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\Ve are close to the point where America and Russia 
could destroy each other to any degree and, therefore, 
one would perhaps think that the arms race is about 
to come to an end. In fact, a new arms race might be 
just around the corner. 

Russia might before long deploy antimissile-missiles 
in defense of her rocket-launching sites. For uch a 
defense to be effective it is only necessary to prevent 
a ground burst of the incoming rockets and this is, 
quite possibly, an attainable goal. Thus, the adminis
tration might find itself under congressional pressure 
to double, or triple, the number of 1inutemen sched
uled to be built in order to overcome Russia's defense 
of her bases. 

Russia might go further and might deploy antimissile
missiles also for the defense of some of her larger cities. 
If she does, we would be forced to do likewise. There is 
this difference however: Russia could deploy antimissile
missiles around a few of her largest cities and stop there, 
but if we deployed antimissile-missiles around any of 
our cities, the administration would be under pressure 
to deploy such missiles around e\'ery one of our cities. 

Because fallout could kill most people in a city if 
Russia were to explode suitably constructed bombs at 
some distance from the city, it would make little sense 
for us to deploy antimissile-mis iles around our cities 
without also embarking on a program of building fallout 
shelters for the protection of the population of these 
cities. The cost of an adequate fallout shelter program 
may be estimated at about $50 billion. 

Economic considerations might slow Russia's build
up of her antimissile defenses sufficiently to make it still 
possible for us to avoid such a new arms race by reach
ing an agreement with Russia on a cut-off in the pro
duction of bombs and rockets. 

Russia would perhaps agree to such a cut-off-as a 
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first step-if America and Russia were to reach a meet
ing of the minds on reducing their strategic striking 
forces, step by step, to a level ;ust sufficient to inflict 
"unacceptable" damage in a counterblow in case of a 
strategic strike directed against their territory. 

An agreement providing for a reduction of America's 
and Russia's strategic striking forces to such a "min
imal" level would also have to provide for adequate 
measures of inspection. It would take very stringent 
measures of inspection incleccl to make sure that no 
bombs and rockets whatever remain hidden in Russia, 
but as long as we retain a striking force large enough 
to inflict unacceptable damage on Ru sia in a counter
blow, we could be atisfied with rather limited measures 
of inspection. In this case, we would need to have just 
enough inspection to make sure that Russia would not 
secretly retain a strategic striking force large enough to 
be capable of destroying a significant portion of the 
"minimal" striking forces which we retain. The same 
considerations also hold true, of course, in the reverse 
for Russia. 

Iany of those who joined the Kennedy administra
tion in 1961 have come to believe that we would be 
much more secure in the years to come if we concluded 
with Russia an agreement based on the concept of the 
minimal deterrent. In the course of the last year, Russia 
has accepted the notion that America as well as Russia 
may retain a small strategic striking force until the "end 
of the third stage" of the "disarmament agreement," 
and that in pection shall not be limited to equipment 
which is to be destroyed, but be extended also to equip
ment which is being retained. 

Vve hall have to explore whether the Russian mean 
the same thing as we do when they appear to accept 
the principle of the "minimal deterrent." \Ve shall be 
able to eli cover this, however, only if we first find out 
what we mean ourselves when we speak of this principle. 

We may as well start out by asking ourselves how 
large the strategic forces retained would need to be in 
order to fulfill their function. 

If Ru sia retained twelve rockets and bombs of one 
to three megatons each which could reach their target, 
then Rus ia's counterblow could demolish twelve of our 
largest cities totaling over 25 million inhabitants. Clear
ly, thi would be unacceptable damage, since in none of 
the conflicts which may be expected to arise in the fore-
ecable future would we be willing to pay such a price 

for the sake of attaining the political objectives involved. 
Because Ru sia has fewer large cities, we might have 

to retain about forty bombs if our retaliatory counter
blow is to demolish Russian cities housing over 25 mil
lion people. 

Both merica and Rus ia could maximize their im
munity to undetected violations of the agreement by 
maintaining a certain balance between lanclbased long
range rockets and submarine-based rockets, within the 

limitations set by the agreement. 
The warheads carried by antimissile-mi siles may have 

to be limited to perhaps twenty kilotons each and to 
a total of, say, three megatons for Ru sia and for Amer
ica alike. The deployment of antimi ile-mi siles around 
cities may have to be prohibited. 

It is my contention that we need to reduce the tra
tegic striking forces clown to the level of the "minimal 
deterrent" as soon as po sible, bccau e of the perils we 
face \\·hen we reach the end of the current transitional 
period. 

Had a conflict between Rus ia and America led to an 
armed clash a fe\\. year ago and had, at some point 
along the line of e calation, Russia made a sudden at
tack against America's trategic air ba es and rocket 
bases, then America's "residual striking capacity" 
would have been sufficient to clemoli h, in a counter
blow all of Russia's izable cities. But if, con
versely, merica had made such an attack against 
Russia' air bases and rocket bases of known location, 
Russia's re iclual counterblow could not ha\·c cau eel 
any comparable de !:ruction. 

Today, America's strategic atomic triking force arc 
presumably still superior to those of Russia by a factor 
of perhaps between three and ten, in the number of 
hydrogen bombs that they could cleliYcr and, pre um
ably America could maintain this kind of numerical 
superiority in the years to come. She could not, how 
ever, by doing so, keep Ru sia from steadily increasing 
her "residual striking capacity." In recent year, Ru ia 
has steadily proceeded with the hardening of her 
rocket-launching sites and the building of additional 
submarines capable of launching long-range rocket . 
Today, she has reached the point where her "residual 
counterblow" would be sufficient to demolish mo t of 
America's major cities on the eastern caboard and 
some of her cities in the we t. This i a higher price 
than America would be willing to pay for reaching her 
political objectives in any of the conflicts that might 
be expected to occur in the predictable future. In other 
words, today Ru sia s 'residual striking capacity" would 
be sufficient to inflict "unacceptable damage" on 
America. Conversely, America's residual triking capa
city would be sufficient today to dcmoli 11 all of Ru sia' 
cities of over 100,000. 

It might be true that today mcrica would still be 
able to recover from an all -out atomic war, whereas 
Russia would lose all of her cities of over l 00,000 and 
thus uffcr a destruction of her society from which she 
would not recover. 

In the situation in which we find our elves at pr cnt 
we no longer try to "deter" Ru sia with threatening a 
ma ivc strategic strike against her cities. \Ve realize 
that toe! a, such a threat would come very clo e to 
being a threat of murder and uiciclc, and clearly a 
threat of this sort would not be believable in any con-
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flict in which major American interests might be at 
stake, but not America's existence as a nation. Instead, 
we are currently maintaining a military posture which 
threatens to lead step by step to an escalation of the 
war and ultimately to our accepting "unacceptable" 
damage, in return for the virtually complete destruction 
of Russia's society. VIe maintain this military posture 
in order to discourage Russia from embarking on any 
military conquest. 

Right after the second world war, the security of 
vVestern Europe was threatened by the combination of 
communist pressure from the inside and the possibility 
of a Russian military intervention from the outside. 
Today, the Russians would be exceedingly unlikely to 
embark on a conquest of Western Europe whether or 
not we maintained our current military posture, but
because of the military posture we maintain-if a war 
broke out, as the result of a border incident or an up
rising in Eastern Germany, it would be likely to esca
late and to end up with an exhange of strategic atomic 
strikes between America and Russia. 

Presumably only conventional weapons would be 
used at the outset of such a war. At some point during 
the see-saw of fighting, Russia might be tempted, how
ever, to send her troops in hot pursuit across the pre
war boundary, and they might penetrate deep into 
\Vestern territory. In case of a deep penetration of 
Western Europe by Russian troops, our plans call for 
the use of tactical weapons, not only in combat against 
troops which have penetrated the pre-war boundary, 
but also against the lines of communications of the 
Russians in Eastern Germany, Poland, and Russia her
self. If, conversely, certain NATO units were to pene
trate into Eastern Germany, the Russians would pre
sumably bomb communication lines in Western 
Europe, including the ports where American troops 
disembark. Because the size of tactical bombs ranges 
all the way from one kiloton to several hundred kilo
tons, there is no substantial gap between where tactical 
bombings end and where strategic bombings begin. 
Thus, a war that neither America nor Russia wanted 
could easily end up in an all-out atomic war between 
them. 

The risk that such a war in Europe might end up in 
an all-out atomic war is the price we are paying for 
maintaining our present military posture. To my mind 
this is far too high a price to pay for deterring Russia 
from something that she wouldn't be likely to do 
anyway. 

A meaningful agreement on arms control based on the 
concept of the minimal deterrent would limit not only 
the number of the strategic bombs retained, but also 
the number, as well as the size, of the tactical bombs 
retained. The size of these bombs might be limited to 
one kiloton and America, as well as Russia, might each 
be limited to perhaps 300 such bombs. 
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The total tonnage of the tactical bombs retained by 
either side would thus amount to only a few per cent 
of the total tonnage of the strategic bombs retained by 
them but still it would amount to about ten per cent 
of the tonnage of high explosives dropped during the 
last world war. 

By establishing a wide gap between the size of the 
tactical bombs retained mre kiloton, and the size of the 
strategic bombs retained, presumably about one mega
ton or larger, one may establish a clear distinction be
tween bombs w·hich might be used against troops in 
combat and bombs which have been retained only to 
be used in a counterblow, in retaliation for a strategic 
strike. 

America ought to resolve and to proclaim that she 
will not resort to the use of tactical bombs if there is a 
war in Europe, except in case of a 100-mile-deep pene
tration of \Vestern Europe by Russian troops and would 
then use them only within the \V estern side of the 
pre-war boundary-as long as Russia imposes similar 
limitations upon herself. Then, if a war were to start 
in Europe which neither America nor Russia wanted, 
it would be less likely to end up with an exchange of 
strategic strikes between America and Russia. 

Even the limited numbers of tactical bombs re
tained could have an important effect on the course 
of the war, if such a war were to break out in Europe, 
and their effect could be to slow down the war and 
stabilize a front across Europe, provided that America 
and Russia imposed upon themselves the restraints 
spelled out above. For if Russian troops were to cross in 
hot pursuit the pre-war boundary and were to penetrate 
one hundred miles deep into \Vestern Europe, with 
America in possession of tactical bombs the Russians 
could not very well mass troops and conventional arn1or 
at any point in front of the American defense line in 
sufficient strength to break through that line. Converse
ly, Russia would gain the same advantage from her pos
session of tactical bombs if certain NATO units were to 
cross the pre-war boundary and were to penetrate one 
hundred miles deep into Eastern Europe. The fear that 
atomic bombs might be dropped on troops massed for 
a breakthrough would thus tend to stabilize a front 
across Europe, giving time for tempers to cool and for 
ending the war by a settlement. However, no agreement 
providing for anns control would be likely to withstand 
the strain of a protracted war in Europe. 

• SATURATIO PARITY 

In the last few years, Russia has teadily proceeded 
with the building of submarines capable of launching 
rockets and with the hardening of her long-range rocket 
bases, located on Russian territory. It is clear that, in 
time, Russia must reach the point where her "residual 
striking capacity" would be large enough to demolish 
all of America's sizable cities. At that point Russia will 
have achieved parit~· of saturation. Russia may reach 



saturation parity, at a modest economic sacrifice, within 
a very few years. 

General LeMay said, in a major speech (reported in 
the Washington Post of December 18, 1963), that those 
who argue that the United States has an extensive 
overkill, favor cutting American strategic striking forces 
so they would only be capable of hitting cities. He 
said that such a reduced force would leave the United 
States too weak "to destroy the enemy's nuclear forces 
before they destroy us," and that America's maintenance 
of "superior counterforce strength" gives American 
policymakers the widest range of credible options for 
controlled responses to aggression at any level. Ac
cording to General Le 1ay, this paid off during the 
Berlin and Cuban crises in which the United States 
forced Russia to back down, and won her political ob
jectives because the Russians knew that the United 
States had a clear margin of strategic nuclear strength. 

I do not propose to take issue with General Le lay 
at this point, except to say that the "deterrent effect" 
of America's margin of strategic nuclear strength ob
viously comes to an end when the striking forces of the 
Soviet Union reach saturation parity with those of the 
United States. If our "margin" was in fact responsible 
for Russia's yielding in the Berlin and Cuban crises, 
then if another similar crisis were to occur, after Russia 
reaches saturation parity, we would no longer have any 
reason to expect that Russia would yield always. 

Had Russia not yielded in the Cuban crisis of Oc
tober 1962, and had her ships continued on their course 
to Cuba in defiance of America's proclamation of a 
partial naval blockade of that island, American war
ships would have sunk Russian ships. No one can say 
how far escalation would have gone and whether Russia, 
being unable to resist America in the Caribbean, would 
have retaliated elsewhere, perhaps in Europe. 

General Le 1ay believes that, if it had come to an 
armed clash in the Cuban crisis, the Russians would 
have put an end to escalation at some point along the 
line. But even if one were to accept this view, one could 
still not predict which of the two countries would take 
the first step to halt escalation if a similar clash were 
to occur a few years hence in the symmetrical situation 
of saturation parity. And, if it is no longer possible to 
say who would put an end to escalation, then also one 
cannot predict just how far escalation might go. In 
saturation parity, escalation might go to the point where 
all of America's and all of Russia's cities of over 100,000 
get demolished. 

1anifestly, saturation parity presents a threat to the 
ur. ival of our society. 

Let us now consider how saturation parity may be ex
pected to affect our allies in general and \ V estern Ger
many in particular. 

Let us ask ourselves, for example, what would have 
happened if there had occurred a few years ago a major 

upnsmg in Eastern Germany against the established 
government and if substantial units of armeu \Vest 
German volunteers had moved into East Germany to 
assist the insurgents. Presumably at first one would not 
have known with certainty whether these volunteers 
were acting with the tacit appro,·al and active partici
pation of the \Vest German gO\·ernment, or whether 
they were acting against its wishes and in eli regard of 
its orders. Had such a contingenC) occurred a few 
years ago the odds are that merica would have ex
tended protection to \Vest Gern1any against the stra
tegic striking forces of Russia on the ground that 

merica must prevent the destruction of \Vest German 
military power. merica would have been likely to ex
tend such protection to \Vest Gern1any whether Ger
many was or was not the aggres or and if there had 
been any doubt on this score, Germany would have 
been given the benefit of the doubt. 

If a contingency of this sort were to occur in the year 
to come, and if the Russians were to fear that the clash 
might escalate into an all-out atomic war, the) might 
decide to knock \Vest Germany out of the war by 
dropping, all at once, between five and ten hydrogen 
bombs on \Vest Gern1an cities. Ilaving done this, Rus
sia \\·ould then be in position to speak to merica as 
follows : "German aggres ion forced us to do what we 
did, lest the clash of arms escalate into an all-out atomic 
war, which neither Russia nor merica wants. \Ve 
realize that America could now respond by demolishing 
one Russian city after another, but for eYery Russian 
city that America may demolish, Russia would demolish 
one American city. Let's be rational about this. \Vhat 
has happened, has happened; let's see now where we 
go from here. Russia does not intend to occupy any 
\Vest German territory and she is willing to put up a 
few per cent of her industrial output to help rebuild 
the cities of \Vest Germany, provided her contribution 
is matched, dollar-for-dollar, by America." 

The Russians would hardly assume that the meri
cans would respond in a rational fashion if they were to 
drop bombs on American cities but, in the contingency 
described above, they might, rightly or wrongly, ex
pect a rational response if they demolished German 
cities only and refrained from extending their attack 
to America's own territory. 

rn1C nations of Europe are becoming gradually aware 
of the situation they will face in saturation parity and 
they are beginning to ask themselves whether each may 
not have to maintain a strategic striking force under its 
own control in order to safeguard its own security. 

Few people contemplate with equanimity the possi
bility that German may acquire a substantial atomic 
striking force. There are those in America who believe 
that we might keep Germany from wanting to have 
such a striking force under her own control by setting 
up a strategic striking force under the joint control of 
America and Germany, with perhaps a few other nations 
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JOmmg in. TI1e multilateral strategic striking force 

under discussion would be equipped with two hundred 

Polaris missiles, enough to demolish two hundred cities 

if all of them were to reach their target, yet it would not 

give the Germans what they need in saturation parity 

as long as America can veto the use of this force. TI1ere 

is reason to believe that the Germans propose to par

ticipate in it only because they assume that it may be 

possible for them to get rid of the veto. 
The creation of such a strategic striking force would 

make it possible to endow \Vest Gem1any, by the mere 

stroke of a pen, with a striking force of her own, a 

force corresponding in size perhaps to the financial 

stake that Germany would have in the joint force. Those 

Americans who advocate the setting up of such a joint 

force in order to keep the Germans from having a force 

under their own control follow the principle of the 

lesser evil. Following this same principle could lead to 

transferring to Germany control of a part of the joint 

force later on if the Germans should proclaim that 

they would otherwise build a substantial striking force 

of their own. 
It is doubtful whether control over atomic bombs 

can be kept from the Germans by a gadget like the 

multilateral nuclear striking force, or for that matter 

by any gadget, and it is probably true that in the long 

run it would be impossible to prevent the proliferation 

of atomic bombs it saturation parity were to prevail. 

Under an agreement based on the concept of the 

"minimal deterrent" which would leave Russia in pos

session of, say, twelve bombs and rockets, Russia would 

put herself at a disadvantage if, in the contingency dis

cussed above, she were to use up five to ten of her twelve 

bombs and rockets in a "first strike" against German 

cities. If she were to do this, she would have only two 

to seven bombs and rockets left in comparison to the 

forty bombs and rockets retained by America, and she 

would therefore put herself at a disadvantage in the 

crisis that would follow her attack. In this sense, an 

agreement limiting Russia to twelve bombs and rockets 

would provide protection to the cities of our allies in 

\Vestern Europe, but this would be true only if we 

could be certain that Russia would not secretly retain, 

say, another twelve strategic bombs and rockets which 

are operational or could be made operational on short 

notice. The measures of inspection instituted at the 

outset of the agreernent would not be likely to give any 

certainty in this regard, because initially we might have 

to be satisfied with measures of inspection which give 

us assurance that Russia cannot secretly retain a striking 

force large enougl1 to be capable of destroying a signif

icant fraction of our minimal striking forces. 

