensuring a system of European security 
which is collective and open to alf Euro-
pean states. The dissolution of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and 
the Warsaw Pact, the creation of a nuclear 
free zone in central Europe and a sub-
stantial measure of nuclear and general 
disarmament must be the main ob jectives." 

" .. . The presence of American nuclear 
bases prevents us from taking the kind of 
political stance which would encourage 
world nuclear disarmament. There is no 
doubt this country presents a sitting target. 
This conference is opposed to any British 
defence policy which is based on th e use 
or threatened use of nuclear weapons 
either by this country or its allies, and 
demands the removal of afl nuclear bases 
in this country." 

the N EC reply 
Those words are parts of two resolutions 
which were carried by the Labour Pa rty 
annual conference of 1972. Joe Gormley, 
of the National Union of Mineworkers , 
on behalf of the National Executive Com-
mittee (NEe) of the party, asked conference 
to accept those resolutions. In his repl y 
he remarked that the debate had been " a 
short one ; perhaps (it is) a little alarming 
that international politics can be discussed 
in such a short time by a big international 
movement like this. I do not think we are 
getting our priorities strictly correct when 
we are dealing with the business of con-
ference." (Applause.) " ... Uni lateral 
actions would not bring the kind of results 
that those who urge them claim." 

"For this reason we believe that a future 
Labour government should remain within 
the NATO alliance as a force for detente 
and disarmament. Our clear objective 
would be achieving progress in the security 
conference ahead. This, in my opinion, 
more than anything, would remove the 
need for military alliances ... " 

"In judging our defence spending it must 
be remembered that, in a volunteer army, 
the British soldier must be given better 
wages and conditions, and therefore it is 
possible that in certain areas no greater 
economies can be made ... Many party 
activists believe that withdrawal from 
NATO and a Swedish policy of neutrality 
. . . would do away with the need for 
defe nce. This is a bit naive because if you 
take examples , it does not work out that 
way . . . Neutral Sweden spends 184 
dollars per head per year on defence, 
while Denmark, a member of NATO, spends 
87 dollars per head per year . .. We are 

· willing to seek, within the context of the 
Strategic Arms Limitation and Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reductions, an answer to 
the questions of nuclear bases (not onl y 
because they can now be si ted in America 
and perhaps go over Britain) that is not 
the only reason, but the reason is we have 
to look further than this on this matter. 
We have to deal with the whole question 
of nuclear disarmament, and it is on that 
basis that " the resolution "must be 
!'lccepted." 

In the early 'sixties, the Labour Party 
nearl y came apart on the problems of 
defence and disarmament, and it could 
come apart again today. The loss of office 
in 1970 revealed the old d ivisions once 
more, and has again given them play. The 
divisions will always be there; there are 
people in the party whose basic political 
assumptions are such that they can never 
agree on certain questions of policy (of 
which disarmament is one) , but who yet 
certainly ought to be in the Labour Party, 
because they agree on all, or almost all, 
other questions , and because they would 
be miserable in any other party. 

The purpose of this pamphlet is to con-
tribute to a modus vivendi between the 
conflicting opinions in the Labour Party 
on defence and disarmament ; but no 
opinion and no modus vivendi between 
conflicting opinions, can be much good 
unless it takes account of what has been 
happening, and what is happening, in the 
wide world today. That much of what is 
happening is illogical and discouraging, 
and may appear incomprehensible, does 
not render it negligible or irrevelant. 
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Thi pamphlet treat of three que ti n : 
weapon (who has what?), politics (what 
do they use it for?) and disarmament (how 
can they be persuaded to get rid of it?). 

My strictures concerning the present 
strategic posture of the Soviet Union may 
seem rather harsh, but it should be pointed 
out that they are no more unsympathetic 
than what I wrote about the us posture 
in the early 'sixties. The world has changed 
much since then. For one thing, any uni-
lateral West European disarmament now 
means strengthening Russia against China. 
It means taking sides in the bitter quarrel 
between Russian con1munism and Chinese 
communism, and Labour Party member 
will want to reflect well before doing that. 

My belief in the need for an active and 
wide ranging British disarmament policy 
is quite unaffected by the failure of the 
last Labour government to achieve any 
disarmament. It did not seek to. The next 
Labour government should be as active 
and thorough in this supremely important 
field as the last one was superficial and 
contradictory ... And now to work. 

From 1964 to 1970, defence expenditure 
was, proportionately to other expenditure, 
ubstantially reduced, but no disarmament 

was achieved ; nor (except in the marginal 
field of biological weapons) was any pro-
posed. Certain aspects of the govern-
ment's foreign policy were also found 
deeply insulting by large sections of the 
party and of the politically consciou 
young. A little self searching has fol -
lowed: is a sociali t foreign policy pos-
sible at all? What can we do to ensure 
that next time our ministers are not 
swallowed whole by the Whitehall 
machine, as many people suspect they 
were last time? For a minister to succeed 
in what he wants to do, he needs two 
things : a sound understanding of the 
field, together with access to more sound 
understanding other than that channelled 
through the administrative civil service ; 
and a coherent and sustainable policy 
which has enough support, in the country 
and in the parliamentary party, to be 
acceptable to a cabinet each of who e 
members is necessarily pre-occupied with 
(and better informed about) other things. 

The long term foreign policy objective for 
the Labour Party is perhaps not too hard 
to agree upon. We would like Britain 
under a Labour government to forward, 
by example and by action, the transforma-
tion of the world into a place of peace, 
disarmament, and social and human 
justice, under a rationalised United 
Nations Organisation. The goal unites u . 
It is the route that divides. For my part I 
want Britain, in the phase between the end 
of empire and the beginning of consensual 
world government, to be a peaceful, demo-
cratic, socialist, stable, ingenious, tolerant 
and generous country ; and not to be 
pushed around. I want all other countrie 
to be like that too ; but for the sake of 
convenience and modesty, I look at Britain 
first. As between the Spanish and the 
Swedish way at the end of empire, I want 
us to choose the Swedish way ; social 
democracy, social justice, prosperity with 
generosity and internationalism. However, 
I want Britain to do more than Sweden 
could for the creation of general social 
democracy in western Europe ; I am 
dissatisfied with the nation state, which 
has a terrible history, and I want us to 
take, within the European Community, 
our first minute steps beyond it. 

