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A permanently successful peace economy cannot be a
simple pleasure economy. In the more-or-less social-
istic future toward which mankind seems drifting, we
must still subject ourselves collectively to those sever-
ities which answer to our real position upon this only
partly hospitable globe. We must make new energies
and hardihoods continue the manliness to which
the military mind so faithfully clings. Martial virtues
must be the enduring cement; intrepidity, contempt
of softness, surrender of private interest, obedience
to command must still remain the rock upon which
states are built—unless, indeed, we wish for dan-
gerous reactions against commonwealths fit only
for contempt and liable to invite attack whenever a
center of crystallization for military-minded enter-
prise gets formed anywhere in their neighborhood.
The war party is assuredly right in affirming and
reaffirming that the martial virtues, although origi-
nally gained by the race through war, are absolute
and permanent human goods. Patriotic pride and
ambition in their military form are, after all, only
specifications of a more general competitive passion.
They are its first form, but that is no reason for sup-
posing them to be its last form. Men now are proud
of belonging to a conquering nation, and without
a murmur they lay down their persons and their
wealth, if by so doing they may fend off subjection.
But who can be sure that other aspects of one’s country
may not, with time and education and suggestion
enough, come to be regarded with similarly effective
feelings of pride and shame? Why should men not
someday feel that it is worth a blood tax to belong
to a collectivity superior in any ideal respect? Why
should they not blush with indignant shame if the
community that owns them is vile in any way what-
soever? Individuals, daily more numerous, now feel
this civic passion. It is only a question of blowing
on the spark until the whole population gets incan-
descent and, on the ruins of the old morals of mili-
tary honor, a stable system of morals of civic honor
builds itself up. What the whole community comes
to believe in grasps the individual as in a vise. The
war function has grasped us so far, but constructive
interests may someday seem no less imperative and
impose on the individual a hardly lighter burden.
Let me illustrate my idea more concretely. There
is nothing to make one indignant in the mere fact

that life is hard, that men should toil and suffer
pain. The planetary conditions once and for all are
such, and we can stand it. But that so many men,
by mere accidents of birth and opportunity, should
have a life of nothing else but toil and pain and hard-
ness and inferiority imposed upon them, should
have no vacation, while others natively no more
deserving never get any taste of this campaigning
life at all—¢his is capable of arousing indignation in
reflective minds. It may end by seeming shameful to
all of us that some of us have nothing but campaign-
ing and others nothing but unmanly ease. If now—
and this is my idea—there were, instead of military
conscription, a conscription of the whole youthful
population to form for a certain number of years a
part of the army enlisted against nature, the injustice
would tend to be evened out, and numerous other
goods to the commonwealth would follow. The mil-
itary ideals of hardihood and discipline would be
wrought into the growing fiber of the people; no one
would remain blind, as the luxurious classes now
are blind, to man’s relations to the globe he lives
on and to the permanently sour and hard founda-
tions of his higher life. To coal and iron mines, to

freight trains, to fishing fleets in December, to dish-
washing, clothes-washing, and window-washing, to

road-building and tunnel-making, to foundries and

stokeholes, and to the frames of skyscrapers, would

our gilded youths be drafted off, according to their
choice, to get the childishness knocked out of them

and to come back into society with healthier sympa-

thies and soberer ideas. They would have paid their
blood tax, done their own part in the immemorial

human warfare against nature; they would tread the

earth more proudly, the women would value them

more highly, they would be better fathers and teach-

ers of the following generation.

Such a conscription, with the state of public
opinion that would have required it and the many
moral fruits it would bear, would preserve in the
midst of a pacific civilization the manly virtues
which the military party is so afraid of seeing dis-
appear in peace. We should get toughness without
callousness, authority with as little criminal cruelty
as possible, and painful work done cheerily because
the duty is temporary and threatens not, as now, to
degrade the whole remainder of one’s life. I spoke
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of the moral equivalent of war. So far, war has been
the only force that can discipline a whole commu-
nity, and, until an equivalent discipline is organized,
I believe that war must have its way. But I have no
serious doubt that the ordinary prides and shames
of social man, once developed to a certain intensity,
are capable of organizing such a moral equivalent
as I have sketched or some other just as effective for
preserving manliness of type. It is but a question
of time, of skillful propagandism, and of opinion-
making men seizing historic opportunities.