It is therefore necessary to explore what additional 

measures of inspection would provide our allies with the 

protection they need, and whether such measures would 

be acceptable to Russia. 
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In an extended conversation I had with Chaim1an 

Khrushchev in October of 1960, I said that, even if 

Russia were willing to admit international inspectors in 

unlimited numbers, it would not be possible for us 

• to be sure that there would not remain a few bombs 

and rockets hidden somewhere in Russia which are 

operational or could be made operational very quickly. 

I told Khrushchev that I believed that the oviet gov

ernment could reas ure the world in this regard only if 

they were to create conditions in which we could rely 

on a oviet citizen reporting secret violations of the 

agreement to an international authority. He got the 

point, got it fully, and his an wer was very gratifying. 

I would not attach as much significance to this as 

I do if I had not accidentally di covered in December 

of the same year, when I attended the Pugwash meeting 

in Ioscow, that some of our colleagues of the oviet 

Academy of Sciences scheduled to attend this meeting 

had been given a detailed report of my conver ation 

with Chairman Khru hchev. In thi report Khru hchev 

was quoted to have said to me that, for the sake of 

making general di armament acceptable to the nited 

States, the Soviet government would give serious con

sideration to creating conditions which would make it 

possible for the world to rely on a Soviet citizen re

porting violations of the disarmament agreement to an 

international authority. 
After the Pugwash meeting, I stayed on in Ioscow 

for about a month and had numerous private conversa

tions with our Russian colleagues. I wanted to di cover, 

most of all, whether the Soviet government could, if 

it wanted to, create conditions in which the ,,·orld 

could rely on Russian citizens reporting violations of 

the disarmament agreement. I finally concluded that 

this would not be easy but that it would be done, pro

vided the arms control agreement offered Ru sia a 

substantial increase in her security and permitted the 

Soviet government to divert substantial funds from 

armament to other uses. 
I believe that it would be much easier to get the 

Soviet government to accept very far-reaching measures 

of inspection for the sake of obtaining an objective that 

makes sense to them than to get them to accept quite 

limited measures of inspection for the sake of any 

"first steps" which would not offer any major direct 

benefits to Russia. 

Speaking before the Economic Club of 1ew York on 

ovember 18, 1963, Secretary 1c amara stated that 

we have now more than 500 operational long-range 

ballistic mis iles and are planning to increase their num

ber to over 1,700 by 1966. In addition, we have today 

over 500 bombers on quick-reaction ground alert. In his 

speech, 1cNamara refers to the "damage-limiting 

capability of our numerically superior forces," which 

I take to mean our capability of making ma sive attacks 

against Rus ia's strategic air bases and rocket bases. 



It is my contention that we will not be able to nego
tiate a meaningful agreement on arms control until we 
are willing to give up what General Le lay calls our 
"capability to destroy the enemy's forces before they 
destroy us," and that by giving it up we would gain 
more than we would lo e. 

If I were given an opportunity to cross-examine 
General LeMay, I would ask him what contingencies 
he has in mind when he speaks of "destroying the 
enemy's nuclear forces before they destroy us." It 
would then turn out that, while we could invoke the 
"damage-finding capability of our numerically supe
rior forces" by making a massive attack against Ru sia's 
strategic air fields and rocket-launching sites of known 
location in certain conceivable contingencies, these con
tingencies are very contrived and most unlikely to occur. 

The "damage-limiting capability of our numerically 
superior forces" might have a certain marginal value in 
the least probable contingencies, but in the most prob
able contingency, if a war were to break out which 
neither Russia nor America wanted, then our capability 
of making a sudden massive attack against Russia's 
rocket-launching sites of known location would render 
an escalation of the war more likely than less likely. 
For if the superiority of our strategic striking forces is 
anywhere as great as General LeMay claims, the Rus
sians might fear at some point that our next move in 
the pursuit of war would be the waging of a massive 
strike against their rocket bases of known location, and 
at that point they might be driven to launch rockets 
against our cities and the cities of our allies from all 
of their bases that are vulnerable to an attack. 

There is no need to belabor this point, however, be
cause the "superiority of our strategic striking forces" 
of which General Le}.[ay speaks is at best a vanishing 
asset. \Vi thin a few years, we shall have saturation 
parity, and in that situation Russia will no longer 
have to fear a massive strike against her rocket bases ot 
known location. 

In saturation parity-as far as the strategic striking 
forces are concerned-America and Russia will find 
themselves in a fully symmetrical situation, and at this 
time the only meaningful choice before us is between 
the symmetrical situation of saturation parity, in which 
both America and Russia maintain strategic striking 
forces at a high level, and another symmetrical situation 
in which they both maintain strategic striking forces at 
a "minimal level." 

lore and more people within the administration 
realize that it would be futile and increasingly dangerous 
to continue to use our strategic striking forces as a de
terrent the way we used them in the past, and that 
tllese forces must be used only for tile purpose of 
threatening a counterblow in case of an atomic attack 
directed against our territory. Those who take this 
position inevitably arrive in time at realizing that both 
America and Russia would gain, rather than lose, in 

security by reducing their strategic striking forces from 
the level of saturation parity to the level of the minimal 
deterrent. 

\Ve must ask our eh·es at this point under what con
ditions \\·ould Rus ia want to have an agreement based 
on this concept, and want it strongly enough to be pre
pared to pay the price in terms of the measures of 
inspection needed. 

1 think that Russia would have no desire to enter 
into such an agreement unle s she could be sure that it 
would not be nece sary for her later on to abrogate 
the agreement and to rebuild her atomic striking forces, 
o to speak, from scratch. Thus, Ru sia would have 

to be convinced that Germany is not going to have 
under her own control an atomic striking force, and 
also that China would not build a ubstantial atomic 
striking force of her own. 

I do not know what it would take to induce China to 
forego having atomic bombs, but it is conceivable that 
China might be willing to go along with an agreement 
on arms control that would leave America and Russia 
in possession of minimal strategic striking forces, pro
vided that in return America would agree not to resort 
to the use of either trategic or tactical atomic bomb 
in the Far East and Southeast Asia, and to set up an 
atom-free zone that would include these areas. 

There are those who say that merica could not agree 
to forego the use of atomic bombs in the Pacific be
cause it might be necessary to use atomic bombs in 
the defense of Formosa. 

Quite similar views \\"ere voiced at the Disarmament 
Conference of the League of ations which was held 
in Geneva in the 1930s. At issue at this conference was 
the elimination of the bomber plane from the national 
arsenals and the outlawing of bombing from the air. 
At one point during the negotiations, Anthony Eden, 
who was at that time a civil servant, told the conference 
that His fajesty's government could not be a party 
to the outlawing of bombing from the air. lie said 
that, from time to time, the Royal Air Force engaged 
in bombing the mud huts of the unruly tribes of 
the northern frontier of India and that this was the 
only effective way to keep these tribes from making 
periodic incursions into Indian territory. Some people 
have no sense of proportion. 

It is probably true that we cannot have general 
disarmament without also having a far-reaching political 
ettlement. The conclusion of an agreement providing 

for arms control based on the concept of the minimal 
deterrent need not, however, await a political settle
ment in Europe or elsewhere. 1oreover, in view of 
our current estimates of Russia's military manpower 
and resources, we need no longer insist that the re
duction of the number of bombs and rockets to a 
minimal level must be accompanied by the reduction 
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of the conventionally-armed forces. Rather, we may rely 
on economic considerations to limit the armies main
tained by the nations of Europe, including Russia. 

The reduction of the strategic striking forces to the 
"minimal" level spelled out above need not take place 
at the very outset of the agreement, all at once, but 
there would have to be substantial step-by-step reduc
tions to intermediate levels soon after the agreement 
goes into force. What matters is not so much in what 
steps and just how fast a reduction of the strategic strik
ing force takes place, but rather whether America and 
Russia are in full agreement on the level of the "min
imal" striking forces which would be retained under 
the agreement. 

In these circumstances, Russia and America could 
enter into conversations aimed at reaching a meeting of 
the minds on the reduction of the number of atomic 
bombs and rockets to a minimal level and could there
after seek the concurrence of the other nations, includ
ing Germany and China. 

If these conversations were carried far enough to 
convince the Russians that an agreement could be 
negotiated without running into any major hitches, then 
the Russians might accept a product cut-off in bombs 
and rockets even before an agreement based on the 
minimal deterrent is fully spelled out with the i's 
dotted and the t's crossed, and for the purposes of a 
production cut-off the United States would presumably 
be satisfied with inspection limited to production facili
ties of known locations. 

e POSTSCRIPT 

I do not know anyone in the Department of Defense 
who would not on the whole agree with the analysis, 
given above, of the perils of saturation parity and the 
security to be gained from the "minimal deterrent." 
Some people in the Defense Department might say 
that I am overstating my case, that it would not be 
sufficient for us to retain forty large bombs and rockets 
because only a certain fraction of the Polaris and 
Minutemen launched would reach their target, the 
rest being duds. They might say therefore that, instead 
of forty bombs and rockets, we ought to retain perhaps 
100 or 150 of them. These are not essential differences 
because, as the reliability rating of our rockets increases, 
their numbers could be more or less automatically re
duced. 

Others in the Defense Department might say, 
not publicly but privately, that I am understating 
my case when I say that Russia may achieve saturation 
parity within a few years, and that Russia has achieved 
saturation parity already. This is not an essential dif
ference either. 

I should perhaps add that I am not personally ac
quainted with any of those in the Defense Department 
who are part of the "military-industrial complex" of 
which President Eisenhower spoke in his presidential 
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farewell address, and who have a vested interest, emo
tional or otherwise, in maintaining large strategic 
striking forces. Even though these people do not occupy 
top positions in the administration, they must be 
reckoned with because they have considerable in
fluence in Congress. 

vVhile the "military-industrial complex" might well 
attempt to block any significant reduction of our stra
tegic striking forces, when such a reduction becomes a 
"clear and present danger" our current failure to make 
any decisive progress on arms control must not be 
attributed to them. Rather, this failure is mainly clue 
to our method of negotiating with the Russians. 

vVe have not made, thus far, and are not likely to 
make in the predictable future, a formal proposal on 
arms control which the Russians could accept as it 
stands, for fear that the proposal would become the 
starting point of "horse trading" and that we would end 
up with an agreement that might endanger our security. 

Each time we introduce a new feature into our 
proposals which we hope could create a basis for ne
gotiations, it takes the Russians about six months to 
respond. This sluggishness of the Russian response is 
not surprising because there are few people concemed 
with the problem of arms control working within the 
Russian govemment who are capable of coping with 
the unprecedented problems involved. These few men 
have their hands full taking care of the day-to-day 
problems and cannot devote much time to long-term 
planning. This may well be the reason why the Russians 
take so long to respond, even if we propose something 
that clearly would be in their interest to accept. 

The number of those working within our administra
tion who can cope with these problems is larger, but 
it is not large. These men are plagued by being uncertain 
as to what the Russians would be likely to accept and 
also what Congress would be likely to accept. 

\¥hat the Russians would accept and what Congress 
would accept depends on whether the administration 
can make them understand the need to avoid a new 
arms race, the perils which we face in the current 
situation, and the advantages that an agreement based 
on the concept of the minimal deterrent would hold 
for all concerned. Unless it becomes somehow possible 
to arrange for greatly improved communication between 
the administration and the Soviet government, on the 
one hand, and between the administration and Con
gress, on the other hand, no decisive progress toward 
a meaningful agreement on arms control is going to be 
made. Instead, we might be taking a number of little 
steps, like the test ban, for instance. These little steps 
improve the intemational climate, but if nothing de
cisive is done before long, the climate may keep on 
improving and improving until there is a new crisis, 
and then we shall be back where we started from. To 
make progress is not enough, for if the progress is not 
fast enough, something is going to overtake us. 
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We are close to the point where America and Russia could destroy each other to any desired 

degree and therefore one would perhaps think that the arms race is about to come to an end. In 

fact a new arms race might be just around the corner. 
Russia might before long deploy anti-missile missiles in defense of her rocket-launching 

sites. For such a defense to be effective it is only necessary to prevent a ground burst of the 

incoming rockets and this is, quite possibly, an attainable goal. Thus, the Administration 

might find itself under Congressional pressure to double, or triple, the number of Minutemen 

scheduled to be built in order to overcome Russia's defense of her bases. 
Russia might go further and might deploy anti-missile missiles also for the defense of 

some of her larger cities. If she does, we would be forced to do likewise. There is this 
difference, however: Russia could deploy anti-missile missiles around a few of her largest 
cities and stop there, but if we deployed anti-missile missiles around any of our cities, the 

Administration would be under pressure to deploy such missiles around every one of our cities. 

Fall-out could kill most people in a city if Russia were to explode suitably-constructed 

bombs at some distance from the city and it would make little sense for us to deploy anti
missile missiles around our cities without also embarking on a program of building fall-out 

shelters for the protection of the population of these cities . The cost of an adequate fall-out 

shelter program may be estimated at about $50 billion. 
Economic considerations might slow Russia's build up of her anti-missile defenses sufficient

ly to make it possible for us as yet to avoid such a new arms race, by reaching an agreement 

with Russia on a cut-off in the production of bombs and rockets. 
Russia would perhaps agree to such a cut-off - as a first step - if America and Russia 

were to reach a meeting of the minds on reducing their strategic striking forces, step by step, 

to a level just sufficient to inflict "unacceptable" damage in a counterblow, in case of a stra
tegic strike directed against their territory. 

An agreement providing for a reduction of America's and Russia's strategic striking forces 

to such a "minimal" level would also have to provide for adequate measures of inspection. 

It would take very stringent measures of inspection indeed to make sure that no bombs and 

rockets whatever remain hidden in Russia, but as long as we retain a striking force large 

enough to inflict unacceptable damage on Russia in a counterblow we could be satisfied with 

rather limited measures of inspection. In this case we would need to have just enough inspection 

to make sure that Russia would not secretly retain a strategic striking force large enough to 

be capable of destroying a significant portionofthe "minimal" striking forces which we retain. 

The same considerations also hold true, of course, in the reverse for Russia. 
Many of those who joined the Kennedy Administration in 1961 have come to believe that we 

would be much more secure in the years to come if we concluded with Russia an agreement 

based on the concept of the minimal deterrent. In the course of the last year Russia has ac

cepted the notion that America as well as Russia may retain a small strategic striking force, 

until the "end of the third stage" of the "disarmament agreement" and that inspection shall 

not be limited to equipment which is to be destroyed, but be extended also to equipment which 
is being retained. 

We shall have to explore whether the Russians mean the same thing as we do when they ap

pear to accept the principle ofthe "minimal deterrent." We shall be able to discover this how

ever only if we first find out what we mean ourselves when we speak of this principle. 

* * * 
We may as well start out by asking ourselves how large the strategic forces retained would 

need to be in order to fulfill their function. 
If Russia retained twelve rockets and bombs, of one to three megatons each, which could 

reach their target, then Russia's counterblow could demolish twelve of our largest cities totaling 

over 25 million inhabitants. Clearly, this would b e unacceptable damage, since in none of the 



conflicts which may be expected to arise in the foreseeable future would we be willing to pay 
such a price for the sake of attaining the political objectives involved. 

Because Russia has fewer large cities, we might have to retain about 40 bombs, if our re
taliatory counterblow is to demolish Russian cities housing over 25 million people. 

Both America and Russia could maximize their immunity to undetected violations of the 
agreement, by maintaining a certain balance between land-based long-range rockets and 
submarine-based rockets, within the limitations set by the agreement. 

The warheads carried by anti-missile missiles may have to be limited to perhaps twenty 
kilotons each and to a total of say three megatons, for Russia and for America alike. The de
ployment of anti-missile missiles around cities may have to be prohibited. 

* * * 
It is my contention that we need to reduce the strategic striking forces down to the level of 

the "minimal deterrent", as soon as possible, because of the perils we face today and the even 
greater perils that we shall face when we reach the end of the current transitional period. 

Had a conflict between Russia and America led to an armed clash a few years ago, and 
had at some point along the line of escalation, Russia made a sudden attack against America's 
strategic air bases and rocket bases, then America's ' ·residual striking capacity'' would 
have been sufficient to demolish, in a counterblow, all of Russia's sizeable cities. But, if 
conversely, America had made such an attack against Russia's air bases and rocket bases 
of known location, Russia's residual counterblow could not have caused any comparable de
struction. 

To-day, America's strategic atomic striking forces are presumably still superior to those 
of Russia, by a factor of perhaps between three and ten, in the number of hydrogen bombs 
that they could deliver and, presumably, America could maintain this kind of numerical super
iority in the years to come. She could not however, by doing so, keep Russia from steadily in
creasing her "residual striking capacity." In recent years, Russia has steadily proceeded with 
the hardening of her rocket-launching sites and the building of additional submarines, capable 
of launching long-range rockets. To-day, she has reached the point where her "residual 
counterblow" would be sufficient to demolish most of America's major cities on the Eastern 
Seaboard and some of her cities in the West. This is a higher price than America would be 
willing to pay for reaching her political objectives, in any of the conflicts that might be expected 
to occur in the predictable future. In other words, to-day Russia's " residual striking capacity" 
would be sufficient to inflict "unacceptable damage" on America. Conversely, America's 
residual striking capacity would be sufficient to-day to demolish all of Russia's cities of over 
100,000. 

It might be true that to-day America would still be able to recover from an all-out atomic 
war, whereas Russia would lose all of her cities of over 100,000 and thus suffer a destruction of 
her society from which she would not recover. 

In the situation inwhichwefindourselvesat present we no longer try to "deter" Russia with 
threatening a massive strategic strike against her cities . We realize that to-day such a threat 
would come very close to being a threat of murder and suicide and clearly a threat of this sort 
would not be believable in any conflict in which major American interests might be at stake, but 
not America's existence as a nation. Instead, we are currently maintaining a military posture 
which threatens to lead step by step to an escalation of the war and ultimately to our accepting 
" unacceptable" damage, in return for the virtually complete destruction of Russia's society. 
We maintain this military posture in order to discourage Russia from embarking on any military 
conquest. 

Right after the Second World War the security of Western Europe was threatened by the 
combination of communist pressure from the inside and the possibility of a Russian military 
intervention from the outside. To-day the Russians would be exceedingly unlikely to embark on 
a conquest of Western Europe whether or not we maintained our current military posture, but 
-because of the military posture we maintain-if a war broke out, as the result of a border in
cident or an uprising in Eastern Germany, it would be likely to escalate and to end up with an 
exchange of strategic atomic strikes between America and Russia. 