We shall, of course, be in the company of 
other states which are democratic and 
have, like us, a strong foun.dation of 
socialist thought and experience to build 
on. In this framework I want us to get on 
with the job of general human socialism ; 
the purposeful allocation of resources 
among all human beings now living, 
and between the living and the unborn. 

the European context 
We are Europeans: we have been since 
the beginning of history. The dominating 
factor in Europe now is that Soviet Russia 
is not only the biggest country there, it is 
also the most highly armed, the most 
modernly armed, and politically the mo t 
backward and authoritarian. Democracy 
has, in effect, never been known there. 
Soviet socialism has been achieved with-
out democracy and without liberty; it 
offers no competition to democratic, liber-
tarian socialism. The latter, on the other 



hand, offers strong competition to despotic 
bureaucratic socialism, which is why the 
Russian government goes to such lengths 
to make sure its peoples do not find out 

; about it. The more successfully we build 
, democratic socialism in western Europe, 

the more threatening, politically, will 
western Europe appear to Russia ; and 
this will tax our diplomacy. That the 
Soviet Union is the successor state to the 

• nineteenth century Russian empire an·d 
' has not yet taken even any tentative steps 

towards its dissolution , makes the Soviet 
situation yet more incalculable. 

How, then shall we approach our aim of 
a peaceful, disarmed, and just world? Can 
we, as a fact, ever hope to introduce a 
world order based on a better social or-
ganisation than the sovereign nation state? 
If not, can we induce the nation states 
themselves to disarm, without any transfer 
of sovereignty to other organisations? All 
democratic socialists, and most democrats 
of any persuasion, will answer "yes " to 
both these questions ; yes, but it will take 
time. Thus, since we have to live for a 
while, probably quite a long while, in an 
armed nation state we need a defence 
policy to cover that period, as well as a 
disarmament policy to ensure that it is as 
short as possible, and to bring us to the 
next period, the one we seek. 

Is our nation armed in the right way, and 
to the right level? These questions can 
only be answered by considering, on the 
one hand, the threats which are, or are 
believed to be, held off by our armament 
whether they are external (the Soviet 
Union) or internal (Northern Ireland) , 
and on the other, our resources and the 
conflicting claims on them. Since modern 
armed forces , and especially volunteer 
forces , are very expensive, our nation 
state should be no more heavily or ex-
pensively armed than it need be. The 
threats we perceive, however, though re-
mote ones , are threats of the most disa~ ­
trous events (subjugation and civil war) , 
so our nation state must not be so little or 
so cheaply armed that it cannot avert 
them. Disaster lies both ways; the United 
States was over armed during the period 
from 1960 to 1968, and this led indirectly 
to the Canossa of Vietnam. Britain and 
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France were under armed from 1935 to 
1940, and this led directly to the Canossa 
of Dunkirk. (I do not further consider the 
internal threat of civil war in Northern 
Ireland ; it is enough to note its existence.) 

What, then , is the external threat facing 
this country now? To attempt an answer 
to this question we must first ask: how 
does one recognise a threat when one sees 
it? Is the proclaimed hostile intent of 
another nation state a threat by itself, or 
only in so far as it is accompanied by a 
degree of armament which might plausibly 
worry us, given our own armament level? 
Equally, is a hostile intent which we infer, 
but which the other nation state does not 
proclaim, a threat by itself or only when 
linked with a worrying level of arma-
ments? Conversely, is a worrying arma-
ment level a threat if it is combined with 
a proclaimed hostile intent, an inferred 
hostile intent, or neither? 

In practice, the conceptual and social 
structure of all nation states has always 
been, and will very likely always be, such 
that they act on the worst assumptions 
about each other. This is what they call 
"common prudence." They will determine 
their level of armaments partly in accord· 
ance with the degree of hostility pro· 
claimed by or inferred about another 
state, and partly in accordance with what 
they know of its level of armaments. The 
reason for this is plain : an unarmed state 
yelling abuse and hatred at us is no threat 
unless and until it gets armed, which will 
take it some years. A state which is tradi-
tionally friendly towards us, but is armed 
to the teeth, is no threat unless and until 
it becomes hostile, and this would be a 
major political change also taking some 
years. We will not feel impelled to arm 
against either of .these. But a nation state 
which is armed to the teeth and is, in 
general , hostile to us, can become a 
physical threat in a few days or even 
hours. Against such a state we will feel 
impelled to stand armed. These truisms 
lie at the base of all political thinking by 
chiefs of staff and all strategic thinking by 
mi"nisters and officials ; be they Chinese or 
Indian, Israeli or Roumanian. An in-
coming minister, unfamiliar with them , 
would have them brought to his attention . 



2. the Soviet threat 

When we say "threat" we must continue 
" of". In the instance of Soviet Russia , 
what action do we, the British, fear? 
Invasion? Hardly ; we remember that we 
have not been invaded and occupied for 
over nine hundred years. (On the other 
hand, we have not been disarmed for over 
nine hundred years either ; and of course 
France, Holland, Belgium, Denmark , 
Norway, Poland, Czechoslovakia and 
Russia were invaded and occupied only 
30 years ago, Hungary 17 years ago, 
Egypt six years ago, Czechoslovakia once 
again five years ago, and East Pakistan, 
as it then was , two years ago. They did 
not have the advantage of the Channel a 
we have). The ultimate act of violence is 
no longer conquest and occupation, but 
nuclear annihilation. Against conquest 
and occupation there was always the pos-
sibility of defence ; against rocket bom-
bardment, to which we became vuJ nerable 
for the first time in our history in 1944, 
there can be no defence, but only deter-
rence. The threat of nuclear annihilation 
by rockets has been plainly made by 
Russia; to Britain and France in 195(), 
and to China in 1969. That very water 
which has saved us from the constant in-
vasions and occupations suffered by our 
neighbours i also a source of weakness ; 
we are an energy and food importing 
country. Mo t of the energy comes, and 

TABLE I 

will continue to come, over long sea Jane . j 

The food comes partly over long ea lane , 
and partly over the hort ones of the 
Channel and the North Sea: and Russia 
has, over the last decade, acquired the 
capacity to blockade Britain; it has built . 
up a powerful offensive submarine force. 
So what is the Russian "threat " a threat 
of? It is simply the threat inherent in all 
1nilitary and naval preponderance, that of 
being able to push another nation around. 
Such a threat is felt very differently by 
countries which have their own second 
strike nuclear force, and those which do 
not ; by those which are island and by 
those which are not. 