The martial type of character can be bred without
war. Strenuous honor and disinterestedness abound
elsewhere. Priests and medical men are in a fashion
educated to it, and we should all feel some degree of
it imperative if we were conscious of our work as an
obligatory service to the state. We should be owned,
as soldiers are by the army, and our pride would
rise accordingly. We could be poor, then, without
humiliation, as army officers now are. The only thing
needed henceforward is to inflame the civic temper
as past history has inflamed the military temper.

Roger Fisher, William Ury, and Bruce Patton

GETTING TO YES

One way of gaining peace “by means of peace and not by means of war” is for the con-
tending sides to reach a mutually acceptable agreement among themselves. Not surpris-
ingly, it is easier said than done, although normal people negotiate their differences
every day, typically without violence. One of the most pervasive and pernicious myths
of our current culture of militarism is that war and preparation for war are natural and
unavoidable, whereas peace and preparation for peace are hopelessly unrealistic activi-
ties. Peacemaking is represented as an impossible dream, the stuff of saints or the hope-
lessly deluded, whereas only the making of war—or at best, deterrence—is the reality.
Hence, it is important to affirm and make visible the peacemaking that happens all
around us, most of the time. The active field of nonviolent conflict resolution offers
interesting examples of applying peace studies to interpersonal behavior as well as to
international affairs.

Although ways of fighting have changed through history, the basic techniques of nego-
tiation scarcely have. At their most contentious, negotiators have recourse only to threats
or promises, and conflict resolution can be backed up by varying degrees of goodwill or ill
will and based on a continuum from blind trust to ironclad verification and/or arm twist-
ing. Negotiations, however, can succeed only if there is a set of outcomes that each party
prefers over reaching no agreement. Occasionally, participants in a dispute negotiate only
to appear virtuous; but in most cases, at least, it appears that a negotiated settlement is
preferred over failure to agree or to using violence to force an outcome. The trick is to find
a peaceful outcome that will be acceptable to all sides.

From GETTING TO YES 2/e by Roger Fisher, William Ury and Bruce Patton. Copyright © 1981, 1991 by Roger Fisher and William
Ury. Reprinted by permission of Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Publishing Company. All rights reserved.
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There are several ways to facilitate this “trick.” One is by the involvement of highly
trained third parties, who may arbitrate disputes (that is, lay down a judgment that the
contenders have previously pledged to accept) or serve as mediators, whose role is to help
the disputants clarify the issues and come to agreement. Third parties can help resolve
disputes in several ways. For example, they can make suggestions that both sides find
acceptable but which neither would be willing to offer for fear of being seen as weak. They
can also help disputants go beyond the traditional, adversarial procedure of “positional
bargaining” to a more creative and mutually acceptable outcome, the result of so-called
integrative or principled negotiations. The following selection discusses this new and for-
ward-looking approach, in which solving a problem takes precedence over “winning”; it
was written by a highly respected team of professional negotiators.

ike it or not, you are a negotiator. Negotiation is
La fact of life. You discuss a raise with your boss.
You try to agree with a stranger on a price for his
house. Two lawyers try to settle a lawsuit arising
from a car accident. A group of oil companies plan
a joint venture exploring for offshore oil. A city offi-
cial meets with union leaders to avert a transit strike.
The United States secretary of state sits down with
his Soviet counterpart to seek an agreement limiting
nuclear arms. All these are negotiations.

Everyone negotiates something every day. Like
Moliére’s Monsieur Jourdain, who was delighted to
learn that he had been speaking prose all his life,
people negotiate even when they don't think of
themselves as doing so. A person negotiates with his
spouse about where to go for dinner and with his
child about when the lights go out. Negotiation is a
basic means of getting what you want from others. It
is back-and-forth communication designed to reach
an agreement when you and the other side have some
interests that are shared and others that are opposed.

More and more occasions require negotiation;
conflict is a growth industry. Everyone wants to
participate in decisions that affect them; fewer and
fewer people will accept decisions dictated by some-
one else. People differ, and they use negotiation to
handle their differences. Whether in business, gov-
ernment, or the family, people reach most decisions
through negotiation. Even when they go to court,
they almost always negotiate a settlement before
trial.

&

Although negotiation takes place every day, it
is not easy to do well. Standard strategies for nego-
tiation often leave people dissatisfied, worn out, or
alienated—and frequently all three.