Presumably only conventional weapons would be used at the outset of such a war. At some 
point during the see-saw of fighting Russia might be tempted however to send her troops in hot 



pursuit across the pre-war boundary and they might penetrate deep into Western territory. In 
case of a deep penetration of w estern Europe by Russian troops our plans call for the use of 
tactical weapons not only in combat against troops which have penetrated the pre-war boundary 
but also against the lines of communications of the Russians in Eastern Germany, Poland and 
Russia, herself. If, conversely, certain NATO units were to penetrate into Eastern Germany 
the Russians would presumably bomb communication lines in Western Europe including the 
ports where American troops disembark. Because the size of tactical bombs ranges all the 
way from one kiloton to several hundred kilotons, there is no substantial gap between where 
tactical bombings end and where strategic bombings begin. Thus, a war that neither America 
nor Russia wanted could easily end up in an all-out atomic war between them. 

The risk that such a war in Europe might end up in an all-out atomic war is the price that 
we are paying for maintaining our present military posture. To my mind this is far too high a 
price to pay for deterring Russia from something that she wouldn't be likely to do anyway. 

* * * 
A meaningful agreement on arms control based on the concept of the minimal deterrent 

would limit not only the number of the strategic bombs retained, but also the number, as well 
as the size, of the tactical bombs retained. The size of these bombs might be limited to one 
kiloton and America, as well as Russia, might each be limited to perhaps 300 such bombs. 

The total tonnage of the tactical bombs retained by either side would thus amount to only a 
few per cent of the total tonnage of the strategic bombs retained by them, still it would amount 
to about ten per cent of the tonnage of high explosives dropped during the last world war. 

By establishing a wide gap between the size of the tactical bombs retained, one kiloton, and 
the size of the strategic bombs retained, presumably about one megaton or larger, one may 
establish a clear distinction between bombs which might be used against troops in combat and 
bombs which have been retained only to be used in a counterblow, in retaliation for a strategic 
strike. 

America ought to resolve and to proclaim that she will not resort to the use of tactical bombs 
if there is a war in Europe, except in case of a 100 mile deep penetration of Western Europe 
by Russian troops and would then use them only within the Western side of the pre-war boundary 
-as long as Russia imposes similar limitations upon herself. Then, if a war were to start in 
Europe which neither America nor Russia wanted it would be less likely to end up with an ex
change of strategic strikes between America and Russia. 

Even the limited numbers of tactical bombs retained could have an important effect on the 
course of the war, if such a war were to break out in Europe, and their effect could be to slow 
down the war and stabilize a front across Europe provided that America and Russia imposed 
upon themselves the restraints spelled out above. For if Russian troops were to cross in hot 
pursuit the pre-war boundary and were to penetrate one hundred miles deep into Western 
Europe, with America in possession of tactical bombs, the Russians could not very well mass 
troops and conventional armor at any point in front of the American defense line in sufficient 
strength to break through that line. Conversely, Russia would gain the same advantage from her 
possession of tactical bombs if certain NATO units were to cross the pre-war boundary and were 
to penetrate one hundred miles into Eastern Europe. The fear that atomic bombs might be 
dropped on troops, massed for a breakthrough, would thus tend to stabilize a front across Eu
rope, giving time for tempers to cool and for ending the war by a settlement. 

No agreement providing for arms control, would be likely to withstand the strain of a pro
tracted war in Europe, however. 

Saturation Parity 
In the last few years, Russia has steadily proceeded with the building of submarines capable 

of launching rockets and with the hardening of her long-range rocket bases, located on Russian 
territory. It is clear that, in time, Russia must reach the point where her " residual striking 
capacity" would be large enough to demolish all of America's sizeable cities. AT THAT 
POINT RUSSIA WILL HAVE ACHIEVED PARITY OF SATURATION. Russia may reach sat
uration parity, at a modest economic sacrifice, within a very few years. 

General Le May said, in a major speech, reported in the WASHINGTON POST of December 
18, 1963, that those, who argue that the United States has an extensive over-kill, favor cutting 



American strategic striking forces so they would only be capable of hitting cities. He said that 

such a reduced force, would leave the United States too weak " to destroy the enemy's nuclear 

forces before they destroy us," and that America's maintainence of " superior counterfo;rce 

strength" gives American policy makers the widest range of credible options for controlled 

responses to aggression at any level. According to General Le May, this paid off during the 

Berlin and Cuban crises in which the United States forced Russia to back down and won her 

political objectives, because the Russians knew that the United States had a clear margin of 
strategic nuclear strength. 

I do not propose to take issue with General Le May at this point, except to say that the " de

terrent effect" of America's margin of strategic nuclear strength obviously comes to an end 
when the striking forces of the Soviet Union reach saturation parity with those of the United 

States. If our "margin" was in fact responsible for Russia's yielding in the Berlin and Cuban 

crises, then if another similar crisis were to occur, after Russia reaches saturation parity, we 
would no longer have any reason to expect that Russia would yield always. 

Had Russia not yielded in the Cuban crisis of October 1962, and had her ships continued on 

their course to Cuba, in defiance of America's proclamation of a partial naval blockade of that 

island, American warships would have sunk Russian ships. No one can say how far escalation 
would have gone and whether Russia, being unable to r esist America in the Caribbean, would 
have retaliated elsewhere, perhaps in Europe. 

General Le May believes that if it had come to an armed clash in the Cuban crisis, because 

of the superiority of our strategic striking forces the Russians would have put an end to escala

tion, at some point along the line. But even if one were to accept this view one could still not 

predict which of the two countries would take the first step to halt escalation, if a similar clash 

were to occur a few years hence, in the symmetrical situation of saturation parity. And, if it is 

no longer possible to say who would put an end to escalation, then also one cannot predict just 

how far escalation might go. In saturation parity, escalation might go to the point where all of 

America's and all of Russia' s cities of over 100,000 get demolished. 
Manifestly, saturation parity presents a threat to the survival of our society. 

* * * 

Let us consider now how saturation parity may be expected to affect our allies, in general, 

and Western Germany, in particular: 
Let us ask ourselves, for example, what would have happened if there had occurred a few 

years ago a major uprising in Eastern Germany against the established government and if sub

stantial units of armed West German volunteers had moved into East Germany to assist the in

surgents. Presumably at first one would not have known with certainty whether these volunteers 

were acting with the tacit approval, and active participation, of the West German Government, 

or whether they were acting against its wishes, and in disregard of its orders. Had such a con

tingency occurred a few years ago, the odds are that America would have extended protection 
to West Germany against the strategic striking forces of Russia , on the ground that America 

m:Ist prevent the destruction of West German military power. America would have been likely 

to extend suchprotectiontoWestGermanywhetherGermany was, or was not, the aggressor, and 

if there hadbeenanydoubtofthisscore, Germany would have been given the benefit of the doubt. 

If a contingency of this sort were to occur in the years to come, and if the Russians were to 

fear that the clash might escalate into an all-out atomic war, they might decide to knock West 

Germany out of the war by dropping, all at once, between five and ten hydrogen bombs, on West 

German cities. Having done this, Russia would then be in the position to speak to America 

as follows: 
"German aggression forced us to do what we did, lest the clash of arms escalate into 
an all-out atomic war, which neither Russia nor America want. We realize that Amer

ica could now respond by demolishing one Russian city after another, but for every 
Russian city that America may demolish Russia would demolish one American city. 

Let's be rational about this. Whathashappened, has happened; let ' s see now where' we 

go from here. Russia does not intend to occupy any West German territory and she is 
willing to put up a few percent of her industrial output to help rebuild the cities of West 

Germany, provided her contribution is matched, dollar- :::or-dollar, by America." 



The Russians would hardly assume tha t the Americans would r espond in a rational fashion if 
they were to drop bombs on American cities but, in the contingency described above, they might, 
rightly or wrongly, expect a rational response, if they demolished German cities only and re
frained from extending their attack to America' s own te rritory. 

The nations of Europe are becoming gradually aware of the situation they will face in satura
tion parity and they are beginning to ask themselves whether they may not have to maintain each 
a strategic striking force under its own control in order to safeguard their own security. 

Few people contemplate with equanimity the possibility that Germany may acquire a sub
stantial atomic striking force. There are those in America who believe that we might keep Ger
many from wanting to have such a striking force under her own control, by setting up a strategic 
striking force under the joint control of America and Germany, with perhaps a few other nations 
JOmmg in. The multilate ral strategic striking force under discussion would be equipped with 
two hundred Polaris missiles, enough to demolish two hundred cities, if all of them were to 
reach their target, yet it would not give the Germans what they need in saturation parity, as long 
as America can veto the useofthisforce. There is reason to believe that the Germans propose 
to participate in it only because they assume that it may be possible for them to get rid of the 
veto. 

The creation of such a strategic striking force would make it possible to endow West Ger
m:my, by the mere stroke of a pen, with a striking force of her own, a force corresponding in 
size perhaps to the financial stake that Germany would have in the joint force. Those Americans 
who advocate the s etting up of such a joint force, in order to keep the Germans from having a 
force under their own control, follow the principle of the lesser evil. Following this same prin
ciple could lead to transfe rring to Germany control of a part of the joint forc e later on, if 
Germany should proclaim that they would othe rwise build a substantial striking force of their 
own. 

It is doubtful whether control over atomic bombs can be kept from the Germans by a gadget 
like the multilateral nuclear striking force, or for that matter by any gadget, AND IT IS PROB
ABLY TRUE THAT IN THE LONG RUN IT WOULD BE IMPOSSillLE TO PREVENT THE PRO
LIFERATION OF ATOMIC BOMBS IF SATURATION PARITY WERE TO PREVAIL. 

* * * 
Under an agreement based on the concept ofthe " minimal deterrent" which would leave Rus

sia in possession of say, twelve bombs and rockets, Russia would put herself at a disadvantage 
if, in the contingency discussed above, she were to use up five to ten of her twelve bombs and 
rockets in a " first strike" against German cities. If she were to do this, she would have only 
two to seven bombs and rockets left, in comparison to the forty bombs and rockets retained by 
America and she would therefore put herself to a disadvantage in the crisis that would follow her 
attack. In this sense an agreement limiting Russia to twelve bombs and rockets would provide 
protection to the cities of our allies in Western Europe, but this would be true only if we could 
be certain that Russia would not secretly retain say another twelve strategic bombs and rockets 
which are operational, or could be made operational on short notice. The measures of inspection 
instituted at the outset ofthe agreement would not be likely to give us any certainty in this regard 
because initially we might have to be satisfied with measures of inspection which give us assur
ance that Russia cannot secretly retain a striking force large enough to be capable of destroying 
a significant fraction of our minimal striking forces. 

It is therefore necessary to explore what additional measures of inspection would provide 
our allies with the protection they need and whether such measures would be acceptable to 
Russia. 

In an extended conversation which I had with Chairman Khrushchev in October of 1960, I said 
that even if Russia were willing to admit international inspectors in unlimited numbers it would 
not be possible for us to be sure that there would not remain a few bombs and rockets hidden 
somewhere in Russia which are operational, or could be made operational very quickly. I told 
Khrushchev that I believed that the Soviet Government could reassure the world in this regard 
only if they were to create conditions in which we could rely on a Soviet citizen r eporting secret 
violations of the agr eement to an international authority. He got the point, got it fully and his 
answer was gratifying. 

I would not attach as much significance to this as I do, if I had not accidentally discovered in 
December of the same year when I attended the Pugwash meeting in Moscow that some of our 
colleagues of the Soviet Academy of Sciences. scheduled to attend this meeting , had been given a 
detailed r eport of my conve rsation with Chairman Khrushchev. In thi s r eport, Khrushchev was 



quoted to have said to me that, for the sake of making general disarmament acceptable to the 

United States, the Soviet Government would give serious consideration to creating conditions 

which would make it possible for the world to rely on a Soviet citizen reporting violations or 

the disarmament agreement to an international authority. 
After the Pugwash meeting, I stayed on in Moscow for about a month and had numerous pri

vate conversations with our Russian colleagues. I wanted to discover most of all whether the 

Soviet Government could, if it wanted to, create conditions in which the world could rely on 

Russian citizens reporting violations of the disarmament agreement. I finally concluded that 

this would not be easy but that it would be done, provided the arms control agreement offered 

Russia a substantial increase in her security and permitted the Soviet Government to divert 
substantial funds from armament to other uses. 

I believe that it would be much easier to get the Soviet Government to accept very far
reaching measures of inspection for the sake of obtaining an objective that makes sense to them, 

than to get them to accept quite limited measures of inspection for the sake of any " first steps" 

which would not offer any major direct benefits to Russia. 

* * * 

Speaking before the Economic Club of ew York on November 18, 1963, Secretary McNamara 
stated that we have now more than 500 operational long-range ballistic missiles and are planning 

to increase their number to over 1700by 1966. In addition, we have to-day over 500 bombers on 
quick-reaction ground alert. In his speech, McNamara refers to the "damage-limiting capabil

ity of our numerically superior forces", which I take to mean our capability of making massive 

attacks against Russia's strategic air bases and rocket bases of known location. 
It is my contention that we will not be able to negotiate a meaningful agreement on arms 

control until we are willing to give up what General Le May calls our " capability to destroy the 
enemy's forces before they destroy us" and that by giving it up we would gain more than what 

we would lose . 
If I were given an opportunity to cross-examine General Le May, I would ask him what con

tingencies he has in mind when he speaks of " destroying the enemy's nuclear forces before they 

destroy us." It would then turn out that while we could invoke the " damage-limiting capability 

of our numerically superior forces" by making a massive attack against Russia's strategic 

air fields and rocket launching sites of known location in certain conceivable contingencies, 

these contingencies are very contrived and are most unlikely to occur . 
The "damage-limiting capability of our numerically superior forces" might have a certain 

marginal value in the least probable contingencies, but in the most probable contmgency if a war 

were to break out which neither Russia nor America want our capability of making a sudden mas

sive attack against Russia's rocket-launching sites of known location would render an escalation 

of the war more likely rather than less likely. For if the superiority of our strategic striking 

forces is anywhere as great as General Le May claims then, if war broke out, the Russians 

might fear at some point that our next move in the pursuit of war would be the waging of a mas
sive strike against their rocket bases of known location and at that point they might be impelled 

to launch rockets against our cities and the cities of our allies from all of their bases which 

are vulnerable to an attack. 
There is no need to belabor this point, however, because of "superiority of our strategic 

striking forces" of which General Le May speaks is at best a vanishing asset, which will not 

exist tomorrow. Within a few years now we shall have saturation parity and in that situation 

Russia will no longer have to fear a massive strike against her rocket bases of known location. 

In saturation parity-as far as the strategic striking forces are concerned-America and 

Russia will find themselves in a fully symmetrical situation, and at this time the only meaningful 

choice before us is between the symmetrical situation of saturation parity, in which both Am•~ r

ica and Russia maintain strategic striking forces at a high level, and another symmetrical situa
tion in which they both maintain strategic striking forces at a " minimal level." 

More and more people within the Administration realize that it would be futil e and increasing

ly dangerous to continue to use our strategic striking forces as a deterrent, the way we used 

them in the past, and that these forces must be used only for the purpose of threatening a coun

terblow in case of an atomic attack directed against our territory. Those who take this position 

inevitably arrive in time at realizing that both Am erica and Russia would gain, rather than lose, 



in security by reducing their strategic striking forces from the level of saturation parity to 
the level of the minimal deterrent. 

* * * 
We must ask ourselves at this point under what conditions would Russia want to have an 

agreement based on this concept, and want it strongly enough to be prepared to pay the price in 
terms of the measures of inspection needed. 

I think that Russia would have no desire to enter into such an agreement unless she could be 
sure that it would not be necessary for her later on to abrogate the agreement and to rebuild her 
atomic striking forces so to speak from scratch. Thus, Russia would have to be convinced that 
Germany is not going to have under her own control an atomic striking force, and also that 
China would not build a substantial atomic striking force of her own. 

I do not know what it would take to induce China to forego having atomic bombs, but it is 
conceivable that China might be willing to go along with an agreement on arms control that would 
leave America and Russia in possession of minimal strategic striking forces, provided that in 
return America would agree not to resort to the use of either strategic, or tactical, atomic 
bombs in the Far East and Southeast Asia, and the setting up an atom-free zone that would 
include these areas. 

There are those who say that America could not agree to forego the use of atomic bombs 
in the Pacific because it might be necessary to use atomic bombs in the defense of Formosa. 

Quite similar views were voiced at the Disarmament Conference of the League of Nations 
which was held in Geneva in the 1930's. At issue at this conference was the elimination of the 
bomber plane from the national arsenals and the outlawing of bombing from the air. At one 
point during the negotiations, Anthony Eden, who was at that time a civil servant, told the Con
ference that His Majesty's Government could not be a party to the outlawing of bombing from 
the air. He said that, from time to time, the Royal Air Force engage in the bombing of the mud 
huts of the unruly tribes on the Northern frontier of India and that this was the only effective 
way to keep these tribes from making periodic incursions into Indian territory. Some people 
have no sense of proportions. 

* * * 
It is probably true that we cannot have general disarmament without also having a far

reaching political settlement. The conclusion of an agreement providing for arms control based 
on the concept of the minimal deterrent need not await however a political settlement in Europe, 
or elsewhere . Moreover, in view of our current estimates of Russia's military manpower and 
resources we need no longer insist that the reduction of the number of bombs and rockets to 
a minimal level must be accompanied by the reduction of the conventionally-armed forces. 
Rather, we may rely on economic considerations to limit the armies maintained by the nations 
of Europe, including Russia. 

The reduction of the strategic striking forces to the " minimal" level spelled out above need 
not take place at the very outset of the agreement, all at once, but there would have to be sub
stantial step-by- step reductions to intermediate levels soon after the agreement goes into force. 
What matters is not so much in what steps, and just how fast, a reduction of the strategic strik
ing force takes place, but rather whether America and Russia are in full agreement on the level 
of the " minimal" striking forces which would be retained under the agreement. 

In these circumstances, Russia and America could enter into conversations aimed at reach
ing a meeting of the minds on the reduction of the number of atomic bombs and rockets to 
a minimal level and could thereafter seek the concurrence of the other nations, including 
Germany and China. 