The Soviet Union with it allies has tood 
for a quarter of a century armed to the 
teeth up against a line on the other side of 
which we stand armed to the teeth, with· 
our allies. What has been happening to 
the relationship between the military 
power of the two sides? In considering the 
tables which follow, we have to remember 
that the figures all come from we tern 
ources, because the Soviet Union does 

not publish any. It has been the Sovie 
choice for a whole generation now tba 
the world shall have to rely on us intelli-
gence estimates in judging their military 
trength. This in itself causes distru t, arm 

race e calation, and world instability. 

THE "BALANCE OFT RROR" B TWE N THE SUPER POWERS: STRATEGI 
NUCLEAR POWER 

1. total number of fixed Inter-Continental Balli tic Mi -
ile (ICBM ) and Submarine Launched Balli tic Mi sile 

(SLBMs) allowed by the Strategic Arm Limitation 
J nterim Agreement (1) 
2. total number of nuclear warheads currently carried 
by strategic missiles and heavy bombers (1) 
3. mega tonnage launchable by ICBM or SLBM (2) 
4. equivalent megatonnage (3) launchable by ICBM or 

LBM (2) 

the United 
State of 
America 

1,710 

5,900 
2,400 

2,300 

the Union of 
oviet Sociali t 

Republic 

2,41 

5,60( 
5. missile launched by die el powered ubmarine an 
cruise missiles, not covered by the Strategic Arm 
Limitation Agreement (SALA) nil 39 
Sources: (1) Department of State, Washington news release, 1 Augu t, 1972. (2) Th( 
military balance 1972-73, International Institute of trategic tudie , London. (3) Foi 
"equivalent megatonnage" ee below, page 5. 
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The picture at sea has changed even more 
sharply than anything on land. In the la t 
decade the Soviet Union has acquired 
naval port facilities in the Caribbean, the 
Levant, Arabia, North Africa and East 
Africa, and has in the same period become 
the world's second naval power. Measured 
in manpower, the Soviet navy is nearly as 
big as the American, about three times 
bigger than that of China (the third naval 
power), and about five times bigger than 
ours (we are the fourth). By and large it 
is also much newer. 

the qualitative arms race and 
comparative expenditure 
A new Soviet supersonic bomber is flying; 
the American B-1 will not fly before July 
1975. Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missiles (ABMs) 
are operational ; American ones are not. A 
Soviet Orbiting Bombardment System is 
operational ; there is no equivalent Ameri-

TABLE IV 

can programme. The Soviet Anti-Satellite 
atellite has been successfully tested: the 

equivalent American programme is on the 
drawing board. A new very long range 
Soviet Submarine Launched Ballistic Mis-
sile (SLBM) has been tested; the equivalent 
American missile, to go in the Trident 
system, is on the drawing board. On the 
other hand the Americans are well ahead 
of the Russians in Multiple Independently 
Targeted Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVS), the 
only one of these innovations which is at 
all familiar to readers of the British press. 
Both America and Russia, of course, have 
the simpler multiple re-entry vehicles 
(MRV). The Soviet Union has mobile, land 
based intercontinental missiles, America 
only has fixed ones. 

In all comparisons of expenditure upon 
defence there is bound to be a wide 
margin of error because of the many 
different ways of calculating things, even 

CHANGES IN DEFENCE EXPENDITURE 
defence expenditure defence expenditure as 
per capita (in dollars) a percentage of GNP 

country 1969 1971 1966 1968 1970 1971 
lsrael 400 470 12.2 15.7 26.5 23.9 
United States 393 378 8.5 9.3 7.8 7.3 
USSR 164 (c)222 9.0? 10.0? 11.0? (a)10-12 
Sweden 138 145 4.2 3.9 3.7 3.7 
Czechoslovakia 109 127 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 
France 123 101 5.0 4.7 4.0 3.1 
East Germany 116 123 3.3 5.7 5.9 5.9 
United Kingdom 100 109 5.6 5.4 (b)4.9 4.7 
West Germany 90 100 4.2 3.6 3.3 2.8 
Australia 103 97 4.7 4.6 3.6 2.9 
Singapore 73 4.9 5.8 6.3 
Switzerland 66 72 2.6 2.4 2.1 1.9 
Egypt 25 43 11.1 12.5 19.6 21.7 I 

Spain 18 20 2.2 2.2 2.0 1.8 
Burma 4 4 4.0 3.7 3.3 2.9 
Indonesia 2 2 4.8 1.8 2.3 2.2 
Notes : (a) Sir Alec Douglas-Home, speaking to the British Atlantic Committee in 
London, 12 December, 1972. (b) The explanation given by the nss for the discrepancy 
between this figure and the 5. 7 per cent given by the government to parliament (and 
used in the statement of the national executive to the 1972 Labour Party conference) is 
as follows: "We have used the GNP figure for the calendar year because that is made 
available through the IMF for all countries, whereas the British government uses the 
GNP for the financial year. The figure used for defence expenditure was the budget 
estimate plus £1OOm as the figure expected for salary increases. The government figure 
to produce the 5.7 per cent was the estimated out turn." (c) The best available figure is 
that for 1970 which is given here. 
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there any suggestion that the purpose of 
human life could be higher, or even other, 
than producing more things, and thereby 
serving the state and the party. This is 
the true and only purpose of art and 
science. Like all major statements of un-
relieved collectivist despotism, this epoch 
making speech was virtually unreadable, 
and that has stopped it becoming known 
in the West. 