People find themselves in a dilemma. They see
two ways to negotiate: soft or hard. The soft negotia-
tor wants to avoid personal conflict and so makes
concessions readily in order to reach agreement.
He wants an amicable resolution; yet he often ends
up exploited and feeling bitter. The hard negotia-
tor sees any situation as a contest of wills in which
the side that takes the more extreme positions and
holds out longer fares better. He wants to win; yet he
often ends up producing an equally hard response
which exhausts him and his resources and harms
his relationship with the other side. Other standard
negotiating strategies fall between hard and soft, but
each involves an attempted trade-off between get-
ting what you want and getting along with people.

There is a third way to negotiate, a way neither
hard nor soft, but rather both hard and soft. The
method of principled negotiation . . . is to decide
issues on their merits rather than through a haggling
process focused on what each side says it will and
won't do. It suggests that you look for mutual gains
wherever possible, and that where your interests
conflict, you should insist that the result be based
on some fair standards independent of the will of
either side. The method of principled negotiation is
hard on the merits, soft on the people. It employs
no tricks and no posturing. Principled negotiation
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Customer
How much do you want for this brass dish?

Oh come on, it's dented. I'll give you $15.
Well, I could go to $20, but I would never pay
anything like $75. Quote me a realistic price.

$25.

$37.50. That's the highest I will go.

shows you how to obtain what you are entitled to
and still be decent. It enables you to be fair while
protecting you against those who would take advan-
tage of your fairness. . . .

Every negotiation is different, but the basic ele-
ments do not change. Principled negotiation can be
used whether there is one issue or several; two par-
ties or many; whether there is a prescribed ritual, as
in collective bargaining, or an impromptu free-for-
all, as in talking with hijackers. The method applies
whether the other side is more experienced or less,
a hard bargainer or a friendly one. Principled nego-
tiation is an all-purpose strategy. Unlike almost all
other strategies, if the other side learns this one, it
does not become more difficult to use; it becomes
easier. . . .

Whether a negotiation concerns a contract, a
family quarrel, or a peace settlement among nations,
people routinely engage in positional bargaining,
Each side takes a position, argues for it, and makes
concessions to reach a compromise. The classic
example of this negotiating minuet is the haggling
that takes place between a customer and the propri-
etor of a secondhand store.

And so it goes, on and on. Perhaps they will
reach agreement; perhaps not.

Any method of negotiation may be fairly judged
by three criteria: It should produce a wise agreement
if agreement is possible. It should be efficient. And it
should improve or at least not damage the relation-
ship between the parties. (A wise agreement can be

Shopkeeper
That is a beautiful antique, isn't it? I guess I could let
it go for $75.

Really! I might consider a serious offer, but $15
certainly isn't serious.

You drive a hard bargain, young lady. $60 cash, right
now.

It cost me a great deal more than that. Make me a
serious offer.

Have you noticed the engraving on that dish? Next
year pieces like that will be worth twice what you
pay today.

defined as one which meets the legitimate interests
of each side to the extent possible, resolves conflict-
ing interests fairly, is durable, and takes community
interests into account.)

The most common form of negotiation, illus-
trated by the above example, depends upon succes-
sively taking—and then giving up—a sequence of
positions.

Taking positions, as the customer and store-
keeper do, serves some useful purposes in a negotia-
tion. It tells the other side what you want; it provides
an anchor in an uncertain and pressured situation;
and it can eventually produce the terms of an accept-
able agreement. But those purposes can be served in
other ways. And positional bargaining fails to meet
the basic criteria of producing a wise agreement, effi-
ciently and amicably.

ARGUING OVER POSITIONS
PRODUCES UNWISE AGREEMENTS

When negotiators bargain over positions, they tend
to lock themselves into those positions. The more
you clarify your position and defend it against attack,
the more committed you become to it. The more you
try to convince the other side of the impossibility of
changing your opening position, the more difficult
it becomes to do so. Your ego becomes identified
with your position. You now have a new interest in
“saving face”—in reconciling future action with past
positions—making it less and less likely that any
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agreement will wisely reconcile the parties’ original
Interests.