If these conversations were carried far enough to convince the Russians that an agreement 
could be negotiated without running into any major hitches, then the Russians might accept a 
production cut-off in bombs and rockets, even before an agreem·3nt based on the minimal de
terrent is fully spelled out, with the i' s dotted and the t ' s crossed and for the purposes of a 
production cut-off the United States would be presumably satisfied with inspection limited to 
production facilities of known location. 

* * * 



Postscript 
I do not know anyone in the Department of Defense who would not on the whole agree with the 

analysis, given above, of the perils of saturation parity and the security to be gained from 
the " minimal deterrent." Some people in the Defense Department might say that I am over.: 
stating my case, that it would not be sufficient for us to retain forty large bombs and rockets 
because only a certain fraction of the Polaris and Minutemen launched would reach their 
target, the rest being duds. They might say therefore that instead of forty bombs and rockets 
we ought to retain perhaps 100 or 150 of them. These are not essential differences, because 
as the reliability rating of our rockets increases their numbers could be more or less auto
matically reduced. 

Others in the Defense Department might say, not publicly but privately, that I am under
stating my case when I say that Russia may achieve saturation parity within a few years 
and that Russia has achieved saturation parity already. This is not an essential difference 
either. 

I should perhaps add that I am not personally acquainted with any of those in the Defense De
partment who are part of the " military-industrial complex" of which President Eisenhower 
spoke in his Presidential Farewell Address, and who have a vested interest, emotional or other
wise, in maintaining large strategic striking forces. Even though these people do not occupy 
top positions in the Administration they must be reckoned with because they have considerable 
influence in the Congress. 

While the "military-industrial complex" might well attempt to block any significant reduc
tion of our strategic striking forces, when such a reduction becomes a " clear and present dan
ger", our current failure to make any decisive progress on arms control must not be attributed 
to them. Rather, this failure is mainly due to our method of negotiating with the Russians. 

We have not made so far, and are not likely to make in the predictable future, a formal pro
posal on arms control which the Russians could accept, as it stands, for fear that the proposal 
would become the starting point of a " horse trading" and that we would end up with an agree
ment that might endanger our security. 

Each time we introduce a new feature into our proposals, which we hope could create a basis 
for negotiations, it takes the Russians about six months to respond. This sluggishness of the 
Russian response is not surprising because there are few people concerned with the problem 
of arms control working within the Russian Government who are capable of coping with the un
precedented problems involved. These few men have their hands full, taking care of the day-to
day problems and cannot devote much time to long-term planning. This may well be the reason 
why the Russians take so long to respond, even if we propose something that clearly would be 
in their interest to accept. 

The number of those working within our Administration who can cope with these problems is 
larger, but it is not large. These men are plagued by being uncertain as to what the Russians 
would be likely to accept and also what the Congress would be likely to accept. 

Not knowing what the Russians might accept forces them to consider a large number of alter
natives. "Selling" any of these alternatives to the rest of the Administration is arduous work 
and none of the alternatives can be broached to the Russians without first putting it through the 
mill in Washington. The handful of people who do this work are highly motivated but still they 
are only human, and the job that needs to be done is not going to be done unless they can be 
given a better idea of what the Russians would be likely to accept and what the Congress would 
be likely to accept. 

What the Russians would accept and what the Congress would accept depends on whether the 
Administration can make them understand the need to avoid a new arms race, the perils which 
we face in the current situation and the advantages that an agreement based on the concept of 
the minimal deterrent would hold for all concerned. Unless it becomes somehow possible to ar
range for greatly improved communications between the Administration and the Soviet Govern
ment, on the one hand, and between the Administration and the Congress, on the other hand, no 
decisive progress towards a meaningful agreement on arms control is going to be made. In
stead, we might be taking a number of little steps, like the test ban, for instance. These little 
steps improve the international climate, but if nothing decisive is done before long, the climate 
may keep on improving and improving until there is a new crisis and, then we shall b e back 
where we started from. To make progress is not enough, for if the progress is not fast enough, 
something is going to overtake us. 

THE END 
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"MINIMAL" DETERRENT VERSUS SATURATION PARITY 
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We are close to the point where America and Russia could destroy each other 

to any desired degree and therefore one would perhaps think that the arms race 

is about to come to an end. In fact a new arms race might be just around the 

corner. 

Russia might before long dPploy anti-missile missiles in defense of her 
~ 

rocket-launching eBse~. For such a defense to be effective it is only necessary 

to prevent a ground burst of the incoming rockets and this is, quite possibly, an 

X attainable goal. Thus, -8ef8Ic leii?J, the Administration might find itself under 

Congressional pressure to double, or triple, the number of Minutemen scheduled to 

be built in order to overcome Russia's defense of her bases. 

Russia might go further and might deploy anti-missile missiles also for the 

defense of some of her larger cities. If she does, we would be forced to do like-

wise. There is this difference however: Russia could deploy anti-missile missiles 

around a few of her largest cities and stop there, but if we deployed anti-missile 

missiles around any of our cities, the Administration would be under pressure to 

deploy such missiles around every one of our cities. 

Fall-out could kill most people in a city if Russia were to explode suitably-

constructed bombs at some distance from the city and it would make little sense 

for us to deploy anti-missile missiles around our cities without also embarking on 

a program of building fall-out shelters for the protection of the population of 

these cities. The cost of an adequate fall-out shelter program may be estimated 

at about $50 billion. 

Economic considerations might slow Russia's build up of her anti-missile 

defenses sufficiently to make it possible for us as yet to avoid such a new arms 

race, by reaching an agreement with Russia on a cut-off in the production of bombs 
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and rockets .. 

')( ~Russia would perhaps agree to such a cut-off - as a first step - if 

America and Russia were to reach a mectin0 of the minds on reducing their 

strategic striking forces , step by step, to a level iust sufficient to inflict 

"unacceptable" damage in a counterblow, in casf' of a strategic strike directed 

against their territory. 

An agreement providing for a reduction of America's and Russia's strategic 

striking forces to such a "minimal" level would also have to provide for adequate 

measures of inspection. It would take very stringent measures of inspection in

deed to make sure that no bombs and rockets whatever remain hidden in Russia, but 

as long as we retain a striking force laroe enou9h to inflict unacceptable damage 

on Russia in a counterblow we could be satisfied with rather limited meas res of 

inspection. In this case we would nePd to have just enou~h inspection to make 

sure that Russia would not secretly retain a strate9ic striking force large nough 

to be capable of destroying a significant port ion of the "minimal" strikinq forces 

which we retain. The same considerations also hold true, of course, in the 

reverse for Russia. 

~lany of those \Vho joined the Kennedy Administration in 1961 have come to 

believe that we would be much more secure in the years to come if we concluded with 

Russia an agreement based on the concept of the minimal deterrent. In the course 

of the last year Russia has accepted the notion that America as well as Russia may 

retain a small strategic striking force, until the "end of the third stage" of 

the "disarmament agreement" anrl that inspection shall not be limited to equipment 

which is to be destroyed, but be extended also to equipment which is being retained . 

We shall have to explore whether the Russians mean the same thing as we do 

when they appear to accept the principle of the "minimal deterrent." We shall be 

able to discover this however only if we first find out what we mean ourselves when 

we speak of this principle. 
~· * * 
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We may as well start out by asking ourselves how large the strategic forces 

retained would need to be in order to fulfill their function. 

If Russia retained twelve rockets and bombs, of one to three megatons each, 

which could reach their targe~then Russia's counterblow could demolish twelve of 

our larQeSt cities totalin9 over 25 million inhabitants. Clearly, this would be 

unacceptable damage, since in none of the conflicts which may be expected to 

arise in the foreseeable future would we be willing to pay such a price for the 

sake of attaining the political objectives involved. 

Because Russia has fewer large cities, we mi0ht have to retain about 40 bombs, 

if our retaliatory counterblow is to demolish Russian cities housing over 25 

million people. 

Both America and Russia could maximize their immunity to und 2tected violations 

of the agreement, by maintaining a certain balance between land-based long-range 

rockets and submarine-based rockets , within the limitations set by the ag~eement. 

The warheads carried by anti-missile missiles may have to be limited to 

perhaps twenty kilotons each and to a total of say three megaton,for Russia and 

for America alike . The deployment of anti-missile missiles around cities may have 

to be prohibited. 

It is my contention that we need to reduce the strategic striking forces 

down to the level of the "minimal deterrent", as soon ::ts possibl,because of the 

perils we face to-day and the even greater perils that we shall face when we reach 

the end of the current transitional period. 

Had a conflict between Russia and America led to an armed clash a few years 

ago, and had at some point along the line of escalation, Russia made a sudden 

attack against America's strategic air bases and rocket bases, then America•sf0re

sidual striking capacityH would have been sufficient to demolish, in a counterblow, 

all of Russia's sizeable cities . But, if conversely, America had made such an 

attack against Russia's air bases and rocket bases of known location, Russia's 
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residual counterblow could not have cause0 any comparable destruction. 

To-day, America's strate9ic atomic striking forces are presumably still 

superior to those of Russia, by a factor of perhaps bet1 een three and ten, in the 

number of hydrogen bombs that they could deliver and, presumably, America could 

maintain this kind of numerical superiority in the years to come . She could not 

however, by doing so, keep Russia from steadily increasing her "residual striking 

capacity." In recent years, Russia has steadily proceerled with the hardening 

of her rocket-launching sites and the building of additional submarines, capable 

of launching long-range rockets. To-day, she has reached the point where her 

"residua 1 counterblow" would be sufficient to demolish most of America's major 

cities on the Eastern Seaboard and some of her cities in the We st. This is a 

higher price than America would be willing to pay for reaching her political 

objectives, in any of the conflicts that might be expected to occur in the pre

dictable future. In other words, to-day Russia's "residual strikin0 capacity" 

t\lould be sufficient to inflict "unacceptable dama0e" on America. Conversely, 

America's residual striking capacity would be sufficient to-day to demolish 

all of Russia's cities of over 100,000 . 

It might be true that to-day America would still be able to recover from 

an all-out atomic war, whereas Russia would lose all of her cities of over 100,000 

and thus suffer a destruction of her society from which she would not recover. 

In the situation in which we find ourselves at present we no longer try to 

"dAter" Russia with threatening a massive strateric strike against her cities. \'Je 

realize that to-nay such a threat would come very close to being a threat of 

murder and suicide and clearly a threat of this sort would not be believable in 

any conflict in which major American interests might be at stake, but not America's 

existence as a nation. Instead, we are currently maintaininp a military posture 

which threatens to lead step by step to an escalation of the war and ultimately to 

our accepting "unacceptable" damage, in return for the virtually complete 
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destruction of Russia's society. We maintain this military posture in order to 

discourage Russia from embarking on any military conquest. 

Right after the Second World War the security of WPstern Europe was threatened 

by the combinati on of communist pressure from the inside and the possibility of a 

Russian military intervention from the outside. To-day the Russians wou ld be 

exceedin9ly unlikely to embark on a conquest of Weste rn Europe whether or not we 

maintained our current military posture, but - because of the military posture we 

maintain - if a war broke out, as the result of a border incident or an uprising 

in Eastern Germany, it would be likely to escalate and to end up with an exchan9e 

of strategic atomic strikes between America and Russia. 

Presumably only conventional weapons would be used at the outset of such a 

war. At some point during the sec-saw of fighting Russia might be tempted however 

to send her troops in hot pursuit across the pre-war boundary and they might 

penetrate deep into Western territory. In case of a deep penetration of We stern 

Europe by Russian troops our plans call for the use of tactical weapons not only 

against troops~~~~~~.!hich have penetrated the pre-war boundary but also 

against the lines of communications of the Russians in Eastern Germany, Poland and 

Russia, herself. If, conversely, certain NATO units were to penetrate into 

Eastern GPrmany the Russians would presumably homb communication lines in Western 

Europe including the ports where American troops disembark . Because the size of 

tactical bombs ranges all the way from one kiloton to several hundred kilotons, 

there is no substantial 9ap between where tactical bombin~s end and where strategic 

bombings begin. Thus, a war that neither America nor Russia wanted could easily 

end up in an all-out atomic war between them. 

The risk that such a war in Europe might end up in an all-out atomic war is 

~ the price that we are paying for maintaining our present military po~ture~ ~ my 

mind this is far too high a price to pay for deterring Russia from something that 

she wouldn't be likely to do anyway. 
* * * 
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A meanin9ful agreement on arms control based on the concept of the minimal 

deterrent would limit not only the number of the strategic bombs retained, but 

also the number, as well as the size, of the tactical bombs retained. The size 

of these bombs might be limited to one kiloton and America, as well as Russia, 

might each be limited to perhaps 300 such bombs. 

The total tonnage of the tactical bombs retained by either side would thus 

~ amount to only a few pe~ce nt of the total tonnage of the strategic bombs retained 

~ by them, still it would amount to about ten pe cent of the tonnage of hi0h ex

plosives dropped durin9 the last world 111ar. 

By establishing a wid e gap between the size of the tactical bombs retained, one 

kiloton, and the size of the strategic bombs retained, presumahly about one mepaton 

or larger, one may establish a clear distinction hetween bombs which miaht be used 

against troops in combat and bombs which have been retained only to be used in a 

counterblow, in retaliation for a strateqic stri~e. 

America ought to resolve and to proclaim that she will not resorr to the use 

of tactical bombs if there is a war in Europeiexcep~~se of a 100 mile deep 

penetration of W~stern Europe by Russian troops an<¥\then use them only t.v ithin 

the Western side of the pre-war boundary--as lonp as Russia imposes similar limi-

tations upon herself. Then, if a~~ were to start in Europe which 

nor Russia wanted it would .....e+ be,., likely to end up with an exchange 

strikes between America and Russia. 

neither America 

of strategic 

Even the limited numbers of tactical bombs retained could have an important 

effect on e of the war, if such a war were to break out in Europe, and 

to slow down the war and stabilize a front across Europe , 

provided that America and Russia imposed upon themselves the restraints spelled 

out above. ~ U 
Russian troops were to cross in hot ~~~e pre-t.var boundary and were 

to penetrate one hundred miles deep into Western Europe, with America in possession 
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of tactical bo"Tlbs , the ...,ussi ans could 'lOt very Hell "lass troops and convcntion.:!l 

the ";mcrican cl.e.Ze line in sufficient strength to armor :>_t any point in f r ont o 
~\: 

break through~ line . 
wout 

Conversely, Russia ~ gain the same advantage from her 

possession of taq!ical bombs if certain NATO units were to cross the pre- war 
I..J~W. A..o 

boundary and pene rate one hundred)Ules into Eastern Europe . The fear that atomic 
~~ ~ 

bombs mi ght be dropped on troops , massed for a breakthrough , would tend to stabilize 

a front across Europe , giving time for tempers to cool and for ending the war by a 

settlement . 

No agreement providing for arms control , would be likely to withstand the 

strain of a protracted war in Europe , however. 

Saturation Parity 

In the last fel-l years , Russia has steadily proceeded with the building of 

submari nes capable of launching rockets and with the hardening of her long- range 

rocket bases wAicb are located on Russian territory . 
) 

It is clear that,in time' 

Russia must reach the point where her "residual striking capacity" would be large 

enough to demolish all of America ' s sizeable cities . AT THAT POINT RUSSIA 1{[11 HAVE 

ACHIEVED PARITY OF SATURATION . 
M H 

Russia ean tJtJW reach saturation parity , at a 

modest economic sacrifice , within a very few years . 

General 1e May said , in a major speech , reported in the ~{ASHINGTON POST of 

December 18 , 1963 , that those , who argue that the United States has an extensive 

over-kill , favor cutting American strategic striking forces so they would only be 

capable of hitting cities . He said that such a reduced force , would leave the 

United States too weak "to destroy the enemy's nuclear forces before they destroy 

us , 11 and that America 1 s maintainence of "superior counter force strength 11 gives 

American policy makers the widest range of credible options for controlled responses 

to ~ession at any level . Acco ding to General 1e May , this paid off during the 

Berlin and Cuban crises uhor~ the United States forced Russia to back down and 

won her political objectives , because the Russians knew that the United States had 
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a clear margin of strategic nuclear strength . 

I do not propose to take issue with General Le i'1ay at this point , except 

X to say that the 11 deterrent effect" of America 1 s margin otjstrategic nuclear strength 

obviously comes to an end vrhen the striking forces of the Soviet Union reach 

saturation parity with those of the United States . If our 11 margin 11 was in fact 

r esponsible for ~ussia 1 s yielding in the Berlin and Cuban crises , then if another 

similar crisis were to occur , after Russia reaches saturation parity , we would no 

longer have any reason to expect that Russia would yield always . 

Had Russia not yielded in the Cuban crisis of October 1962, and had her ships 

continued on their course to Cuba , in defiance of America's proclamation of a 

partial naval blockade of that island , American warships would have sunk Russian 

ships . No one can say hovr far escalation would have gone and vrhether Russia , being 

unable to resist America in the Caribbean , would have retaliated else.vhere , perhaps 

in Europe . 

General Le May believes that if it had come to an armed clash in the Cuban 

crisis , because of the superiority of our strategic striking forces the Russians 

X 
would have put an end to escalation , at some point along the line;) 

But even if one were to accept this vievr one could still not predict which of 

the two countries would take the first step to halt escalation , if a similar clash 

were to occur a few years hence , in the symmetrical situation of saturation parity . 

And , if it is no longer possible to say who would put an end to escalation, then 

also one cannot predict just how far escalation might go . In saturation parity , 

escalation might go to the point where all of America's and all of Russia ' s cities 

~ of over 100 , 000 get demolished.~~nifestly, saturation parity presents a threat 

to the survival of our society. 

* * * 

~ Let us consider now how saturation parity may be expected to affect our alliesj 

X in general and •Te stern Germany, in particular: 
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Let us ask ourselves , for example , what would have happened if there had 

occurred a fe>-r years ago a major uprising in Eastern Germany against the established 

government and if substantial units of armed West German volunteers had moved into 

East Germany to assist the insurgents . Presumably at first one would not have knmm 

with certainty whether these volunteers were acting with the tacit approval , and 

active participation , of the 'lrTest German Government , or whether they were acting 

against its wishes , and in disregard of its orders . Had such a contingency occurred 

a fe>-r years ago , the odds are that America would have extended protection to 1-J'est 

Germany against the strategic striking forces of Russia , on the ground that America 

must prevent the destruction of Hest German military power . America would have been 

likely to extend such protection to 1~Test Germany whet~er Germany was , or was not , 

'X the aggressor , and if there had been any doubt on~ score , Germany would have 

been given the benefit of the doubt . 