On 22 December, 1972, Leonid Brezhnev 
made another important speech in Mos-
cow. In it he spoke of the rise of a Soviet 
identity and of Soviet nationality as some-
thing more real and more important than 
the identity and the nationality of the 
constituent republics of the union. The 
Soviet constitution, which at present 
allows the constituent republics to secede 
and become independent nations, would 
soon, he said, be revised. The proposed 
revision would be submitted to a refer-
endum, and from the surrounding 
emphasis on Soviet indentity, it is hard to 
imagine that this would be a series of 
republic by republic referenda ; it seems 
more likely it would be a single, all union 
referendum. The Russians are, if only by 
a hair's breadth, still a majority of the 
Soviet people, but will probably cease to 
be so by about 1980. 

What can be inferred from all this about 
Soviet attitudes to the West in general, 
and Great Britain in particular? It cer-
tainly cannot be inferred that because 
ruthless subjugation holds sway on their 
side of the iron curtain, the Russians are 
burning to cross it and ruthlessly to sub-
jugate us. Those who hold that this is the 
case ignore many things, and two 
especially; first, that with every appear-
ance of sincerity the Russian leaders say 
they are not, and second that a fair part 
of the ruthlessness in eastern Europe must 
be put down to fear of national defections 
which could bring western forces and 
western radio and TV nearer to the land 
frontiers of Russia. (The Soviet Union has 
carefully chosen a non-compatible TV 
system). On the other hand, however, 
those who claim firm evidence that the 
Soviet Union is a status quo power in 
Europe forget the equally firm evidence 
that western Europe is heavily armed. 

We know Russia does not seek to dom-
inate us; we know Russia has sought to 
dominate Egypt, Syria, Algeria and Cuba, 
and does succeed in dominating Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, and the other countries in 
the eastern bloc. We know also that 
" socialism with a human face " was seen 
as such a threat that its destruction was 
held worth the sacrifice of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks in 1968, and the 
solidarity of the major communist parties 
in Europe ; the Italian and the French 
communist parties, in particular, bitterly 
opposed Russian policy at that time. A 
community in western Europe which is 
both socialist and libertarian cannot but 
seem a threat to today's Soviet leadership. 

Russia remains hostile to this country. 
Its hostility lacks the quality of deep 
grained compulsive hatred, but is subject 
to ups and downs. Russian radio and press 
remains almost as stupid and inflammatory 
about us as in Stalin's day. We can infer 
from the pattern of its armaments that 
the Soviet government not only fears that 
the peoples of eastern Europe may rise 
against it (as of course they often h-ave), 
but also that the governments of the West 
may attack it, or support the East Euro· 
peans in a rising, as they never have. It 
cannot be inferred that the Soviet Union 
intends to achieve a position where it 
would be capable of overwhelming the 
countries of the West, but we cannot fail 
to observe that the course it is pursuing 
in piling up thermo-nuclear mega tonnage, 
in developing its navy, and so on, is not a 
course carefully devised to lead to trust 
and detente. The Soviet Union can also 
be seen pouring weapons, instructors, and 
even operational troops, into Syria, Egypt, 
Cuba, Somalia, India, Bangia Desh and, 
of course, Mongolia. These were the very 
arguments raised against us weapons '1 

acquisition and deployment in the 'fifties 
and 'sixties. Anyone who deplored us 
arms policy then is equally in logic a~d 
in conscience bound to deplore Soviet 
arms policy now. But many people ~ave 
not, in fact, re-examined the matter swce 
the days of the Cuba crisis, and anyb~dy 
who played even a small part in bnngmg 
about the current climate of opinion must 
equally play a part in seeing it does not 
outlast the facts which bore it out. 
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statement is one that can, in fact, be made 
by Britain; and a similar one, with 
smaller figures, can be made by France. 

The conviction that the British and French 
nuclear forces are "useless," that is that 
they do not operate in this way, is mis-
taken. If a direct study of ranges, yields, 
on-station times and penetration capacity 
does not suffice to correct it, we now have 
it directly from the horse's mouth ; from 
Russia itself. The interim Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreement (SALA) of May 1972 
laid down a ceiling for the number of 
submarine launched ballistic missiles 
(sLBMs) Russia and America might have. 
When it was signed, the Russians made a 
unilateral declaration that if Britain or 
France ever acquired any more SLBMs 
than they then had, Russia would regard 
itself as permitted to get more too, to 
match them. Needless to say the Ameri-
cans stoutly and properly proclaimed that 
they did not accept this interpretation of 
the agreement. The important thing, how-
ever, is that anyone who has hitherto 
argued that the British or French nuclear 
forces were of no effect, that is that they 
were nugatory, must now note that those 
forces are held by the Russians to be an 
operative part of the strategic balance. In 
fact, they will amount to about 16 per 
cent of the total number of SLBMs owned 
by the West when the present French 
programme is complete. 

The world strategic and political situation 
has changed greatly in the last ten years , 
and in an unpleasant way. The pendulum 
has swung too far. Then, we had the open 
minded and impulsive peasant, Khrush-
chev, in the Kremlin; now we have that 
grimmest and greyest of bureaucrats, 
Brezhnev. Then we had One day in the life 
of Ivan Denisovitch published and even 
publicly defended by Krushchev. Now 
we have Solzhenitsyn persecuted, vilified , 
and silenced in his own country ; we are 
back to the old black Russia which treated 
Pushkin, Dostoyevsky, Herzen, Mandel-
starn and Pasternak in exactly the same 
way. (The importance of the way the 
Russian government treats Solzhenitsyn is 
that he is the finest Russian writer since 
Tolstoy and that he speaks to, and of, that 
wide humanity of spirit which is indeed 

entitled to the resounding names of 
socialism and communism.) Then also we 
had " detente " as the only announced 
principle of Soviet European policy, and 
the invasion of Hungary went unjustified. 
Now " detente " is balanced or even 
negated by a "proletarian internation-
alism " which explicitly justifies Russia's 
right to invade and occupy other socialist 
countries whose internal policies displease 
it, and to compel the armies of its satel-
lites to take part in the invasion. Then we 
had a great land power, an inferior rocket 
power, and a negligible naval power. Now 
we have a great land power, a superior 
rocket power and a naval power with 
global capabilities. 