The danger that positional bargaining will
impede a negotiation was well illustrated by the
breakdown of the talks under President Kennedy
for a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing. A criti-
cal question arose: How many on-site inspections
per year should the Soviet Union and the United
States be permitted to make within the other’s ter-
ritory to investigate suspicious seismic events? The
Soviet Union finally agreed to three inspections.
The United States insisted on no less than ten.
And there the talks broke down—over positions—
despite the fact that no one understood whether
an “inspection” would involve one person looking
around for one day, or a hundred people prying
indiscriminately for a month. The parties had made
little attempt to design an inspection procedure that
would reconcile the United States's interest in verifi-
cation with the desire of both countries for minimal
intrusion.

As more attention is paid to positions, less
attention is devoted to meeting the underlying con-
cerns of the parties. Agreement becomes less likely.
Any agreement reached may reflect a mechanical
splitting of the difference between final positions
rather than a solution carefully crafted to meet the
legitimate interests of the parties. The result is fre-
quently an agreement less satisfactory to each side
than it could have been.

ARGUING OVER POSITIONS
IS INEFFICIENT

The standard method of negotiation may pro-
duce either agreement, as with the price of a brass
dish, or breakdown, as with the number of on-site
inspections. In either event, the process takes a lot
of time.

Bargaining over positions creates incentives that
stall settlement. In positional bargaining you try to
improve the chance that any settlement reached is
favorable to you by starting with an extreme posi-
tion, by stubbornly holding to it, by deceiving the
other party as to your true views, and by making
small concessions only as necessary to keep the
negotiation going. The same is true for the other

side. Each of those factors tends to interfere with
reaching a settlement promptly. The more extreme
the opening positions and the smaller the conces-
sions, the more time and effort it will take to dis-
cover whether or not agreement is possible.

The standard minuet also requires a large
number of individual decisions as each negotiator
decides what to offer, what to reject, and how much
of a concession to make. Decision making is difficult
and time-consuming at best. Where each decision
not only involves yielding to the other side but will
likely produce pressure to yield further, a negotiator
has little incentive to move quickly. Dragging one's
feet, threatening to walk out, stonewalling, and
other such tactics become commonplace. They all
increase the time and costs of reaching agreement
as well as the risk that no agreement will be reached
at all.

ARGUING OVER POSITIONS ENDANGERS
AN ONGOING RELATIONSHIP

Positional bargaining becomes a contest of will.
Each negotiator asserts what he will and won’t do.
The task of jointly devising an acceptable solution
tends to become a battle. Fach side tries through
sheer willpower to force the other to change its
position. “I'm not going to give in. If you want to
80 to the movies with me, it's The Maltese Falcon
or nothing.” Anger and resentment often result as
one side sees itself bending to the rigid will of the
other while its own legitimate concerns go unad-
dressed. Positional bargaining thus strains and
sometimes shatters the relationship between the
parties. Commercial enterprises that have been
doing business together for years may part com-
pany. Neighbors may stop speaking to each other.
Bitter feelings generated by one such encounter
may last a lifetime . .

BEING NICE IS NO ANSWER

Many people recognize the high costs of hard posi-
tional bargaining, particularly on the parties and
their relationship. They hope to avoid them by fol-
lowing a more gentle style of negotiation. Instead
of seeing the other side as adversaries, they prefer to
see them as friends. Rather than emphasizing a goal
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of victory, they emphasize the necessity of reaching
agreement. In a soft negotiating game the standard
moves are to make offers and concessions, to trust
the other side, to be friendly, and to yield as neces-
sary to avoid confrontation.

The following table illustrates two styles of
positional bargaining, soft and hard. Most people
see their choice of negotiating strategies as between
these two styles. Looking at the table as presenting
a choice, should you be a soft or a hard positional
bargainer? Or should you perhaps follow a strategy
somewhere in between?

PROBLEM

Positional Bargaining;
Which Game Should You Play?
SOFT HARD

Participants are friends.  Participants are
adversaries.

The goal is agreement. The goal is victory.

Make concessions to Demand concessions
cultivate the relationship. as a condition of the
relationship.

Be soft on the people and Be hard on the problem
the problem. and the people.

Trust others. Distrust others.

Change your position Dig in to your position.

easily.

Make offers. Make threats.

Disclose your bottom Mislead as to your bottom
line. line.

Accept one-sided losses =~ Demand one-sided gains
to reach agreement. as the price of agreement.

Search for the single Search for the single
answer: the one they will  answer: the one you will

accept. accept.
Insist on agreement. Insist on your position.

Try to avoid a contest of  Try to win a contest of
will. will.