If a contingency of this sort were to occur in the years to come , and if the 

Russians were to fear that the clash might escalate into an all- out atomic war , 

they might decide to knock West Germany out of the war by dropping , all at once , 

between five and ten hydrogen bombs , on 1'lest German cities . Having done this , Russia 

would then be in the position to speak to America as follows: 

"German aggression forced us to do what we did , lest the clash of arms 
escalate into an all- out atomic war , which neither Russia nor America 
want . T;Je realize that America could now respond by demolishing one 
Russian city after another , but for every Russian city that America may 
demolish Russia would demolish one America city. Let ' s be rational about 
this . T.Jhat has happened , has happened ; let 1 s see now where we go from here . 
Russia does not intend to occupy any 1:-Test German terriFory and she is 
willing to put up a few p~cent of her industrial output to help rebuild 
the cities of Hest Germany' , provided her coimtribution is matched , dollar
for- dollar , by America . " 

The Russians would hardly assume that the Americans would respond in a ratior.al 

fashion if they were to drop bombs on American cities but , in the contingency de-

scribed above , they might , rightly or wrongly , expect a rational response , if they 

demolished German cities only and refrained from extending their attack to America's 

own territory. 
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The nations of Europe are becoming gradually aHare of the situation they 

Hill face in saturation parity and they are beginning to ask themselves whether 

they may not have to maintain each a strategic striking force under its 01-m control 

in order to safeguard their own security . 

Few people contemplate ri th equanimity the possibility that Germany may acquire 

a substantial atomic striking force. There are those in America who believe that 

we might keep Germany from wanting to have such a striking force under her own 

control , by setting up a strategic striking force under the joint control of 

' America and Germany , with perhaps a few other nations joining in . The m~tilateral 

strategic striking force under discussion would be equipped with two hundred Polari$ 

missiles , enough to demolish bro hundred cities , if all of them Here to reach their 

target , yet it would not give the German.s what they need in saturation parity, as 

long as America can veto the use of this force . There is reason to believe that the 

Germans propose to participate in it only because they assume that it may be possible 

for them to get rid of the veto . 

The creation of such a strategic striking force would make it possible to 

endow ~'lest Germany , by the mere stroke of a pen , Hi th a striking force of her own, 
r (\ 

a force corresponding~ in size to the financial stake that Germany would 

have in the joint force . Those Americans who advocate the setting up of such a joint 
D~ 

force , in order to keep the Germans from having a force under their~ontrol , follow 

the principle of the lesser evil . Following this same principle could lead to trans-

Y/ ('. ferring to Germany control of a part of the joint force later on , if~ German•)" 

should proclaim that they would otherwise build a substantial striking force of 

their mm . 

It is doubtful whether control over atomic bombs can be kept from the Germans 

by a gadget like the multilateral nuclear striking force , or for that matter by any 

gadget , AID IT IS PROBABLY TRUE THAT I N THE LONG RUJ'T IT ',-JOULD BE I HPOSSIBLE TO 

PREVENT THE PROLIFERA TION OF ATOMIC EOHBS IF SATURATIO J PARITY .JERE TO PREVAIL. 
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Under an agreement basPd 0n the concept of the "minimal deterrent" which would 

leave Russia in possession of say, twelve bombs and rockets, Russia would put her-

self at a disadvantage if, in the continqency discussed above , she were to use up 

five to ten of her twe lve bombs and rockets in a "first strike" against German 

cities. If she were to do this, she wou ld have only two to s ev~n bombs and r ocket s 

left, in comparison to the f~rty bombs and r oc kets retained by America and she wo uld 

therefore put hers e lf to a disadvantage in the crisis that would foll ow her attack. 

In this sens e an agreement limiting Russia to twelve bombs and r oc kets would provide 

protection to the cities of our alli~s in Western Europe, hut this wo uld be true 

only if we could be certain that Russia would not secre t ly retain say another 

twelve strategic bombs and rockets which are 0perational, or could be made opera-

tional on short notice. The measures of inspection instituted at the outset of the 

agr~ement would not be likely to rive us any certainty in this regard because 

x')(X initially we might have to be satisfied with 1· · tod measures of -u~h inspection ~ 
~give us assurance that Russia cannot secretly retain a striking force lar~e 

enourh to be capable of destroying a significant fraction of our minimal strikinq 

forces. 

X It is therefore necessary to explore what (measures of inspection would~ 

.aeeeptlllilP to ftussia, anAd~w~h~e~l~h~eTt~s~u~c~li~m~e~a~s~aTt~e~~~provide our allies with the 

protection they need. Q.or\ 
~~·c.... , 

l..:l~ -su~ ~CAr.lw~ l..:J~~\ lc 
In an extended conversation which I had with Chairman Khrushchev in October 

of 1960, I said that even if Russia were willin0 ~o admit internati onal inspectors in 

unlimited numbers it would not be possible for us to be sure that there would not 

remain a few bombs and rockets hidden somewhere in Russia which are operational, or 

could be made operational very quickly. I told Khrushchev that I believed that the 

Soviet Government could reassure the world in this regard on ly if they were to 

create conditions in which we could rely on a Soviet citizen reporting sec ret 
H~ 

violations of the a9reement to an international authority .• i:QjFMst!eh€'\" got the point, 

qot it fully and his answer was gratifyinf.} F would not attach as much significance 
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to this as I do , if I had not accidentally discovered in December of the same year 

1:-1hen I attended the Pugvrash meeting in Moscow ~r, that some of our col
q_ 
l~es of the Soviet Academy of Sciences , scheduled to attend this meeting, had 

been given a detailed report of my conversation with Chairman Khrushchev . In this 

report , Khrushchev was quoted to have said to me that , for the sake of making 

general disarmament acceptable to the United States , the Soviet Government would 

give serious coqsideration to creating conditions vrhich vrould make it possible for 
t 1 

the 1. to rely on a Soviet citizen reporting violations of the 

disarmament agreement to an international authority . 

After the Pugvrash meeting , I stayed on in Moscow for about a month and had 

numerous private conversations vrith our Russian coll~es . I wanted to discover 

most of all whether the Soviet Government could , if it wanted to , create conditions 

in which the world could rely on Russian citizens reporting violations of the 

disarmament agreement . I finally concluded that this would not be easy but that 

it would be done , provided the arms control agreement offered Russia a substantial 

increase in her security and permitted the Soviet Government to divert substantial 

funds from armament to other us.es . 

I believe that it would be much easier to get the Soviet Government to accept 

very far - reaching measures of inspection for the sake of obtaining an ob.iective 

that makes sense to them , th(&n to get them to accept quite limited measures of 

inspection for the sake of any "first steps" which vrould not offer any major direct 

benefits to Russia . 

* * * 
Speaking before the Economic Club of New York on November 18 , 1963 , Secretary 

HcNamara stated that we have now more than 500 operational long- range ballistic 

missiles and are planning to increase their number to over 1700 by 1966. In 

addition , we have to- day over 500 bombers on quick- reaction ground alert . In his 

speech , McNamara refers to the "damage- limiting capability of our numerically 

superior forces" , which I take to mean our capability of making massive attacks 
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a gainst Russia's strategic air bases and rocket bases of known location. 

It is my contention that we will not be able to negotiate a meaningful 

agreement on arms control until we are willing to give up what General Le May 

calls our "capability to destroy the enemy's forces before they destroy us" and 

that b} giving it up we would gain more thaa what we would lose. 

If I were given an opportunity to cross-examine General Le May , I would ask 

him what contingencies he has in mind when he speaks of "destroying the enemy's 

nuclear forces before they destroy us." It would then turn out that while we 

could invoke the "damage-limiting capability of our numerically superior forces" 

by making a massive attack against Russia 's strategic air fields and rocket ~~ 
sites of known location in certain conceivable contingencies, these contingencies 

are very contrived and ~most unlikely to occur. 

The "damage-limiting capability of our numerically super~ or fo ces" might . 
W\ 1.~ t""v'-0 S ~ P \.C rv~ ,: ·~V.. 

have ?- certain marginal value in the least probable contingencies, butl if----a:-i-1a~ 
4~~ 
~ out which neither Russia nor America want our capability of making 

a sudden massive attack against Russia 's rocket-launching sites of known location 

would render an escalation of the war more likely rather than less likely. For 

if the superiority of our strategic striking forces is anywhere as great as General 

Le May claims then,~~~~~~~i{, the Russians might fear at some point that 
~ ~~ . '\~""'\ 

our next move (would be strike against their rocket bases 

of known location and at that point they might be impelled to launch rockets from 

all of their bases which are vulnerable to ~ attack against our cities and the 

1 cit:i..ee of our allies 
\\ 

There is no need to belabor this point , however , because the~i~e=ef super-

iori ty of our strategic striking force~of which General Le May speaks is at best a 

vanishing asset, which will not exist tomorrow. 1tlithin a fe\-1 years now we shall 

have saturation parity and in that situation Russia will no longer have to fear 

a massive strike against her rocket bases of known location. 
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In saturation parity - as far as the strategic striking forces are concerned -

America and Russia vdll find themselves in a fully symmetrical situation, and at 
!2.. 
the only meaningful choice before us is between the symmetrical situa-

tion of saturation parity , in vrhich both America and Russia maintain strategic 

striking forces at a high level , and another symmetrical situation in which they 

both maintain strategic striking forces at a "minimal level." 

More and more people within the Administration realize that it would be futile 

and increasingly dangerous to continue to use our strategic striking forces as a 

deterrent , the way we used them in the past , and that these forces must be used 

I 
only for the ur ose of threatenin a counterblow in case of an atomic attack 

directed against our territory. Those who take this position inevitably arrive 

;< in time at realizing that both America and Russia would gain)rather than 

'>( lose} in security by reducing their strategic striking forces from the level of 

saturation parity to the level of the minimal deterrent . 

* * * 
We must ask ourselves at this point under what conditions would Russia want 

'f-. to have an agreement based on this concepi and want it strongly enough to be 

prepared to pay the price in terms of the measures of inspection needed . 

X I think that Russia would have no ~teet desire to enter into such an agree-

ment unless she could be sure that it would not be necessary for her later on to 

abrogate the agreement and to rebuild her atomic striking forces so to speak from 

scratch . Thus , Russia would have to be convinced that Germany is not going to 

have under her own control an atomic striking force , and also that China would 

not build a substantial atomic striking force of her own . 

I do not know what it v10uld take to induce China to forego having atomic 

bombs , but it is conceivable that China might be willing to go along with an 

agreement on arms control that would leave America and Russia in possession of 

minimal strategic striking forces , provided that in return America t-10uld agree 

not to resort to the use of either strategic , or tactical , atomic bombs in the 
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Far East and Southeast Asia , and to atom- free zone that would include 

these areas . 

There are those who say that America could not agree to forego the use 

of atomic bombs in the Pacific because it might be necessary to use atomic bombs 

in the defense of Formosa . 

Quite similar views were voiced at the Disarmament Conference of the League 

of Nations which · was held in Geneva in the l930 1s . At issue at this conference 

was the elimination of the bomber plane from the national arsenals and the outlawing 

of bombing from the air . At one point during the negotiations , Anthony Eden, who 

was at that time a civil servant , told the Conference that His 11ajesty 1 s Govern-

ment could not be a party to the outlawing of bombing from the air . He said that , 

from time to time , the Royal Air Force engage' in the bombing of the mud huts 

of the unruly tribes on the Northern frontier of India and that this was the only 

effective way to keep these tribes from making periodic incursions into Indian 

territory. Some people have no sense of proportions . 

* * * 
It is probably true that we cannot have general disarmament without also 

having a far- reaching political settlement . The conclusion of an agreement pro-

viding for arms control based on the concept of the minimal deterrent need not 

await however a political settlement in Europe , or elsewhere. Moreover , in view 

of our current estimates of Russia ' s military manpower and resources we need no 

longer insist that the reduction of the number of bombs and rockets to a minimal 

level must be accompanied by the reduction of the conventionally- armed forces . 

Rather , we may rely on economic considerations to limit the armies maintained 

by the nations of Europe , including Russia . II~ 

The reduction of the strategic striking forces to the~l ·spell•a e~t above 

need not take place at the very outset of the agreement, all at once , but there 

would have to be substantial step- by- step reductions to intermediate levels soon 

after the agreement goes into force . What matters is not so much in what steps , 
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and just how fast , a reduction of the strategic striking force takes place , but 

rather r,1hether America and Russia are in full agreement on the level of the 

"minimal" striking forces which would be retained under the agreement . 

In these circumstances , Russia and America could enter into conversations 

aimed at reaching a meeting of the minds on the reduction of the number of atomic 

bombs and rockets to a minimal level and could thereafter seek the concurrence of 

the other nations , including Germany and China . 

If these conversations were carried far enough to convince the Russians that 

an a greement could be negotiated v1i thout running into any major hitches , then the 

Russians might accept a production cut- off in bombs and rockets , even before an 

aPreement bas~n on the minimal deterrent is fully spelled out , with the i's dotted 
"' 

and the t ' s crossed / i or the p poses of a prod tion ut - off the United States ~.,..rr-

would be pres~bly satisfied with inspection limited to prod tion fa'ilities of l 
known lo ation . 

Postscript 

I do not know anyone in the Department of Defense who would not on the whole 

agree with the analysis , given above , of the perils of saturation parity and the 

security to be gained from the "minimal deterrent . " Some people in the Defense 

Department might say that I am overstating my case , that it would not be sufficient 

for us to retain forty large bombs and rockets because only a certain fraction of 

the Polaris and Hinutemen launched v-rould reach their target , the rest being duds . 

They mi ght say therefore that instead of forty bombs and rockets we ought to re-

tain perhaps 100 or 150 of them. These are not essential differences , because as 

the reliability rating of our rockets increases their numbers could be more or less 

automatically reduced. 

Others in the Defense Department ~kA8w might say, not publicly but privately, 

that I am understating my case v1hen I say that Russia may achieve saturation parity 

within a feu years and that Russia has achieved saturation parity already. This 

is not an essential difference either . 
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I should perhaps add that I am not personally acquainted with any of those 

i n the Defense Department who are part of the "military - industrial complex" of 

which President Eis.enhower spoke in his Presidential Farewell Address , and l-lho 

have a vested interest , emotional or otherlolise, in maintaining large strategic 

striking forces . Even though these people do not occupy top positions in the 

Administration they must be reckoned \dth because they have considerable influence 

in the Congress . 

Hhile the "military- industrial complex" might well attempt to block any 

significant reduction of our strategic striking forces , when such a reduction 

becomes a "clear and present danger" , our current failure to make any decisive 

progress on arms control must not be attributed to them. Rather , this failure 

is mainly due to our method of negotiating lolith the 

He have not made so far , and are not likely to 

proposal on arms control which the Russians could accept , as it stands , for fear 

that the proposal would become the starting point of a"horse trading" an~uld 
end up with an agreement that might endanger our security. 

we introduce a new feature into our proposals , which we hope could 

respond . This sluggishness of the Russian response is not surprising because there 

are few people concerned with the problem of arms control working lolithin the Russian 

Government who are capable of coping with the unprecedented problems involved. 

These few men have their hands full , taking care of the day- to- day problems and 

cannot devote much time to long- term planning. This may well be the reason why 

the Russians take so long to respond , even if we propose something that clearly 

would be in their interest to accept . 

The number of those working within our Administration who can cope with these 

maiJ;l~ i!ihey are plagued by being uncertain as to what the Russians would be likely 

to accept and also what the Congress would be likely to accept . 
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1.-Jhat the Russians \..rould accept and what the Congress would accept depends on 

whether the Administration can make them understand the need to avoid a neH arms 

race , the perils which we face in the current situation and the advantages that 

an agreement based on the concept of the minimal deterrent \·rould hold for all 

y concerned. Unless it becomes ~ible to arrange for greatly improved 

communications between the Administration and the Soviet Government , on the one 

hand , and between the Administration and the Congress , on the other hand , no 

decisive progress towards a meaningful agreement on arms control is going to be 

made . Instead , vre might be taking a· number of little steps , like the test ban , 

for instance . These little steps improve the international climate , but if 

nothing decisive is done before long , the climate may keep on improving and 

improving until there is a new crisis and , then we shall be back where we started 

from . To make progress is not enough , for if the progress is not fast enough , 

something is going to overtake us . 

THE END 
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'"' ~ f-. p • ~ or 11m j n i m ? l 11 
-->lii!PWiilel:9B8F 1 q r __ -·-~:t: deterrent 

By 
Leo Szilard 

We are close to the point where America and Russia could destroy 

each other to any desired degree and therefore one would perhaps think 

that the arms race is about to come to an end. In fact a new arms race 

might be just around the corner. 

Russia migh~~ ~o(eploy anti-missile missiles in defense 
~ 

of her rocket-launching &ase s. For such a defense to be effective it 

is only necessary to prevent a ground burst of the incoming rockets and 

this is, quite possibly, an attainable goal. Thus, ~efore 1~ the 

Administration might find itself under Cong~essional pressure to double, 

or triple,the number of Minutemen scheduled to be built in order to 

overcome Russia's defense of her bases. 

Russia might go further and might deploy anti-missile missiles also 

for the defense of some ·of her larger cities·~ If she does, we would be 

forced to do likewise. There is this difference however: Russia could 

deploy anti-missile missiles around a few of her largest cities and stop 

there, but if we deployed anti-missile missiles around any of our cities, 

the Administration would be under pressure to deploy such missiles 

around every one of our cities. 

Fall-out could kill most people in a city if Russia were to explode 

suitably-constructed bombs at some distance from the city and it would 

make little sense for us to deploy anti-missile missiles around our citie, 

without also embarking on a program of building fall-out shelters for 

the protection of the population of these cities. The cost of an adequatl 

fall-out shelter program may be estimated at about $50 billion. 

Economic considerations might slow Russia's build up of her anti-
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missile defenses sufficiently to make it possible for us as yet to 
Russia 

avoid such a new arms race, by reaching an agreement with t~~jppfrt~t/ 

PP~PP on a cut-off in the production of bombs and rockets. 

~ ~ 
~ ~Pfofo~~rh~ps agree to such a 

cut-off - as a first step - if America and Russia were to reach a meet-

ing of the minds on reducing their strategic striking forces, step by 

step, to a level just sufficient to inflict "unacceptable 111 .damage in a 

counterblow,in case of a strategic strike directed against their terri-

tory . 

