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setback for the United States, since many 
Arab nations severed relations with Wash- 
ington. (Only after the 1967 war did Wash- 
ington guarantee Israel's security, and 
then only because the French abandoned 
their military relationship with Israel.) The 
Nixon-Kissinger strategy in the Middle 
East called for large Israeli concessions, 
causing friction with Israeli leaders. 

Ronald Reagan's presidency was a hon- 
eymoon period for U.S.-Israeli relations. 
Before the 1980s, the U.S. bond to Israel 
was mainly ideological. Israel's "frontier" 
spirit "reminded Americans of their own 
early achievements as a young and aspir- 
ing nation," Spiegel writes. But "this emo- 
tional attachment to Israel was usually at 
odds with Cold War realpolitik." Spiegel 
argues that only after the fall of the Shah of 
Iran in 1979 and the Soviet invasion of Af- 

ghanistan the same year, "was Israel really 
taken seriously as a possible strategic as- 
set." Even so, Reagan sold spy planes to 
Saudi Arabia over loud Israeli objections 
and openly questioned Israel's annexation 
of the Golan Heights. 

Spiegel concedes that we are now in a 
new era of U.S.-Israeli relations. The Pal- 
estinian uprising and Israel's anarchic do- 
mestic politics, among other things, have 
badly tarnished Israel's image in American 
eyes. Since August, President George Bush 
has kept Israel at arm's length, to avoid 
antagonizing the Arab states in the anti- 
Iraq coalition. But while the causes of the 
current U.S.-Israeli tension have changed, 
Spiegel concludes, what we are witnessing 
is not a major change but a post-Reagan 
"return to the normal ebb and flow in 
U.S.-Israeli relations." 
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Last January President George Bush de- 
clared that as long as the United States de- 
pends on nuclear weapons, it "must be 
free to conduct nuclear tests." The Penta- 
gon claims that continued testing is 
needed to ensure that the more than 
20,000 nuclear warheads in the U.S. arse- 
nal will work if they are ever needed. 
Mark, former head of the Theoretical Divi- 
sion of Los Alamos National Laboratory 
(1947-73), finds their reasoning and their 
motives specious. 

Over the last 20 years, the Soviets have 
conducted an average of 19 nuclear tests a 
year; the United States, 17. Testing advo- 
cates argue that one-third of all the 
weapon designs in the U.S. arsenal have 
turned out after deployment to have flaws; 
in 75 percent of the cases, the faults were 
discovered only because of nuclear tests. 
True, says Mark, but only because the 
flawed weapons were deployed, untested, 
during the temporary 1958-1961 U.S. test- 
ing moratorium, when the superpowers 
were trying to negotiate a comprehensive 
test ban treaty. Now that they have been 
tested and repaired, no further testing is 

needed. The time is ripe, Mark argues, to 
negotiate the long-delayed treaty. 

Now, existing U.S. nuclear weapons 
don't have to be exploded to be effectively 
tested. Mark continues. Periodicallv. ran- 
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dom samples of each weapon model are 
already removed from the stockpile and 
thoroughly inspected. 

In reality, Mark suggests, those who op- 
pose a comprehensive test ban are more 
worried about the oossibilitv of research 
and development for new nuclear weap- 
ons drying up than they are about the reli- 
ability of the current stockpile. He con- 
cedes that adopting a ban would hamper 
the development of new weapons. "But 
because nuclear weapons technology is al- 
ready so highly developed, a test ban treaty 
would not have as great an impact as it 
would have had in 1958." Stopping "this 
endless nuclear evolution" is a main nur- 
pose of such a treaty, he says. What critics 
really object to is that a ban would 
"change the way we have been going, 
and. . . start going a different way." In 
Mark's view, that is exactly what needs to 
be done. 
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