Yield to pressure. Apply pressure.

The soft negotiating game emphasizes the
importance of building and maintaining a rela-
tionship. Within families and among friends much
negotiation takes place in this way. The process
tends to be efficient, at least to the extent of produc-
ing results quickly. As each party competes with the
other in being more generous and more forthcom-
ing, an agreement becomes highly likely. But it may
not be a wise one. The results may not be as tragic as
in the O. Henry story about an impoverished couple
in which the loving wife sells her hair in order to
buy a handsome chain for her husband'’s watch, and
the unknowing husband sells his watch in order to
buy beautiful combs for his wife's hair. However, any
negotiation primarily concerned with the relation-
ship runs the risk of producing a sloppy agreement.

More seriously, pursuing a soft and friendly
form of positional bargaining makes you vulnerable
to someone who plays a hard game of positional
bargaining. In positional bargaining, a hard game
dominates a soft one. If the hard bargainer insists
on concessions and makes threats while the soft
bargainer yields in order to avoid confrontation and
insists on agreement, the negotiating game is biased
in favor of the hard player. The process will produce
an agreement, although it may not be a wise one.
It will certainly be more favorable to the hard posi-
tional bargainer than to the soft one. If your response
to sustained, hard positional bargaining is soft posi-
tional bargaining, you will probably lose your shirt.

THERE IS AN ALTERNATIVE

If you do not like the choice between hard and soft
positional bargaining, you can change the game.
The game of negotiation takes place at two
levels. At one level, negotiation addresses the sub-
stance; at another, it focuses—usually implicitly—on
the procedure for dealing with the substance. The
first negotiation may concern your salary, the terms
of a lease, or a price to be paid. The second nego-
tiation concerns how you will negotiate the substan-
tive question: by soft positional bargaining, by hard
positional bargaining, or by some other method.
This second negotiation is a game about a game—a
“meta-game.” Each move you make within a negotia-
tion is not only a move that deals with rent, salary,
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of other substantive questions; it also helps structure
the rules of the game you are playing. Your move may
serve to keep the negotiations within an ongoing
mode, or it may constitute a game-changing move.

This second negotiation by and large escapes
notice because it seems to occur without conscious
decision. Only when dealing with someone from
another country, particularly someone with a mark-
edly different cultural background, are you likely to
see the necessity of establishing some accepted pro-
cess for the substantive negotiations. But whether
consciously or not, you are negotiating procedural
rules with every move you make, even if those moves
appear exclusively concerned with substance.

The answer to the question of whether to use
soft positional bargaining or hard is “neither.”
Change the game. . . . We have been developing an
alternative to positional bargaining: a method of
negotiation explicitly designed to produce wise out-
comes efficiently and amicably. This method, called
principled negotiation or negotiation on the merits, can
be boiled down to four basic points.

These four points define a straightforward
method of negotiation that can be used under
almost any circumstance. Each point deals with a
basic element of negotiation, and suggests what you
should do about it.

People: Separate the people from the problem.

Interests: Focus on interests, not positions.

Options: Generate a variety of possibilities before
deciding what to do.

Criteria: Insist that the result be based on some

objective standard.

The first point responds to the fact that human
beings are not computers. We are creatures of strong
emotions who often have radically different percep-
tions and have difficulty communicating clearly. Emo-
tions typically become entangled with the objective
merits of the problem. Taking positions just makes
this worse because people’s egos become identified
with their positions. Hence, before working on the
substantive problem, the “people problem” should
be disentangled from it and dealt with separately. Fig-
uratively if not literally, the participants should come
to see themselves as working side by side, attacking

the problem, not each other. Hence the first proposi-
tion: Separate the people from the problem.

The second point is designed to overcome the
drawback of focusing on people’s stated positions
when the object of a negotiation is to satisfy their
underlying interests. A negotiating position often
obscures what you really want. Compromising
between positions is not likely to produce an agree-
ment which will effectively take care of the human
needs that led people to adopt those positions. The
second basic element of the method is: Focus on
interests, not positions.

The third point responds to the difficulty of
designing optimal solutions while under pressure.
Trying to decide in the presence of an adversary
narrows your vision. Having a lot at stake inhibits
creativity. So does searching for the one right solu-
tion. You can offset these constraints by setting aside
a designated time within which to think up a wide
range of possible solutions that advance shared
interests and creatively reconcile differing interests.
Hence the third basic point: Before trying to reach
agreement, invent options for mutual gain.