An agreement providing for a reduction of America's and Russia's 

strategic striking forces to such a "minimal" level would also have to 

provide for adequate measures of inspection. It would take very 

stringent measures of inspection indeed to make sure that no bombs and 
remain hidden 

rockets whatever ~t¢1¢¢¢t¢t~ilt¢t~t~¢~ in Russia, but as long as we 

retain a striking force large enough to inflict unacceptable damage on 

Russia in a counterblow we could be satisfied with rather limited 

measures of inspection. In this case we would need to have just enough 

inspection to make sure that Russia would not secretly retain a strategic 

striking force large enough to be capable of destroying a significant 

portion of the 11minimal" striking forces which we retain . The same 

considerations also hold true, of course, in the reverse for Russia . 

Many of those who joined the Kennedy Administration in 1961 have 

come to believe that we would be much more secure in the years to come 

if we concluded with Russia an agreement based on the concept of the 
Russia 

minimal deterrent . In the course of the last year ~~/$1VJ~¢/V~~~~ 

has accepted the notion that America as well as Russia may retain a 
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small strategic striking force, until the "end of the third stage" of 

the " disarmament agreement" and that inspection shall not be limited 

to equipment which is to be destroyed,but be extended also to equipment 

which is being retained. 

We shall have to explore whether the Russians mean the same thing 

as we do when they appear to accept the principle,/ of the "minimal 

deterrent." 'Ide shall be able to discover this however only if we first 

f . d t h t 1 h ~~ . . 1 1n ou w a we mean ourse ves w en we ~is pr1nc1p e. 

... 
"' * 

We may as well start out by asking ourselves how large the strategic 

forces retained would need to be in order to fulfill their function. 
of one 

If Russia retained twelve rockets and bombs, ~p to three megatons 

each, which could reach their target/ then Russia's counterblow could 

demolish twelve of our largest cities totaling over 25 million inhabi-

tants. Clearly, this would be unacceptable damage, since in none of 

the conflicts which may be expected to arise in the foreseeable future 

would we be willing to pay such a price for the sake of attaining the· 

political objectives involved. 

Because Russia has fewer large cities, we might have to retain 

about 40 bombs, if our retaliatory counterblow is to demolish Russian 

cities housing over 25 million people. * 
(,~!~ "i Both America and Russia could maximize their •esis~al stril g 

h ~~ v--t~~ d/ ~ ~ 
capa~ity~ by maintaining a certain balance between land-based long-

range rockets and submarine-based rockets, within the limitations set 

by the agreement. 

The warheads carried by anti-missile missiles may have to be 

limited toperhaps twenty kilotons each and to a total of say three 

megaton~ for Russia and for America alike. The deployment of anti-missile 

missiles around cities may have to be prohibited. 
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Ia e£de:r to see wh~e need to reduce /t/n/e/ /1/e/v/e/l/ /o/f/ the strategic ~L "Jl ··· ~44~~ 

striking forces down to the level of the :'minimal deterrent~ 
~~ 
eKam.i:ap--tlre perils we face to-day and the even greater perils that we 

shall face when we reach the end of the current transitional period. 

Had a conflict between Russia and America led to an armed clash 

~ few years ago, and had at some point along the line of escalation, 

Russia made a sudden attack againt America's strategic air bases and 

cocket bases, then America's 1esidual striking capacity
9
would have been 

sufficient to demolish, in a counterblow, all of Russia's sizeable 

cities. But, if conversely, America had made such an attack against 

Russia's air bases and rocket bases of known location, Russia's residual 

counterblow could not have caused any comparable destruction. 

To-day, America's strategic atomic striking forces are presumably 

still superior to those of Russia, by a factor of perhaps between three 

and ten, in the number of hydrogen bombs that they could deliver and, 

presumably, America could maintain this kind of numerical superiority in 

the years to come. She could not however, by doing so, keep Russia from 

steadily increasing her "residual striking capacity." In recent years, 

Russia has steadily proceeded with the hardening of her rocket-launching 

sites and the building of additional submarines, capable of launching long-

:-ange rockets. To-day, she has reached the point where her "residual 

counterblow" would be sufficient to demolish most of America's major cities 

~n the Eastern Seaboard and some of her cities in the West. This is a 

~igher price than America would be willing to pay for reaching a p £ her 

political objectives, in~~flicts that might be expected to occur 

in the predictable future. In other words, to-day Russia's ''residual 

striking capacity'' would be sufficient to inflict "unacceptable damage" 
Conversely,_/ 

on America. f America's residual striking capacity would be sufficient 

to-day to demolish all of Russia's cities of over 100,000. 
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It might be true that to-day America would still be able to recover 

from an all-out atomic war, whereas Russia would lose all of her cities of 

over 100,000 and thueo~~~~~~l#, destruction of her society from which she 

would not recover. /-Rtl~~ia eottla dQmolish. all of t"ttfteriea' s cities of ova. 

:reo, 000 to-day orrly if ~fie 'imre to resort to a rnassi<7C:: first ~trikQ again s · 

&m! eities. 

In the situation in which we find ourselves at present we no longer 

try to "deter" Russia with threatening a massive strategic strike 

against her cities. We realize that to-day such a threat would come 

very close to being a threat of murder and suicide and clearly a threat 

of this sort would not be believable in any conflict in which major 

American interests might be at stake, but not America's existence as a 

nation. Instead, we are currently maintaining a military posture which 

threatens to lead step by step to an escalation of the war and ult i ma tely 

to our accepting ' ~nacceptable '' damage, in return for the virtually complete 

destruction of Russia's society. He maintain this military posture in 

order to discourage Russia from embarking on any military conquest. 

Right after the Second VJorld War the security of Western Europe 

was threatened by the combination of communist pressure from the inside 

and the possibility of a Russian military intervention from the outside . 

To-day the Russians would be exceedingly unlikely to embark on a conquest 

of Hestern Europe whether or not we maintained our current military 

posture, but - because of the military posture we maintain - if a war 

broke out,as the result of a border incident or an uprising in Eastern 

Germany, it WQuld be likely to escalate and to end up with an exchange 

of strategic atomic strikes between America and Russia. 

Presumably only conventional weapons would be used at the outset of 

such a war . At some point during the see-saw of fighting Russia might 
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be tempte d however to send her troops in hot pursuit across the pre-war 

boundary and they might penetrate deep into Pestern territory. In case of 

a deep penetration of Hestern Europe by Russian troop s our plans call 

for the use of tactical weapons not only against troops in combat 1·7hich 

have penetrated the pre-war boundary but also against the lines of communi· 

cations of the Russians in Eastern Germany, Poland and Russia, herself. 

If, conversely, certain NATO units were to penetrate into Eastern Germany 

the Russians Hould pre sumably bomb communication lines in Hestern Europe 

including the port s v7here American troops disembark. Because the size 

of tactical bombs ranges all the v7ay from one kiloton to several hundre d 

kilotons, there is no substantial gap between '\·7here tactical bombing s 

end and vJhere strategic bombings begin. Thus, a war that neither L\merica 

nor Russia v7anted could easily end up in an all-out atomic '\var between 

them. 

The risk that such a war in Europe might end up in an all-out atomic 

that she uouldn' t be likely to do any-vmy . 
,,_ 
" 

,,_ 
" 

~ meaningful agreement on arms control based on the concept of the 

minimal deterrent 1:-Jould limit not only the number o f the strategic bombs 

retained, but also the number, as well as the size, of the tactical bombs 

retained . The size of these bombs might be limited to one kiloton and 

1\merica, as well as Russia, might each be limited to perhaps 300 such 

bombs. 

The total tonnage of the tactical bombs retained by either side would 

thus amount to only a few percent of the total tonnage of the strategic 

bombs retained by them, still it vmuld amount to about ten percent of the 

tonnage of high explos ives dropped during the last Horl d war . 

By establishing a v7ide gap bet\Veen the size of the tactical bombs 
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retained, one kiloton, and the size of the strategic bombs retained, 

presumably about one megaton or larger, one may establish a clear disi: i!lc

tion between bombs which might be used against troops in combat and bombs 

which have been retained only to be used in a counterblow, in retaliation 

for a strategic strike. - ~ 
~t 4 ~-~ #~ l)cA.L ~ 'kp/~ 

America ought to resolve ~ to~e ~~tical bombs if there is a 

war in Europe except in case of a 100 mile deep penetration of Western 

·~ 
Europe by Russian troops and c-cuen 1J8 use them only within the "]estern 

side of the pre-war boundary - as long as Russia imposes similar limi

tations upon herself. Then, if a war were to start in Europe which 

neither America nor Russia wanted it would not be likely to end up with 

an exchange of strategic strikes between America and Russia. 

Even the limited numbers of tactical bombs retained could have 

an important effect on the course of the war,if such a war were to break 

out in Europe,and their effect might be to slow down the war and stabaize 
provided that , 

a front across Europe /i/f/(Aifierica and Russia imp-osed upon themselves 

.Jtjajcjt/ifcjafll jajtjojrrfifcj f'clofrr/rls/ /t/o/ the restraints spelled out above. 

If Russian troops were to cross in hot ~~~the pre-war boundary 

and were to penetrate one hundred miles deep into Western Europe, with 

America in possession of tactical bombs, the Russians could not very 

well mass troops and conventional armor at any point in front of the 

f~erican defense line in sufficient strength to break through that line. 
Converse l y. 

{Russ i a could gain the same advantage from her possession of tactical 

bombs if certain NATO units were to cross the pre-war boundary and pene

trate one hundred miles deep into Eastern Europe. The fear that atomic 

bombs might be dropped on troops,massed for a breakthrough,would tend to 

stabilize a front across Europe, giving time for tempers to cool and for 

ending the war by a settlement. 
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be likely to 

No agreement providing for arms control, would/withstand the strain of 

a protracted war in Europe, however. 

Saturation Parity 

In the last few years, Russia has steadily proceeded with the 

building of submarines capable of launching rockets and with the harden-

ing of her long-range rocket bases which are located on Russian territory. 

It is clear that, in time
1
Russia must reach the point where her "residual 

striking capaciti' would be large enough to demolish all of America's 

sizeable cities. At that point Russia will ha.ve achieved parity of 

saturation. Russia can now reach saturation parity, at a modest economic 

sacrifice, within a very few years. 

General Le May said, in a major speech, reported in the WASHINGTON 

POST of December 18, 1963, that those, who argue that the United States 

has an extensive over-kill, favor cutting American strategic striking 

forces so they would only be capable of hitting cities. He said that 

such a reduced force, would leave the United States too weak "to destroy 

the enemy's nuclear forces before they destroy us," and that America's 

maintainence of"superior counterforce strength"gives American policy 

makers the widest range of credible options for controlled responses to 

aggression at any leve~ 

C:ccording to 'General LeMay, this paid off during the Berlin and 

Cuban crises where the United States forced Russia to back down and won 

her political objectives, because the Russians knew that the United 

States had a clear margin of strategic nuclear strength. 

I do not propose to take issue with General Le May at this point, 

except to say that the "deterrent effect" of America's margin of 
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~~- strategic nuclear strength obviously comes to an end when the 

striking forces of the Soviet Union reach saturation parity with those 

of the United States. If our "margin" was in fact responsible for Russia's 

yielding in the Berlin and Cuban crises, then if another similar crisis 

were to occur, after Russia reaches saturation parity, we would no 

longer have any reason to expect that Russia would yield always. 

Had Russia not yielded in the Cuban crisis of October, 1962, and 

had her ships continued on their course to Cuba, in defiance of America's 

proclamation of a partial naval blockade of that island, American war-

ships would have sunk Russian ships. No one can say how far escalation 

would have gone and whether Russia, being unable to resist America in 

the Caribbean, would have retaliated elsewhere, perhaps in Europe. 

General Le May believes that if it had come to an armed clash in 

the Cuban crisis, because of the superiority of our strategic striking 

forces the Russians would have put an end to escalation, at some point 

along the line. 

But even if one were to accept this view one could still not pre-

diet which of the two countries would take the first step to halt escala-

tion, if a similar clash were to occur a few years hence, in the symme-

trical situation of saturation parity. And, if it is no longer possible 

to say who would put an end to escalation, then also one cannot predict 

just how far escalation might go. In saturation parity, escalation might 

go to the point where all of America's and all of Russia's cities of 

over 100,000 get demolished. "" L/ ~~--A!-. ~ ~ ~ 
/~~~ (.J~- ·~ ~ -J.";; / ___ ~~-- _, "'l.. ). e a<: .e!! 

.4 K-~;7214 ~ ~· * 
Let us consider now how saturation parity may be expected to affect 

our allies in general and Western Germany, in particular: 

Let us ask ourselves, for example, what would have happened if 

there had occurred a few years ago a major uprising in Eastern Germany 



-10-

against the established government and if substantial units of armed 

West German volunteers had moved into East Germany to assist the insurgent! 

Presumably at first one would not have known with certainty whether these 

volunteers were acting with the tacit approval, and active participation, 

of the \·Jest German Goverrunent, or whether they were acting against its 

wishes, and in disregard of its orders . Had such a contingency occurred 

a few years ago, the odds are that America would have extended protection 

to '.Jest Germany against the strategic striking forces of Russia, on the 

ground that America must prevent the destruction of West German military 

power . America would have been likely to extend such protection to 

West Germany whether Germany was, or was not, the aggressor, and if there 

had been any doubt on that score, Germany would have been given the 

benefit of the doubt . 

If a contingency of this sort were to occur in the years to come, 

and if the Russians were to fear that the clash might escalate into 

an all-out atomic war, they might decide to knock West Germany out of 

the war by dropping, all at once, between five and ten hydrogen bombs, 

on ~·Jest German cities . Having done this, Russia would then be in the 

position to speak to America as follows: 

"German aggression forced us to do what we did , lest the 
clash of arms escalate into an all-out atomic war, which neither 
Russia nor America want . He realize that America could now res
pond by demolishing one Russian city after another, but for every 
Russian city that America may demolish Russia would demolish one 
American city . Let's be rational about this . Hhat has happened, 
has happened; let's see now where we go from here . Russia 
does not intend to occupy any vlest German territory and she is 
willing to put up a few percent of her industrial output to 
help rebuild the cities of Hest Germany provided her contri
bution is matched, dollar-for-dollar, by America . " 

The Russians would hardly assume that the Americans would respond 

in a rational fashion if they were to drop bombs on American cities but, 

in the contingency described above, they might, rightly or wrongly, 
ed only 

expect a rational response' if they r"tf"P/ f.PI demolish/ Germ~n cities jand 



-11-
ed 

fot~/~/ddrefrain/from extending their attack to America's own territory. 

The nations of Europe are becoming gradually aware of the 

situation they will face in saturation parity and they are beginning to 

ask themselves whether they may not have to maintain each a strategic 
their 

striking force under its own control in order to safeguardfi/~s own 

security. 

Few people contemplate with equanimity the possibility that Germany 

may acquire a substantial atomic striking force. There are those in 

America who believe that we might keep Germany from wanting to have such 

a striking force under her own control, by setting up a strategic 

striking force under the joint control of America and Germany, with 

perhaps a few other nations joining in. The mutilateral strategic 

striking force under discussion would be equipped with two hundred 

Polaris missiles enough to demolish two hundred cities, if all of 

them were to reach their target, yet it would not give the Germans 

what they need in saturation parity, as long as America can veto the 

use of this force. There is reason to believe that the Germans propose 

to participate in it only because they assume that it may be possible 

for them to get rid of the veto. 

The creation of such a strategic striking force would make it 

possible to endow Hest Germany,by the mere stroke of a pen,with a strik

ing force of her own, a force corresponding perhaps in size to the finan-
Americans 

cial stake that Germany would have in the joint force. Those/who advo-

cate the setting up of such a joint force,in order to keep the Germans 

from having a force under their control,follow the principle of the 

lesser evil. Following this same principle could lead to transferring 

to Germany control of a part of the joint force later on, if the Germans 
should 

~~k~/tp/proclaim that they would otherwise build a substantial striking 

force of their own. 
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It is doubtful t~fit control over atomic bombs can be kept from the 

Germans by a gadget like the multilateral nuclear striking force, or for 

that matter by any gadget, and it is probably true that in the long 

run it would be impossible to prevent the proliferation of a tomic bombs 

if saturation parity were to prevail. 
~~----------------------------------------~ 

Under an agreement based on the concept of the "minimal ~eterrent" 

which would leave Russia in possession of say, twelve bombs and rockets. 

Russia would put herself at a disadvantage if, in the continge~cy dis-

cussed above, she were to use up, five to ten of her twelve borr~bs and 

rockets in a "first strike ' ' against German cities. If she were to 

do this, she would have only two to seven bombs and rockets left, in 
forty 

comparison to the t1~ttbf~tjqbombs and rockets retained by f~erica and 

she would therefore put herself to a disadvantage in the crisis that 

would follow her attack. In this sense an agreement limiting Russia 

to twelve bombs and rockets would provide protection to the cities of 

our allies in Western Europe, but this would be true only if we could 

be~ certain that Russia ~secretly retain say another 

twelve strategic bombs and rockets which are operational, or could be 

made operational on short notice. The measures of inspection instituted 

at the outset of the agreement would not be lik~ly t give us any cer-
initially v ~ 

tainty in this regard pecause,fot/t~IPPt~~t we have to be satisfied 
._,ldf ~"-- .4J giv~ US JUH 

1 

52 
with limited measuresl of inspectio~~P4t~IMPPfiiVgA~~~~~/p~y/assurance 

that R~s£~~ <;:a!}Jl,Q~ ~~csec>s_lywr.?.!§!,iR.,_~se:i.Js..i~_J.o_;c,:_)Ji!g~-!£0_g0t_ g>~ 

~e~cPEaAl~ gi ~e§tr2yin~ ~ ~~gnificant fraction of our minimal ~trik_ing 
... ---- .... ~ -c:>"(W;Ii= c:;> co:;>" V' C7' C?' "'"""""' c:;:> c:;::> C7' C?" C7' C?' 0 c> .......... ~-.............. 