All these facts are unpleasant. To state 
them, and to insist that they should be 
faced, is not to recommend the adoption 
of a countervailing militarism in this 
country or in western Europe ; but they 
are not compatible with the hunch, now 
rather widespread in Britain and America, 
that Russia is a status quo power which 
really rather loves us and, because of the 
dispute with China, will not do anything 
to damage our interests. 

the need to agree to disarm 
As ~ong as there is poverty, ignorance, 
il{ herulth and 'bad environment in this 
oountry, or indeed anywhere in the world, 
aH. socirulists must for ·ever 1be on watch 
£or safe opportunities of reducing defence 
expenditure. Defence does no good to 
anyone; it only prevents harm, and there 
are always people around who need good 
doing. We oan ourselves aff·ect the circum-
stances which make it safe or dangerous 
to disar·m. We can, with deliberate and 
energetic policy, act upon the inter-
nationa~ weather; and that, because we 
find the burden of armaments heavy, is 
what we are bound to do. 
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But statesmanship is largely self conscious-
ness ; they will guide ill who guide the 
destinies of the nation state without con-
tinually asking themselves and others 
" Who are we?" " What is the existential 
density of that first person plural pronoun, 
and what, therefore, the weight of Hs 
witness?" 

" We " are one of five nuclear weapon 
states and ·one of about 30 states possess-
ing intermediate military technology. Our 
politioa!l positi·on can be further defined 
by listing the international organisations 
we belong .to and those we do not, by 
looking at various [eague tables of an 
economic and demographic nature, and 
by a study of comparative oonstitutional 
·and political morphology. After all this, 
which need not be meticulously done 
every day but the idea ·of which must on 
no day .go unvisited in the mind, the 
statesman can only realise that he is only 
the tempo.rary and partiaJl guide of a 
ocial organism which is only one nation 
tate ~among others. 

This degree of awareness of nationhood , 
and of the relations between nations, 
though it is not complex or ~ofty, is more 
reliably attained by exercising power than 
by thinking about it. Why should this be 
so? Do those who have undergone the 
trauma of power compensate (if unoon-
sdously) for the limits they have dis-
covered it has, by implying that those 
limits [ie wider than they do? Do some 
of those who have not, permit themselves 
illusions and the advocacy of e)5.:treme 
courses in the knowledge (if unoonscious) 
that the Hlusions will not be shared nor 
the courses a:dopted by those in power? 
Perhaps the answer is simply that self 
knowledge can be deeper than knowledge 
of ·others, and that understanding of a 
function oan be deepest when one is ful-
filling it. The foreign or defence minister 
of a nation state wi11 be acutely aware of 
the presence, the thoughts, the calcuiations 
and the power of other foreign and de-
fence ministers. Let us suppose that some-
where, at some time, a .foreign or defence 
minister is attracted rby the idea of uni-
lateral dis·arm·ament. It has its attractions 
after aH, particularly financial ones. How 
will his mind work? He will wonder if 

anybody else is thinking of it. Any ally? 
Any adversary? It might be worth having 
a talk about ~it. That would certainly be 
·afer than if we did it .a1one; Cl!fter all, 

why us? Why not one ·of the others? In 
any case, they wi11 all be thinking the 
same thing, al11 these temporary and par-
tial guides. At this point he will come, as 
all statesmen have always come and will 
a·lways come (unless the nation st•ates dis. 
appear before their armaments, which is 
absurd) to the oonclusion that there is no 
alternative to their meeting together and 
proposing and discussing various arms 
reductions which they might ·make at 
the a:me time, and in a oo-ordinated 
way which would be agreed by a1L 
Those who advocate unilateral disarma-
ment by this country often do so because 
they believe that we have tried and failed 
to obtain multi-lateral disarmament, and 
that history shows unilateral disarmament 
induces the other side to follow suit. 
Neither of these things is true. We have 
not tried to obtain multi-lateral disarma-
ment; indeed there is only one country in 
the world which has tried continuously, 
energetically and imaginatively over the 
years; Sweden. The recent British record 
in the field is undistinguished. The super 
powers discussed various plans in the 'fif-
ties and Britain co-sponsored some. The 
diplon1atic effort was sporadic and short 
sighted. The time of the Zorin I McCloy 
joint statement in 1961, which was the 
high water mark of agreement on disarma-
ment since the second world war, was 
also the high water mark of British activ-
ity. Sir Alec Douglas-Home was, then 
too, foreign secretary, and :£or a moment 
it seemed that one of the nuclear powers 
was at last going to make disarmament 
a real cause, and seek to bring it about 
by real efforts, rather than distributing 
pacifiers for pubHc opinion. Unfortunately 
it was only for oa moment. When Labour 
came 1n in 1964, a minister for disarma-
ment was appointed. He prodaimed that 
general and comprehensive disarmament , 
was indeed the key to progress, and that 
Brjtain would soon make propo&als t·o 
that end; but the proposarls were never 
made, either by the LctJbour government, 
or by its successor, the pre ent Consera-
tive government. 
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the first time since the 1890s. Both Eisen-
hower and Khrushchev restricted the con-
struction of strategic missiles. Then 
Kennedy campaigned on the " missile 
gap " and when Robert Macnamara, 
whom he appointed secretary for defence, 
discovered it did not exist, the new presi-
dent carried on as if it did. The next few 
years were the time ·of the bigg~st ever 
American strategic build up, from which 
so much has since flowed. This was in 
spite of Khrushchev's continued restliaint. 
It is therefore perhaps not surprising that 
although from about 1966 to 1972 the 
United States, in fact, deployed no new 
strategic missiles (although she has 
"modernised") yet Russia has not fol-
lowed suit. This has been the time of the 
biggest ever build up by the Soviet Union. 

Early in 1969, the Russian government 
was proposing that the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (SALT), agreed upon the 
previous summer but aborted by the in-
vasion ·of Czechoslovakia, should soon 
tart. When a popular and congressional 

campaign developed in the United States 
to prevent any deployment of Ameri-
can ABM, the Russians should, ·according 
to unilateralist theory, have begun to dis-
mantle the ABM they had already de-
ployed, or, at least, should have run to 
meet the Americans in the desired SALT 
talks when President Nixon propo ed 
they should indeed start in August of that 
year. Instead, what they did was to make 
propaganda against the American ABM, 
wit~out ever mentioning their own, and 
omit to answer Richard Nixon. It was 
only after congress had, by one vote, 
approved funds for an American ABM 
deployment, that the Soviet government 
agreed to the talks they had earlier been 
o keen on. Equally, in the SALT, the 

Soviet Union for a long time wished to 
ee submarines and submarine launched 

balli tic missiles excluded from the agree-
ment. Only in April 1972, that is to say 
one month after the 1973 American def-
ence appropriations showed a big rise in 
proposed expenditure on a new submarine 
ystem (Trident), did the Russians agree 

to a limit on SLBMs. They never did agree 
to limit mobile land based ICBMS or cruise 
missiles, on neither of which is American 
work advanced. 