Where interests are directly opposed, a negotia-
tor may be able to obtain a favorable result simply by
being stubborn. That method tends to reward intransi-
gence and produce arbitrary results. However, you can
counter such a negotiator by insisting that his single
say-so is not enough and that the agreement must
reflect some fair standard independent of the naked
will of either side. This does not mean insisting that
the terms be based on the standard you select, but only
that some fair standard such as market value, expert
opinion, custom, or law determine the outcome. By
discussing such criteria rather than what the parties are
willing or unwilling to do, neither party need give in to
the other; both can defer to a fair solution. Hence the
fourth basic point: Insist on objective criteria.

The method of principled negotiation is con-
trasted with hard and soft positional bargaining in
the table on the next page, which shows the four
basic points of the method in boldface type . . .

“WINNING”

In 1964 an American father and his twelve-year-
old son were enjoying a beautiful Saturday in Hyde
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Park, London, playing catch with a Frisbee. Few in
England had seen a Frisbee at that time and a small
group of strollers gathered to watch this strange
sport. Finally, one Homburg-clad Britisher came
over to the father: “Sorry to bother you. Been watch-
ing you a quarter of an hour. Who's winning?”

In most instances to ask a negotiator, “Who's
winning?” is as inappropriate as to ask who's win-
ning a marriage. If you ask that question about your
marriage, you have already lost the more important
negotiation—the one about what kind of game to

PROBLEM

Positional Bargaining:
Which Game Should You Play?
SOFT HARD

play, about the way you deal with each other and
your shared and differing interests.

... Both theory and experience suggest that the
method of principled negotiation will produce over
the long run substantive outcomes as good as or better
than you are likely to obtain using any other negotia-
tion strategy. In addition, it should prove more effi-
cient and less costly to human relationships. We find
the method comfortable to use and hope you will too.

That does not mean it is easy to change habits, to
disentangle emotions from the merits, or to enlist others

SOLUTION

Change the Game—Negotiate
on the Merits

PRINCIPLED

Participants are friends.  Participants are
adversaries.

The goal is agreement. The goal is victory.

Make concessions to Demand concessions

cultivate the relationship. as a condition of the
relationship.

Be soft on the people
and the problem.

Be hard on the problem
and the people.

Trust others. Distrust others.

Change your position Dig in to your position.
easily.
Make offers. Make threats.

Disclose your bottom Mislead as to your bottom
line. line.

Accept one-sided losses ~ Demand one-sided gains
to reach agreement. as the price of agreement.

Search for the single Search for the single
answer: the one they will answer: the one you will

accept. accept.
Insist on agreement. Insist on your position.

Try to avoid a contest of  Try to win a contest of will.
will.

Yield to pressure. Apply pressure.

Participants are problem-solvers.

The goal is a wise outcome reached efficiently and
amicably.

Separate the people from the problem.

Be soft on the people, hard on the problem.

Proceed independent of trust.

Focus on interests, not positions.

Explore interests.

Avoid having a bottom line.
Invent options for mutual gain.

Develop multiple options to choose from; decide later.

Insist on objective criteria.

Try to reach a result based on standards independent
of will.

Reason and be open to reasons; yield to principle, not
pressure.
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in the task of working out a wise solution to a shared
problem. From time to time you may want to remind
yourself that the first thing you are trying to win is a

better way to negotiate—a way that avoids your having
to choose between the satisfactions of getting what you
deserve and of being decent. You can have both.

Disarmament Demands GRIT

83

Charles Osgood
DISARMAMENT DEMANDS GRIT

“You cannot simultaneously prevent and prepare for war,” wrote Albert Einstein. This
sentiment can be carried further, to a more positive assertion: you can prevent war by
getting rid of the weapons with which war is carried out. But not everyone would agree.
Indeed, no one—not even the most ardent advocate of disarmament—claims that dmflg
away with weapons will solve the problem of war. So long as the under-lying causes pe-rsmt
and so long as people have the capacity and inclination to resort to violence—especially
organized violence—under certain circumstances, war will continue to haunt us. :

Nonetheless, the connection between weaponry and war, although complex,. is well
established and legitimate. The dream of disarmament is thus an ancient one, .innrnately
connected with the yearning for peace itself: “And they shall beat their sworcls_ into pl_ow—
shares, and their spears into pruning hooks; nation shall not lift up sword ag?unst nation,
neither shall they learn war any more” (Micah 4:3). The actual history of disarmament,
however, is not especially encouraging. All too often, disarmament prol:_)osals have been
self-serving, in which one side urges elimination of those weapons i_n which the cher h_as
an advantage or which are obsolete, or both sides make proposals simply for their public-
ity value, confident that they will be rejected.