Jg,r~~· 
~ · --~ ~~ 

It is therefore necessary to explore wneeAer measures of inspection 

~~~~· bft would provide our allies with the protection they need 
~ ·~~l..bz_ ~~----

~would be acceptable to Russia. 
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In an extended conversation which I had with Chairman Khrushchev 

in October . ~f 1960, I said that even if Russia were willing to admit 

international inspectors in unlimited numbers it would not be possible 

for us to be sure that there would not remain a few bombs and rockets 

hidden somewhere in Russia which are operational, or could be made 

operational very quickly. I told Khrushchev that I believed that the 

Soviet Government could reassure the world in this regard only if they 

were to create conditions in which we could rely on a Soviet citizen 

reporting secret violations of the agreement to an international 

authority . ) 
. ___.:-:- /~ 

C ..Kim;: shehev got the point, 'lf1 got it fully and his answer was 

gratifying .~ would not attach as much significance to this as I do, 

if I had not accidentally discovered in December of the same year 

when I attended the Pugwash meeting in Moscow in December, that some 

of our collegues of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, scheduled to attend 

this meeting, had been given a detailed report of my conversation with 

Chairman Khrushchev . In this report, Khrushchev was quoted to have 

said to me that, for the sake of making general disarmament acceptable 

to the United States, the Soviet Government would give serious considera-

tion to creating conditions which would make it possible for the Western 

countries to rely on a Soviet citizen reporting violations of the 

disarmament agreement to an international authority. · 

After the Pugwash meeting, I stayed on in Moscow for about a 

month and had numerous private conversations with our Russian collegues . 

I wanted to discover most of all whether the Soviet Government could, 

if it wanted to, create conditions in which the world could rely on 

Russian citizens reporting violations of the disarmament agreement. I 

finally concluded that this would not be easy but that it would be done, 

provided the arms control agreement offered Russia a substantial increase 



-14-

in her security and permitted the Soviet Government to divert substantial 

funds from armament to ather uses. 

I believe that it would be much easier to get the Soviet Government 

to accept very far-reaching measures of inspection for the sal:e of 
makes sense to them accept 

obtaining an objective that t~¢t!t¢¢~~t/~¢¢t, then to get them to ¢if¢¢ 

t¢ quite limited measures of inspection for the sake of any "first steps" 
direct 

which would not offer any major t¢¢¢~t¢t¢ benefits to Russia . 

* * 
Speaking before the Economic Club of New York on November 18, 1963, 

Secretary McNamara stated that we have now more than 500 operational 

long-range ballistic missiles and are planning to increase their number 

to over 1700 by 1966. In addition, we have to-day over 500 bombers on 

quick-reaction ground alert. In his speech, McNamara refers to the 

"damage-limiting capability of our numerically superior forces", which 

I take to mean our capability of making massive attacks against Russia's 

strategic air bases and rocket bases of known location. 

It is my contention that we will not be able to negotiate a mean

ingful agreement on arms control until we are willing to give up what 

General LeMay calls our "capability to destroy the enemy's forces 

before they destroy us" and that by giving it up we would gain more 

then what we would lose. 

If I were given an opportunity to cross-examine General Le May, I 

would ask him in what contingencies he has in mind when he speaks of 

"destroying the enemy's nuclear forces before they destroy us." It would 

then turn out that while we could invoke the "damage-limiting capability 
massive 

of our numerically superior forces" by making a j3f.lfJ.fJ.fop attack against 

Russia's strategic air fields and rocket sites of known location in 

certain conceivable contingencies, these contingencies are~ved 
~-r-

and 2e /8ii Y unlikely to occur. 
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The 11damage-limiting capability of our numerically superior forces 11 

might have a certain marginal value in the least probable contingencies, 

but if a war broke out which neither Russia nor America wanted then 

our capability of making a sudden massive attack against Russia's 

rocket-launching sites of known location would render an escalation of 

the war more likely rather than less likely. For if the superiority of 

our strategic striking forces is anywhere as great as General Le May 

claims then if war broke out the Russians might fear at some point that 
' ' 

our next move would be the waging of a massiv~ strike against ~hi" Vr / 
at that po1.nt .-1'• rtr€ ~ ·r~./f> I 

rocket bases of known location and/ they mig_'R!. /cMfr/4i/:J/rJe(launch/it/ ~ 

rockets from all of their bases which are vulnerable to an attack a~ft/ 

/c/:J/ fljafJIDf:.N /c)J!=f.nl against our cities and the cities of our allies. 
~ 

There is no need to belabor this poin~ because the kind of 

superiority of our strategic striking forces of which General Le May 

speaks is at best a vanishing asset, which will not exist tomorrow. 

Within a few years now we shall have saturation parity and in that 

situation Russia will no longer have to fear a massive strike against 

her rocket bases of known location. ~ saturation parity - as far 

as the strategic striking forces are concerned - America and R~s~~ 
,.;.u/~r~ 

will find themselves in a fully symmetrical situation;l -Th~~ef~»e , 

the only meaningful choice before us is between the symmetrical situation 

of saturation parity, in which both America and Russia maintain strategic 

striking forces at a high level, and another symmetrical situation in 

which they both maintain strategic striking forces at a "minimal level." 

More and more people within the Administration realize that it 

would be futile and increasingly dangerous to continue to use our 

strategic striking forces as a deterrent, the way we used them in the 
used 

past, and that these forces must be t@~~fYonly for the purpose of 
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threatening a counterblow in case of an atomic attack directed a~ainst, ~ 
.. arr~ ve 1 V>'t , 

our territory. Those who take this position~ inevttablyfVey~j~q 
at realizit).g 
jqqqqV~4~/Q~~~~~/that both America and Russia would gain rather than 

lose in security by reducing their straegic striking forces from the 

level of saturation parity to the level of the minimal deterrent. 
~ -¥=-- ~ 

vJe must ask ourselves at this point weuld Rllsaia be ~iiling--=t:o 

..ut1dertake a reeuctiou of ailr strat-egic striking forces te a 'htiniffial 
~r<.. 

l:evel"an~under what conditions would ~want to have an agreement 
~~c.-'6....,~ 

based on this concept/ sEi&ngly enough to be prepared to pay the 

price in terms of the measures of inspection needed. 

I think that Russia would have no ~ desire to enter into such 

an agreement unless she could be sure that it would not be necessary 

for her later on to abrogate the agreement and to rebuild her atomic 

striking forces so to speak from scratch. Thus, Russia would have to 

be convinced that Germany is not going to have under her own control 
would not build 

an atomic striking force, and, also that China /c/c/t:/1/C/ /riel /1/riC/Jc/e/C/ /tid 

/r/e/f/r/a/1/r¥ /f/r/o/ir/ /o/tJIWC/i/rigj a substantial atomic striking force of her own. 

I do not know what it would take to induce China to forego having 
atomic bombs is 

jaj jsjt:jrJaltlejgjij:;j /a/t/of;r/ilcf /s/t/r/iMi/rVgf /f/olr/c/e, but it /8/e/e/rr/s/ conceivable that China 

might be willing to go along with an agreement on arms control that 

would leave America and Russia in possession of minimal strategic 

striking forces, provided that in return America would agree not to 

resort to the use of either strategic, or tactical, atomic bombs in 

the Far East and Southeast Asia, and to set up an atom-free zone 

that would include these areas. 

There are those who say that America could not agree to forego 

the use of atomic bombs in the Pacific because it might be necessary 

to use atomic bombs in the defense of Formosa. 
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Quite similar views were voiced at the Disarmament Conference of 

the League of Nations which was held in Geneva in the 1930's. At is·sue 

at this conference was the elimination of the bomber plane · from the 

national arsenals and the outlawing of bombing from the air. At one 

point during the negotiations, Anthony Eden, who was at that time a 

civil servant, told the Conference that His Majesty's Government could 

not be a party to the outlawing of bombing from the air . He said that~ 

from time to time, the Royal Air Force is engaged in the bombing of 

the mud huts of the unruly tribes on the Northern frontier of India 

and that this was the only effective way to keep these tribes from 

making periodic incursions into Indian territory . Some people have no 

sense of proportions . 

* * * 
It is probably true that we cannot have general disarmament without 

also having a far-reaching political settlement. The conclusion of an 

agreement providing for arms control based on the concept of the minimal 

deterrent need not await however a political settlement in Europe, or 

elsewhere . Moreover, in view of our current estimates of Russia's 

military manpower and resources we need no longer insist that the 

reduction of the number of ¥~9~rg bombs and rockets to a minimal level 

must be accompanied by the reduction of the conventionally-armed forces . 

Rather, we may rely on economic considerations to limit the armies main

tained by the nations of Europe, including Russia . 

The reduction of the strategic striking forces to the level spelled 

out above need not take place at the very outset of the agreement, all 

at once, but there would have to be substantial step-by-step reductions 

to intermediate levels soon after the agreement goes into force . vlliat 

matters is not so much in what steps, and just how fast, a reduction of 
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the strategic striking force takes place, but rather whether America 

and Russia are in full agreement on the level of the "minimal" striking 

forces which would be retained under the agreement. 

In these circumstances, Russia and America could enter into conver

sations aimed at reaching a meeting of the minds on the reduction of 

the number of atomic bombs and rockets to a minimal level and could 

thereafter seek the concurrence of the other nations, including Germany 

and China. 

If these conversations were carried far enough to convince the 

Russians that an agreement could be negotiated without running into 

any major hitches, then the Russians might accept a production cut-off 

in bombs and rockets,even before an agreement based on the minimal 

deterrent is fully spelled out, with the i's dotted and the t's 

crossed. 

* * * 
Postscript 

I do not know anyone in the Department of Defense who would not 

on the whole agree with the analysis, given above, of the perils of 

saturation parity and the security to be gained from the "minimal 

deterrent. " Some people in the Defense Department might say that I 

am overstating my case, that it would not be sufficient for us to retain 

forty large bombs and rockets because only a certain fraction of the 

Polaris and Minutemen launched would reach their target, the rest 

being duds. They might say therefore that instead of forty bombs 

and rockets we ought to retain perhaps 100 or 150 of them. These 

are not essential differences, because as the J8liability rating of 

our rockets increases their numbers could be more or less automatically 

reduced. 
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Others in the Defense Department I know might say, not publicly but 

privately, that I am understating my case when I say that Russia may 

achieve saturation parity within a few years and that Russia has 

achieved saturation parity already. This is not an essential difference 

either. 

I should perhaps add that I am not personally acquainted with any 

of those in the Defense Department who are part of the "military -

industrial complex'' of which President Eisenhower spoke in his Presi

dential Farewell Address, and who have a vested in~est, emotional or 

otherwise, in maintaining large strategic striking forces. Even 
Administration 

though these people do not occupy top positions in the ~¢P~tt¢¢~t/ 

they must be reckoned with because they have considerable influence 

in the Congress. 

While the 11military-industrial complex" might well attempt to 

block any significant reduction of our strategic striking forces, when 

such a reduction becomes a'blear and present danger~' our current failure 

to make any decisive progress on arms control must not be attributed to 

them. Rather, this failure is mainly due to our lit~~~6tt~ methodi 

of negotiating with the Russians. 

vJe have not made so far, and are not likely to make in the future, 

a formal proposal on arms control which the Russians could accept, as it 

stands, .for fear that the proposal would become the starting point of the 

a'horse trading'~nd we would end up with an agreement that might endanger 

our security. 1PEach time we introduce a new feature into our proposals, 

which we hope could serve as the hsis for negotiations, it takes the 

Russians about six months to respond. This sluggishness of the Russian 

response is not surprising because there are few people concerned with 

the problem of arms co~ol working within the Russian Government who 

L.. . 
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are capable of coping with the unprecedented problems involved. These 

few men have their hands full, taking care of the day-to-day problems, 

and cannot devote much time to long-term planning. This may well be the 

reason why the Russians take so long to respond,even if we propose some

thing that clearly would be in their interest to accept. 

The number of those working within our Administration who can 

cope with these problems is larger, but it is not large. These men 

may be short handed also, but mainly they are plagued by being uncertain 

as to what the Russians wold be likely to accept and also what the 

Congress would be likely to accept. 

Not knowing what the Russians might accept forces them to consider 

a large number of alternatives. "Selling" any of these alternatives 

to the rest of the Administration is arduous work and none of the 

alternatives can be broached to the Russians without first putti~g 

it through the mill in Washington. The handful of people who do this 

work are highly motivated but still they are only human,and the job that 
'ls not going~ · 

needs to be done fr!/i.lllll fuP/tl /o/2/(done unless these men can be given a better 

idea of what the Russians would be likely to accept and what the Congress 

would be likely to accept. 

What the Russians would accept and what the Congress would accept 
the Achninistration ... make them 

MdJJ/c'/ /<drklc/t/J/·Bepends (on whether Ue/ can /o/2/ /.nlaiJ/e/ /c/:> understand the need 

to avoid a new arms race, the perils which we face in the current 

situation and the advantages that an agreement based on the concept of 

the minimal deterrent would hold for all concerned. Unless it becomes 

somehow possible to arrange for greatly improved communications between 

the Administration and the Soviet Governrnent,on the one hand,and between 

the Administration and the Congress,on the other hand,no decisive progress 

towards a meaningful agreement on arms control is going to be made. 

Instead, we might be taking a number of little steps, like the test ban, 
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for instance. These little steps improve the international climate, 

but if nothing decisive is done before long, the climate may keep on 

improving and improving until there is a new crisis and, then we shall 

be back where we started from . To make progress is not enough, for if 

the progress is not fast enough, something is going to overtake us • . 

THE END 
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December 16 , 1963 

At the time ~f when President Kennedy took office it was generaly 

believed that America would make a serious attempt to reach an 

agreement with Russia on arms control. A F~t~r , ~t ~c3;s believed that 
~~ /lr~ #/'~ ?--?'~4-~~ 
~/agreeme. nt .-u~ &€ based on the concep);,1:l "min~al deterrent , '};, 
~ ~;;q;z,..~« ~&-v-~~ l'f-jK-~L~~ ~.- retaiilY:7~ 

which qaeaae that both America and Russia would il:.fi~ln wor a certain 
& "r-

period of time J strategic adomic striking forces in being .~ 

striking forces would be retained for the sole purpose of enabling 

America and Russia to threaten e~ch othr with a counterblow in case an 

atomic attack were extended to their territDDy, afttl. ther euould 
the~ 

-taine d •• an41 t'Vi~( size would be just sufficient to enable them 

unacceptable damage 
/,'Kt,r~ 
~~f the se who moved with President Kennedy to Washington in 

1962 realize that America cann?.tlPe mad9/sac~e by trying to keep ahead 
~~J!~~~~~-

in the arms race and~ an agreemen on arms control which is based on 

the concept of the minimal deterrent ~uld make us 

then we are)!t the present time . The main reason why so far they have 

not prevailed in Washington is the~tainty as to how far the 

Soviet Un~ion would be likely to go towards accepting this principle 

and towards accepting the measures of inspection which the implem~nta-
. // ' f . - fo ""~ /7 /~<~-7 i.··"'Z-~tl- ~· ~-r----u- ~ ~ 

tion of. SlJ7Jh an agr~ement ~ould ~equire . {~ . ~ / _ _ , ""--'~ ~ ~ 
\ ~--- n- /i '[..~1 ~ yt/ ~1./~7 ~ -- ___ '"""---1 ~ssLa recent~ccepte~he ndfion that America as well as 

Russia may retain a small strategic striking force until the third stage 

of the disarmament agreement, and that inspecti9n shall not be limited 
~ 4-~ ~~ /-'. ~~'--'t-:J 

to equipment to be retained . ...xftere are, h o we v er , no co~tions iu_ 

ae~e::Ce~;;-;.;n -;:1~~;:~,.;;;~$ wtl k lt m>uld 
,-~.rt-f -l-~~~/~a-e.~ ( ~ t;H4-r...:. -

eludidate whether they both mean the same thing when they appear to be 

in agreement on the general concept of the minima~ deterrent and ~fOEe 
~~ ~M / /C.-<- ;_,/£'"'-,.-_/ ~-?'"'--(.. J:,'ft9 canfto~edict whether ~~cfDe prepared gu 

3 blc to ean:e-iude 

~~meaningful agreement on arms control . 
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Because at the present time the Administration itself is divided 

on the merits of concluding such an agreement with Russia, it would be 

difficult or impossible for the Administration itself to explore *~~ how 

far the Russiant Government might be willing to go and what price in 

terms of inspection they would be willing to pay in eeturn for our 

willi1f%ess to maintain our atomic striking forces at t hecinimal level. 
iSi,~ 

~far as the bomb is concerned ~e eay, America and Russia find 

h 1 · h 1 d· ~~h · · · b·1· d 1 t erose ves 1n t e samepre 1camentr=uu tue~x 1na 1 1ty to a ~quate y com-

municate with each oth;r on this issue ~epre~a ~;~ilure on~ 
the int:el l ectual level-:-;;{ means that 'the 1/.tVJ/b~ rather than orr 

/!;_.t~/ 
they ar ( failing ~people whem they ~e suppesee t:o represent. ~ 

/!~t-~~:-==..--:--
mi.ud tmo at f&lltiire •• t ~ my mind this ~ee~sults from a moral 

defect rather than~ntellectual i si~~ {7 ~~ 
\[ rEddized in October of the Administration 

( 

who know that we shall be in serious trouble unless we can have an 
c~ "h-?"- r ,;t-v-z_..-;e,-£~_ a-i.-c. 4' // ~ e:.z g<._ 

, agreement on trol, ased on the concept of ~~ mjnimal deterrent, 
~ 4-yy.-'~ ft~ L.;<-~--~-p 

) -~ to convince the rest of the Administratian 
I tf-:~ 

7 

~' 
L", 
/ 

they ~~no way of knowing whether 

the key people in the Soviet Government share their concern and could be 

expected to prevail, were the U.S. ~oymally to propose an agreement along 

these lines, -/! J ?.-<-.vM<J-«Pt'.-4.'«:: ~;;;;f ~c-/ "j ,,q~~ 
I~ov::=,_~ yA:-.-:fe t~fkhrush~h~-A 

~ /{ /--· vn/'n--t--v"Z--Lt. r- li!";~J(~;t 
.q ex~la~d to hiHP'\lfte :Erustration of those 'i7ho work--' · · 1n1-

s-t;ratien orr the problem of arms control and who are, so to speak, on 

~ the virtues p f the 
. ( ~ 

junior-grade - who may be advisors of the Gover~y~ or employees of / 
'VV! ~ P'lt ~ ~~ ~. J?~ I l / ,_ / 

the Government ~ut who are not in decision-making positions. IH my ~· 
1 ~I pointed 

/to participate in such a meeting~~~ 

invited 
~'•1-

to ben 
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~her than a representative, sample of the diosr~ opinions (u.J...a.;:,<::::u,.La.~l {;:, / ~1'-

prevailing within the UnitedQ~tes and the Soviet The purpose 

of the meeting would be to find out to what extent two such "biased" 

groups would be able to reach a meeting of the minds. If they were, 

this would not mean that the two governments would also be able to reach 

an agreement, but it would mean that it would be wrot~ile for them to 

!
;,..., ~ __. 

begin conversations with each other to examine waethe;e Q'l' not:= they 

~~. whether or not they could reach an agreement . 

My letter to Chairman Khrushchev was written shortly before the 

Cuban crisis ~ and his answer was written shortly 

after t'ire~!IR crisiy.-~rushchev; s answer which took the 

form of a warm personal letter, gave me the green light to proceed/ 

except that there was one point in his letter which had bo be 

clarified before I could be certain that my letter had not been mis-

unde stood. It was ther eofre ngcessanr for ...me to rep~,. ••. I therefore 
~ 

sent a reply to his letter in which I elaborated t~t this point ~i~~ 
~~ were 
JW~ I made i~~~hat if he ~~$ in agreement with my 

interpretation~wouiClbe prepared to ~~to Mosc?w ~~~w my 

proposal could be best implemented. ~~answer tO an invitation 
,4;---

..Et;cttJ:!'ll:£a4&U!Wl.U!Hibed to come a.RQ see fii:fit :i:l'l Moscow. 
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( t~ /4t ;rrt;~~ ~ya-;te~;J 

I would have gone at once except that {n the meantime I r~ceived 

a connnunication from Washington indicating that it~~~" 
difficult to get the United States Government to permit anyone who is 

on the Governments payroll, no matter how junior-grade his position may 

be , to participate in the project . J'ereupo~ I advised Nhairman 
~a-t~;~ e _; / ~ ,r/ 

Khrushchev of this .bitchr ana_; (fereturned, to Was~ngton~/'/ a~ 
~ ... #!!~" -e~~%~?-- (~~ /e'~z/L~~ ft-u-~ ~ 

It is easy t~enough to s e that\~·adviHg employees of the ~ 
P:J~~~~~A V '~--~t'v-~-h/- ~-W-~ ~7-r-~-c 

Go,v~rnment,"~ t:hJJagh t hey ~~};l~j~ofpasiti~ntails?.e-( /;!"( -~ 4~ ft~YL~e- .:_~t- · ,e,-r "-__ )~ 
tain .,; •\ts.; it:_ mi:gl•t ~~S:~nce ~~-e Russ~an:_ 

these conversatipps wmtl i · I!!~' negotiations and 
-?<-~ ~-/ /£:.~ ~~r- 0 

· · ~ttacksinst the Administration on the part 
It was necessary 

of some members of the Congress . / to weigh these risks against what 

might be gained if the project were implemented . Those within the 

Administration wit~had 

on this issue and(ar~er many munths 

decided not to permit any one ~t on 

participate in the project . 

contact in this aatter were divided 

of discussion, the Administration 

the payroll of the Government to 

Pemple within the Administration distrust - not without some 

j a stifidation - both the Russians and the Congress . a~t~/~f/ But some 

of them seem to fear the Congress mDre then they fear the Russians and 

this 

I had gone against me and 

put it 

·'Sovernment would want to 

~ught to be droppe~ and t~~¥~~~ it was their decision 

thatthe project be dropped . 

~~ Th~ projec~~s 1dea 
~ ~li 1-Jv/Wf k£:_/ 
~~esaary to 
r-n/Yl. ~/-- L'--vhft' 
Soviet Governmetit understa 

in the concept of a 

issues 

explore the likelihood 

that an agreement on the bas s of this concept could he negotiated with 
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. ~ the Soviet Govek:Z,. ~e Achninistration were ahil e 6o make_J 

)up its mind ~~t prefers the minimal deterrent to the atomic arms 

l race in which Russia and America are currently caught . 

I share the view of those within yhe Administration that today 

both Russia and we would be better off if we deeieea not~ . if we decided 

to f'rego threatening the use of our stnategic striking forces against 

the territory of each other except ~y' s own territory is 

subJected to an atomic attack. 

Onc e one I eaehe! ••. F"FOiH tk-i-s peint- •. From 

easy to see that both Russia and America would be better off if they 

could somehow get rid of these strategic striking force& ~cause it is 

difficult to predict how well inspection may work even if under an 

agreement in which both Russia and the United States would agree to 
/ 

far-reaching measures of inspection1 &t is not possible for America 

and Russia to eliminate their startegic striking forces ,.. R ather they 

would both want to retain a striking force which is sufficiently large 

to be capable of inflicting unac)~P~~~le damage in retaliation for 

an atomic attack extended t:f~T;rritory. . ,J</9 '"4 / 

nec~asar y ar-i:his point to i__ ~ ~~.J;d; pn asklilg what woul-d 

. ~~~ 

I 



• • 

..... . 
'· 

the Soviet involved in the concept 

could be that we , our -

· · . c4rrently caught . 
?trt.A:--~ 4-u&~ ~ ~ ./ 
clarify in ~wn m~nds ~s whether we wouldn ' t 

be better both Russia and ourselves adopted the view that in the 

prevailing cir umstancew we would be more secure if there were no attempt 

to .•• efrained from threatening to carry out a stnategic strike 

agi~aa aga· st the terriyory of the other , except as a retaliatory counter

count ry is attacked by the strategic striking forces of 

Once one comes to the conclusion that this decision is correct, 

clear that we would both be safer if the strategic 

were rleduced to the minimal level at which t ..• in which 

could inflict unacceptable damage in retaliation for a 

d$Magi!'f If Russia retained twelve rockets and bombs which could reach 
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the target and if Russia's ability to launch these twelve rockets agai~ 

our territory could not be destroyed by a massive attack which America 

might conduct against eae-~eekees- ~rocket bases of known location, 

then Russia's counterblow directed against twelve of ~~~est cities ~arg1 ~ 

would kill over 25 million Americans inhabitants. ~ snl 111 i L::t:ha.t. this 
k )de? ••••~ ~ 

would be an acceptable damage ~Q~a~ in none of the foreseeable contin--gencies which might arise in the foreeeable future would we be willing 
~ 

political objective which 

Because Russia has fewer large cities than we have, we would have to 

retain about three times as many rockets if we ~sn ~r retaliatory ~tnt€ 

+-hl~LJ~~~~~~~~-k~~~~~~~Hanr~ITSBians.~~ rockets which-co~ 

....-reaar-- thei~a'l'get ~£ we wchsh to=:r:etaliet~. wish our retaliatory countel! 

blow to be capable of killing 25 million Russians. The amount o-f 

.4nspeetien which we would nee~ The amount of inspection whltcth 

we would needt to make sure that Russia could not maintain a . . . . . 
strategic striking force that would be capable of destroying a sub-

stantial number of the rockets which we have retained under the arms con-

trol agreement based on the concept of the minimal deterrent would be 

substantial but it would not be exorbitant~ could not enter into an 

agreement provid~ng for arms control unless we were satisfied t~~t 

in advance that the measures of inspection whcih the Russians accept 

is sufficient to give us adequate assurance in this regard. ~e~could 