These are just examples. There is, ind< d, 
every reason to think the Russian govt 1-
ment would rather see western arms c -
trol measures effected by western 1 .i-
lateralists, than be required to give a' ty 
anything themselves. Such a poly, 
whether it be intentional or not, does ot 
contribute to detente, only to destabili~ tg 
fears and uncertainties. 

possible consequences 
Those in the Labour Party who fav 1r 
unilater·al disarmament tend to avoid tl -
visaging their proposal in the 'allia ;e 
context; they concentrate on the ~aband 1-
ment of British nuolear weapons as s1 b., 
and the reduction of British defe ; 
expenditure as such. Each of these pla cs 
points the way to conscription, w le 
together they point to a short cut tbJ ·e. 

" We must give up our nuclear weap 'lS 
because we need the money." All ri1 ,t ; 
but shall we then continue to run de ;m 
the level of our conventional armed foes 
while West Germany and France r ld 
steady at levels far higher than ot ;? 
Can we expect our allies to put up 'th 
that double oop-out? If not, can we,~ l -
out conscription, ever increase our c n-
ventional forces to compensate for 1e 
abolition of our nuclear force, and t 
make conventional defence in Eur Je 
more credible? Britain, unarmed Icelc ·d, 
and mighty Luxembourg are the < ly 
European NATO countries which do ot. 
have conscription at the moment, an it 
seems a well proven fact. that there e 
only two ways armed forces can com] te 
for men with industry: by paying 1 
same or better, or by conscription. 

The other way of falling into the c a-
scription trap is by calling for econor·e 
in the running of our conventional fo es 
themselves. The greatest eoonomy ·at 
could be obtained would be in the mili 
a·lary; but a volunteer ar·my dema :Is 

high pay and good conditions. Rec :;e 
them and you need conscription, just ce 
the French, West Germans, !tali tS, 
Russians, Poles and so on, to say nott 1g 
of the neutral Swedes and Swiss. l r-
mann Bondi, in a brilliant lecture, as 
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6. the security conference 
and mutual reductions 
The Conference on Security and Co· 
operation in Europe which the West has 
at last agreed to is very much to be wel· 
corned, and there is now great hope t~at 
the East may agree to paraHel negotia-
tions on Mutual and Balanced Force Re-
ductions (MBFR). One may doubt whe!her 
the first will ·achieve much; the Russ1~ns 
want it to dedare all European frontiers 
immutable for ever. With Ireland in the 
front of our minds, we cannot agree to 
that; what we can agree is that change 
must be peaceful. For the rest, the C~m­
ference on Security and Co:ope~atwn 
in Europe must not be a mere pmk nbbon 
round a normal bundle of bilateral 
arrangements for the exchange of sym-
phony orchestras and the guamntee of 
commercia'l credits from us to them. 

When culture is mentioned, we must 
remember that it is only another word 
for freedom. We must remember also the 
old pecking order of a tyran~y .against 
the arts : music is dangerous; pamtmg and 
sculpture are very d~ngerous; the sl?oken 
or written ·word, hke the gun, 1s so 
dangerous that it is reserved to the state. 

In the negotiations on Mutual and B.al-
anced Force Reductions (MBFR) wh1ch 
might follow the opening of the security 
conference later this year, two possible 
risks confront us, and both might arise 
from our own modesty. The first is that we 
might feel that any pattern of arms reduc-
tions, except one manifestly t<? our own 
dis·advantage, would be rejected by 
Russia. We might even go to the ignoble 
length of suggesting a pattern of reduc-
tions ·which we knew to be our own 
disadvantage simply to get some agree-
ment and to reap the presumed political 
advantages. We should not do this, but 
should instead propose to .the Russians 
a pattern or patterns of reductions which 
we judge to be neither to their nor 
to our advantage, but to be just, and 
to be conducive to stability. If, which 
is very possible, they then assert that we 
have got it wrong and that what we have 
suggested is to our advantage and to their 
disadvantage, we should examine that 
assertion with them, clarify, bargain, and 
keep up the search for a just agreement. 

The second danger &prings indirectly from 
the nearness of Russia and the farness 
of America. If Russian and American 
forces in the two Germanies were to with· 
draw to their respective homelands, that 
would be 600 miles overland for Russia 
.and 4,000 miles overseas f·or America. 
What then about those of us living in the 
middle? If there is anything ·wrong in 
the pattern of withdrawals, in the balance 
between numbers and different types of 
arms and so on, if there is anything 
wrong with the geo-technical mix, then 
it is the European members of NATO who 
will be endangered, and not the North 
American members. us withdrawals, if 
they put anything at risk, will put us at 
risk first and them only later. So much is 
familiar argument. 

Now supposing it came to be accepted 
that the geographical discrepancy between 
Soviet and American withdrawals was an 
insuperable difficulty: how can anyone 
decide whether one unit withdrawn x 
mi.Jes overland is equivalent to two, four, 
or eight units withdrawn six times x miles 
overseas? The principle that distance may 
entit·le one to greater numbers has now 
been accepted by the Russians in the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement, 
which entitles them to more "modern" 
submarines than the Americans. If we 
ever have to admit that we are baffled by 
the application of this principle on bnd, 
as we may, then we must turn to the idea 
of disbandment instead of withdrawal, 
that is, to disarmament itself. 