Although general and complete disarmament has thus far eluded our grasp, there
have been many modest successes, including prohibitions on specific weapons (dumdum
bullets, biological agents, antiballistic missiles) as well as mutual agreements to for.ego
arms races in particular places (e.g., Antarctica, the seabed). These and other accomplish-
ments fall within the category of disarmament's “poor sister,” arms control. Arms contr(?l
is controversial; within the peace studies community, it is often seen as potentially pemni-
cious if it shifts attention from the ultimate goal of disarmament, while also seeming to
legitimize various arms races and even sometimes to accelerate them in areas n(_)t (?xphatly
prohibited. There is also a long and sorry history of using arms control negouatli)ns asa
smoke screen to build yet more weapons under the guise that one must be able to “negoti-
ate from strength.”

However, peace specialists acknowledge four potential benefits of we]l—construcjted
arms control agreements, even if they serve largely as stopgap measures: (1) reducing

the chances of war breaking out (if each side become less worried that its opponent is
accumulating weapons that make it likely to initiate an attack); (2) reducing the destruc-
tiveness of war if it does break out (say, by eliminating weapons of mass destruction or
those conventional weapons that are especially brutal); (3) reducing the economic costs
of preparing for war (by permitting the redirection of society’s resources away from certain
weapons); and (4) developing cooperation and confidence building, which can lead to yet
further agreements (assuming that the agreed measures are in fact lived up to).

Most of all, it is important to recognize that disarmament is a process, not an event,
more a way of progressing than a finished masterpiece to be unveiled to the admiring
world with a grand “voila!” Like perfect grace, total disarmament may never be achieved,
but that does not diminish its worth as a goal, or rather, as a route toward possible salva-
tion. In the 21st century, with the end of the Cold War, specific disarmament proposals
have received considerably less attention than in the past, with the exception of some
relating to nuclear weapons (taken up later in this chapter). There has been essentially
no change, however, in the need for international communication, even as experts and
ideologues disagree as to the preferred methods.

All too often, when two parties disagree, their communication is limited to threats
and—more rarely—promises. Moreover, if the situation deteriorates, there can be a rapid
escalation of anger and distrust—as a result of which, things can spiral out of control. But
as the social psychologist Charles Osgood points out, people also have other behaviors in
their repertoire by which tensions can be ratcheted down. Osgood originally presented his
formulation in an influential book titled An Alternative to War or Surrender, and although
it was especially developed with superpower tensions in mind, it is equally applicable to
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daily life and to nonnuclear conflicts.

... The focus of my own long-term concern at the
inter-nation level has been the rationalization of
a strategy . . . whose technical name is “Graduated
and Reciprocated Initiatives in Tension-reduction.”
While doodling at a conference in the early 1960s,
I discovered that the initials of this mind-boggling
phrase spelled out GRIT, and although I generally
take a dim view of acronyms, this one was not only
easy for people to remember, but also suggested
the kind of determination and patience required
to successfully apply it. One of the aims of GRIT is
to reduce and control international tension levels.
Another is to create an atmosphere of mutual trust
within which negotiations on critical military and
political issues can have a better chance of succeed-
ing; in other words, GRIT is not a substitute for the

more familiar process of negotiation, but rather a
parallel process designed to enable a nation to take
the initiative in a situation where a dangerous “bal-
ance” of mutual fear exists—and, to the degree suc-
cessful, GRIT smooths the path of negotiation.

However, being unconventional in interna-
tional affairs, the GRIT strategy is open to suspicion
abroad and resistance at home. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to spell out the ground rules under which this
particular “game” should be played, to demonstrate
how national security can be maintained during the
process, how the likelihood of reciprocation can be
maximized, and how the genuineness of initiations
and reciprocations can be evaluated. These “rules”
are spelled out in detail in my “basic” pocketbook,
An Alternative to War or Surrender. . . .