disbandment not just 
withdrawal 
A unit which is disbanded and returned 
to civilian life, its swords beaten into 
ploughshares, in nearby Russia may, as 
fas as ·We are concerned, be taken to be 
equivalent to one undergoing the same 
process in faraway America. If that were 
accepted one would then need to know 
whether· the Russians were keeping their 
part of the agreement. (That is also true 
of withdrawals). One could not simply 
trust the Russian government to keep its 
word; so what could one do? The Russian 
people have the misfortune to live under 
a government which suppresses informa-
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ually do some disarmament (presumably 
of land based missiles and non-nuclear 
submarines carrying nuolear missiles) can 
hope to bring it into force. Britair;t, as a 
depository state of the NPT and neither a 
super power nor a non-nuclear power, 
should insist on a formal report back 
from SALT to Geneva or to the UN general 
assembly. Indeed, we should go further 
and p11opose continuing arrangements for 
the international community as a whole 
to verify that the arms race is in fact 
coming under control. The Russo-
American decision to hold the present 
round of SALT in Geneva rather than in 
Helsinki and Vienna is a token step in 
the right direction, and it is a pity that 
the MBFR talks are to be isolated, by 
Soviet insistence, in Vienna. This is a 
universal interest and not just a super 
power one, and its achievement depends 
on a certain level of general confidence ; 
and that in turn requires knowledge. 
Too often in the past the United States 
and Soviet Union have faced the Geneva 
conference expecting fulsome congratula-
tion for some agreement or other and, if 
they have seldom got it, even for the SALA, 
jt is because as co-chairmen they have too 
often presented a bland face of impervi-
ous collusion. For instance: the Moscow 
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements set 
up a Soviet I American standing consulta-
tive commission to watch over their 
execution, and the principal evidence that 
would be presented to it would presum-
ably be photographs taken from observa-
tion satellites. This oommission could be 
invited to submit periodical progress 
reports to the Genera conference. If 
ever it is joined by comparable commis-
sions in other parts of the world (for 
instance for the monitoring of MBFR), 
they oould do the same. The means of 
surveillance upon which it relies will 
certainly include systems which would 
also be of use to the environment surveil-
lance network agreed upon in 1972 by the 
UN conference in Stockholm, the network 
called " Earth watch." All things are one. 

Britain is going to be in on the act from 
now onwards, whether we like it or not. 
The Russians have given us notice of it, in 
the unilateral statement about the British 

and French second strike submarine 
forces. That extremely important Russian 
statement has gone virtually undiscussed 
in a British press which, in common with 
other British institutions, has sunk back 
into insular pre-occupations. (It is not 
noticed even in the account of the effects 
of the SALA on pages 83 to 86 of The 
military balance 1972-3.) The Russians 
are claiming that the British and French 
nuclear forces are, in effect, part of the 
American nuclear force and that agree-
ments with the United States are to be 
held to be binding upon us, although we 
have not participated in the negotiations 
which led to them. Britain and France 
have, in fact, been made the arbiters of the 
future of the SALA. Alternatively, our 
future is in the hands of the Russians. The 
former is the case if Britain and France 
get more Polaris type submarines and the 
Russians get more to match, and the 
Americans claim the Russians have broken 
the Moscow agreements. The latter is the 
case if Britain or France, believing they 
ought to have more Polaris type sub-
marines, refrain from getting them be-
cause, with or without us or Soviet pres-
sure, they decide that the Moscow agree-
ments are more important. In either case, 
the fact that we were not in on the first 
round of SALT looks unfortunate. The 
Soviet Union have unilaterally claimed to 
limit western European weapons without 
consultation and without any limitation 
on those Russian strategic weapons, of 
which there are many hundreds, which, 
while they can reach, and indeed are aimed 
at, us, yet cannot reach the Americans. 

This bilateral negotiation is to continue, 
and the Russians have said that in the 
second round of SALT they want to talk 
about submarine bases abroad. The 
Americans have a submarine base in this 
country ; that is an interest of ours. T.h.e 
Russians have been preparing port facili-
ties for submarines in Cuba ; that is an 
interest of Cuba's. Moreover, we ourselves 
still have a naval base in the Far East. 
Either there is talk about naval bas~s 
abroad in general, which must include thls 
country, or there will be more of these 
dangerous bilateral agreements, like the 
last Moscow agreements, which will affect 
the interests of countries not represented 
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state will have to go through the monitor-
ing and controlling procedure of an inter-
national body which has not yet even been 
devised, let alone set up, despite the clear 
undertaking in article V of the treaty that 
" negotiations on this subject shall com-
n1ence as soon as possible after the treaty 
comes into force." There is no rhyme or 
reason in this, and Britain, as a depository 
power both of the Partial Test Ban Treaty, 
which would need amending to legitimate 
such explosions, and of the NPT, should 
work for the removal of the discrimination 
and the international monitoring of alJ 
peaceful nuclear explosions. 

When he visited Moscow in 1972, Pre i-
dent Richard Nixon signed not only the 
SALA, but some less important ones as well . 
One of these was an agreement on avoid-
ing " incidents on and over the sea." The 
Soviet practice of buzzing aircraft carriers 
has been particularly risky. But the us 
is not the only country which has air-
craft carriers, and this is a case where the 
Soviet Union appears to have adopted a 
helpful and friendly attitude to the 
medium powers. In a recent interview the 
commander in chief of the Soviet navy 
invited any country which wanted, to 
become a party to this agreement. We 
should accept that Russian invitation with 
alacrity. The matter has been raised by 
Labour in both houses of parliament, and 
it is hard to see what is stopping the 
government. 

In September 1971 , the United States and 
the Soviet Union signed an agreement to 
" reduce the risk of the outbreak " of war. 
One of its main provisions was that when 
either was testing a missile by firing it in 
the direction of the other, they should 
give advance warning. Obvious. Yes ; but 
why only them? Are we too, and all the 
countries of the world, not in range of 
Russian missiles? Why should our anxiety 
in logic and in equality be any less than 

merica's? We should work for the multi-
lateralisation of that little agreement too. 
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A revived and for the first time compre-
hensive disarmament policy cannot ignore 
the fact that the UN general assembly ha 
called for a world disarmament con-
ference. A natural alarm at the unwieldi-
ness of such a conference, which is felt 
especially strongly by diplomats and 
bureaucrats, must not put us off. All 
depends on the preparation and there are 
models before us now of how to prepare 
and how not to prepare world conferences. 
The relationship of a world conference 
with the Geneva disarmament conference 
is important. The former, obviously, 
would have to be a one shot affair, though 
it might conceivably come together again 
after say five or ten years. The Geneva 
conference would equally obviously have 
to continue until mankind is satisfied the 
job is done, which may be quite a time. 
But the world conference could lay down 
some general guidelines for the continuing 
Geneva conference, and it could approve 
the relationships the latter might enter 
into with other bodies along the way, such 
as the Soviet / American standing commis-
sion, the two suggested international sur-
veillance systems and the European MBFR 
negotiating body. 

There is a chance that the negotiations on 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction 
(MBFR) in Europe will start this year. It 
would be wrong to make that beginning 
depend upon the achievement of a more 
general rationalisation ; we should press on 
with MBFR, admitting more countrie 
rather than less, and covering a wider 
area, rather than a narrower. At a certain 
point, impossible to judge in advance, it 
will probably be necessary to transfer H. 
or at least to relate it, to the reformed 
Geneva conference. The actual pattern of 
reductions this country ought to propo e 
can, in practice, only be the fruit of 
intense, though not necessarHy prolonged , 
tudy and preparation within the govern -

ment machine. The Labour Party should 
not become committed to any specific 
pattern before that can be done (whether 
under a Conservative or a Labour ad -
ministration is, of course, immaterial). It 
will mean a substantial upgrading of the 
present modest policy research unit in the 
foreign office, and perhaps an increa ed 
role for the disarmament advisory panel, 

which is suppo ed to advi e the foreign 
office rninister responsible for di arma-
ment, but is in practice no more than a 
dignified formality. 

Three principles must govern the pro-
posals. First, the disarmament must be 
done; econd, it must, by monitoring, be 
een to be done; and third, it must de-

crease no country's security while it is 
being done. These principles have in effect, . 
and perhaps in form too, been agreed 
among the nations of the world for the 
last ten years. Then, nobody but the 
military establishments knew the fact of 
the arms race. Now, thanks largely to 
SIPRI in Stockholm and the older nss in 
London, and to the competition between 
them, anybody can know the facts who 
takes the trouble to read, and there is 
thus greater hope of an informed public 
opinion driving government to action .. 

Having developed. such a policy the next 
Labour government should. return, with , 
the vigour the last one so conspicuously· 
lacked, to that general, comprehensive, 
and. gradual disarmament which, however 
arduous it will be to attain, can alone 
bring us the increased. security and 
economic relief we o badly need . 
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the first time since the 1890s. Both Eisen-
hower and Khrushchev restricted the con-
struction of strategic missiles. Then 
Kennedy campaigned on the "missile 
gap " and when Robert Macnamara, 
whom he appointed secretary for defence, 
discovered it did not exist, the new presi-
dent carried on as if it did. The next few 
years were the time ·of the bigge_st ever 
American strategic build up, from which 
so much has since flowed. This was in 
spite of Khrushchev's continued rest11aint. 
It is therefore perhaps not surprising that 
although from about 1966 to 1972 the 
United States, in fact, deployed no new 
strategic missiles (although she has 
" modernised") yet Russia has not fol-
lowed suit. This has been the time of the 
biggest ever build up by the Soviet Union. 

Early in 1969, the Russian government 
was proposing that the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (SALT), agreed upon the 
previous summer but aborted by the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia, should soon 
start. When a popular and congressional 
campaign developed in the United States 
to prevent any deployment of Ameri-
can A_BM, th~ Russians should, ·according 
to unilaterallst theory, have begun to dis-
mantle the ABM they had already de-
ployed, or, at least, should have run to 
meet the Americans in the desired SALT 
talks when President Nixon proposed 
they should indeed start in August of that 
year. Instead, what they did was to make 
propaganda against the American ABM 
without ever mentioning their own and 
omit to answer Richard Nixon . It was 
only after congress had , by one vote, 
approved funds for an American ABM 
deployment, that the Soviet government 
agreed to the talks they had earlier been 
so keen on. Equally, in the SALT, the 
Soviet Union for a long time wished to 
see submarines and submarine launched 
ballistic missiles excluded from the agree-
ment. Only in April 1972, that is to say 
one month after the 1973 American def-
ence appropriations showed a big rise in 
proposed expenditure on a new submarine 
system (Trident), did the Russians agree 
to a limit on SLBMs. They never did agree 
to limit mobile land based ICBMS or cruise 
missiles, on neither o.f which is American 
work advanced. 

These are just examples. There is, indeed, 
every reason to think the Russian govern-
ment would rather see western arms con-
trol measures effected by western uni-
lateralists, than be required to give away 
anything themselves. Such a policy, 
whether it be intentional or not, does not 
contribute to detente, only to destabilising 
fears and uncertainties. 

possible consequences 
Those in the Labour Party who favour 
unilateml disarmament tend to avoid en-
visaging their proposal in the 'alliance 
context ; they concentrate on the .abandon-
ment of British nuclear weapons as such, 
and the reduction of British defence 
expenditure as such. Each of these planks 
points the way to conscription, while 
together they point to a short cut there. 

" We must give up our nuclear weapons 
because we need the money." All right; 
but shall we then continue to run down 
the level of our conventional armed forces 
while West Germany and France hold 
steady at levels far higher than ours? 
Can we expect our allies to put up with 
that double oop-out? If not, can we, with-
out conscription, ever increase our con· 
ventional forces to compensate for the 
abolition of our nuclear force, and to 
make conventional defence in Eu11ope 
more credible? Britain, unarmed Iceland, 
and mighty Luxembourg are the only 
European NATO countries which do not 
have conscription at the moment, and it 
seems a well proven fact that there are 
only two ways armed forces can compete 
for men with industry: by paying the 
same or better, or by conscription. 

The other way of falling into the con-
scription trap is by calling for economies 
in the running of our conventional forces 
themselves. The greatest economy that 
could be obtained would be in the military 
sa·lary ; but a volunteer army demands 
high pay and good conditions. Reduce 
them and you need conscription, just like 
the French, West Ge11mans, Italians, 
Russians, Poles and so on, to say nothing 
of the neutral Swedes and Swiss. Her· 
mann Bondi, in a brilliant lecture, has 