~~~h.--£-~ 
not be ceJtain, however, untj.l tl).e ... agreen;,IJ:t gees into effect~ w 

P'l ~ ~ /)-Vt-{ t,.t.dLC c£~ /~ie ~ rz--:::J 
measures of muspection we~k sufficiQatly well in order t~onable 

/14-
sure that Russia may not have instead of twelve rockets and bombs 

which she ~-~say another twelve rockets and bombs whieh -

.. ehaoe bceft retained in secret .,:od widcl! af'A operatio'mil. If Russia were 

to retain about wt twelve rockets and bombs in secret which 

tional t!tis would nut substantially reduc~ ••. this would not 

oursecurity because Russia coUd not use such a small number of rockets 
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~
r,U-

to appreciably ~ · · · our retalja~ory ~ount rblow but it would ~~ 
/ ~~ J et.. a. b~ut-£~_,/~ 

affect our ability to ~~rfes t~~atOrn~c attack 

against their cities ~&t might ee~'";iy;l{~;by-· the Soviet Union . 

Whether or not inspection works sufficientlywell ~a~llie~ •.. 

To extend protection in this regard, ~t~ our allies will in my mind not 

be known until the agreement has been in operation for a few years . 

This is regretable but it is unavoidable and ~eli~~e th~t thip ~s 
. r-Y /~- .n.....~~c ~~ 

a risk which - we can take ~r allies would 
I ~p.) ~ 

not be worse off under such an agreement then they are to-day . / In an 

extended conversation which i had~'th rushchvv in October of 1962, I~ 
./_ / '?or~~ 
E~~e-..£1./, 

told him that I aian't believe ~~~general disarmament will be -

acceptable to America unless it~~anied by adequate measures of 

inspection and that I personally doubted that even if Russia were willing 

to admit international inspectors in unl' i~ed numbers it would be possiblj 
d- / ;/V . /2.-;t..t-~ ,.,..--~/ 

for us to be sure that there are not om s or ro s 
c 

hidden somewheter in Russia whiah~ are operational or would be made 

operations lit very quickly . I told Khrushchev t;ha t = t he on ly thi n~ th: at: 

the Soviet Union buld reassure 

~t b d 0 t • • h • h ld 1 s • t Tfr • t • t • (~rea ea con ~ ~ons ~n w ~c we cou re y on a ov~e ~ c~ ~zen repor ~ng 

secret violations of the agreement to an international authority. 
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It was my impression that Chairman Khrushchev got thepoint and tht 
~L / £t,~ !!:_ J 

he got it fully• z~on was favorable . I would not attach 

to this as much significance as I do if it were not for the fact that 

when I attended the Pugwash meeting in Moscow in Noveimber ofthe same 

year , I discovered by accident that thos e of gu; •.• that some of o~~ 
~~/c-~~~ 

collegue} of the Soviet Academy of Science wh~ttended the meeting 
A~,z ?-£-~~ 
~tailed report of my conversation with Chairman Khrushchev . 

In this report , Khrushchev was quoted to have said to me that for the 

sake of roaming general disarmament acceptable to the United States, 

the Soviet Government would give serious considerations to the possibility 

of creating conditions JJUch will make it possible for the Western 

countries to rely on a Soviet citizen reporting violations of a 

disarmament agreement ~ to an international authority~ter the Pugwash 

meeting Wtt s :;:eye:-r I stayed for about a month in Moscow for the purp se of 

engaging private conversations with our Russian collegues . What I wanted 

to discover most of all was whether the Soviet Government coul~ if it 

wanted to create ~ conditions in which the world could rely on a ) 

~aver sations was that this would not be easy but it /t6uld be done pro

vided the arms control agrement offered the SoTvi e t Ggvernment S\:iestaati al 
a 

-.7T~~~~~ Russia/substantial increase in her security and permitted the 

other uses .fr 
\. 

Soviet Government to accept very far-reaching measures of inspection fmr 

the sake of ~i~t~~t/ obtaining an objective that they really want than 

of inspection in 
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~~ 
is therefore necessary to as~hat conditions would the Russians 

//~C<. 
·regard an agreeewtn providing for a minimal deterrent t~ ~e des £tqble t~ 

~hat ~h;.;~~s~i~/~~t the price in terms of adopt~ing 
! 

unprecedented measures of inspection. It would be ~~mportant to 

know the answer to this question, but all I can do is to make a few 

guesses and my guesses might be wrong .~o me, it would seem that Russia 

would have no ~Bat desire of ~ntering into such an agreement unless 

.?hQ wouls be ••. she could be reasonably sure that it would not be 

neccessary for her later on to~~ abrog~~~a~~ a~d to :::~:~H~~ 
to b~uild up her atomic striking fore; · _ 'll>is WO\>hi ~ mea a ~a-- ,?4h() 
Russia would have to be reasonably sure that Germany will not have 

under her own control ~n atomic striking force7 ~d, also that China~oubd 
~vt ..-tfu ~ /hz,tt~!=t ~ 
~eifllia~n from bu~Iitlg an atomic striking force of her own. //1 do not· know 

what it wouldtake/l to induce China to agree to forego having a stnategic 

atomic striking force but it seems conceivable that to-day) China might 

be willing to go alon with an agreement on arms control that would leave 

America and Russia in possession of minimal strategic striking forces/ 

~~ ~t ~t~n America would agree not to station and not to use

either strategic or t~ical atomic bombs in the Far East and Southeast 

Asia . 

There are those within the Administration who say that America 

would not agree to forego the use of atomic bombs in the Pacific because 

, €he u se ofj?. . it might be necess ary to use atomic bombs in the defense 

of Formosa . Whenever I hear this argument I am reminded of what 

/f'\{_ ~~~~ happened at .~e in-tlr&=eegotiati~ disarmame~J conducted 
'"'IL )/z-;;.y~~ 

w~ the League of Nations in G7neva in ~· ~~ i~;ye /~s s the elmina
,~ t~a {k //~ c~-t- L-,U.?t----3?4-/.-:::; #/ ft---z< *~ht--4-~..J,.. 

ti~n of the bomber pla~~and the outlawing of bombing from the air . At 

.. ,~oint during the negotiations Anthony Eden, who was at that time a 

civil servant, told the Conference that His Majesty's Government could not 

be a party to ~utlawing of bombing from the air , He aaill that j.at time"( 
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L-~P:;:--/1 0 ~ 
the Royal Air Force was ~~~in~e mombing o~d huts of the unruly 

tribes on the Northern frontier of India and that this was the only 

effective way to keep these tribes from k aking periodic incursions into 

Indian~ territory . Some pe ople have no sense of proportions . 
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neithep 

~uld ~ompQ.]_her to abrogate an agreement uhieh limits Russia to the 

~ai~~· ~g~o~f-.a~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ 
~ 

to try to understand . • . at this point to examine ii justhow 

our present situatbn . There are two kindsof 

will be our present siguation if there is no 

stable 

for arms 

coltrol based on the concept of the minimal dete The stability 

of our present situation in the next few ye s •. our present is unstable 

two different ways . 

It is unstable first given the hardwa~ which 

is in our posssessiom and propose to build in the next few years 

against the hardware ~ suppose Russia to possess , a war which 

neither Rus~ia nor wanted might break out and might escalate 

into an I would propose to discuss futther below 

clea and present danger wifuwhich we are now 

in the absence f an agreement based on the concept of the 

min · al deterrent , Our situa ion is unstalliee also in the sense that it 

~ht lead into a new kind of arms r ace which seems to be just around 

.-tfie curner .~oth America and Russia may be expected soon to deploy anti-

missile missiles in defense rocket-launching bases . For such 

a defense to be successfnll ·s only necessary to prevent a ground 
a 

burst from the incoming rocket nd this is quite/possible and attain-

able goal . If America and Russi didn't go any furhher/~y would increase 

ratherthan decrease the of an escalation at some 
1"""" 

point along the line 

massive 

America 

for the defense of their cities also. If Russia deployed anti-missile 
---- -----
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her 
missiles for the of t~~lt cities, America could hardly resist 

- the pressure even though the Administration may have 
~ - a 

serious dobbts ~i as to he effectivenes~ o~ de nding~ by thtsjf 

means. Moreover, the Adm"nistration ~ ~nd it very difficult to resist 

the demand of doubling an tripling the number of Minuteman
1

widP r ~ 

at present scheduled to order to overcome thQ aiiBmee 

-~ 

of her 

~~~-~I~~-ye- xel!t:ee 

Ele~ Cnessur::e u-rn?-wou 

could not do lihEwise/ rather if 

~ties at al ~have 
over 100 ,000~ t would make littl 

aroun~ites)even 
a direct hit o the 

effective to prevent 

a fall-myt shel ert program may be estimated to be about$5Ubillion . 

l 

\ 

{/fUn-

e 

ca 

such 
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and 
lve are now close 

I 
to the point where America ~t Russia could destroy 

I' 

each other uo any desired degree and of them would have any 

an end. In fact /- it is mre 

about to come to 
~--~~ , 

1 i k,.s l:y t~ a new arms race ~ j as t around 

the corner . 

Beth 6m&riea and Russia may be expected soon to deploy anti-missile 
.. 

missileq in defense of theft rocket launching bases. For such a defnese to 

i~ ,/ ~~ e., ~~ lr.J,'-1-LL 
be 'SU s=s::EY it is only necessary to prevent a ground burse of the 

incoming rocke~ and this is, quite possibly, and attainable goal . If 
,i C {1-t ,L C..f< 

Russia ·were to dep¥oy anti-missile missiles for the defense of her rocket 

launching bases eu~~- 6 find Lt v!~f difficult to resist t~ ~ u ...... ~..:OL...~l..!...~tt-z."' t~~ ,;..LJt:--::-::: ~ -r-

tff:._~n.vv~ lo ~U~;;.-~ ,/t--Y ~ 
~nd tha~e number of Minutemen scheduled to be built~ 

~n order to over ~orne Russia's defense of her bases . f~ssia 4ft.•1r4/-
~-ch '?'V ~~ w _____ ~ .. 4. 
migh~ go-rurr:ner anq.r cfeploy anti-missile missile 7/~e defense of 

some ,of her large~ cities{~:::a ::u:: :e:::: ~~:-m~i~ missiles 
arGund a few gf her lar~--- a -___ g_ ~---e_ ~Yt ~f she does-we will 

- be foreced to d~,........-al:rti-missile missiles ••. stop there, but Americ.a-could 

·not d~~.. /~/_ ,< ' 

,.(. •. , rl t t - I/ 

, If Russia c;leplgys anti -mi ssUe-m±ssi-te-s- fur-the -Eiefense o~r- eities 

we -~~forced to do likewise, but there is this difference: ~ussia 
could deploy anti-missile~issiles around a few of her ~argest cities and 

stop-there . 
1 

If we deployu anti-mis;dle missiles aroun~ ~ ~ '
1 

J:_ a._ .. ·'l ¥ ,. ~v..-UA l 

~ ~ oe un er pressure to peplo su h ell 

- for us to deploy the--

on a program of 
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, 
fall - oug shelters 

t" -#L. ~ ~~ !L-

adequate 

about I SO billion. 

to 

This ~~ ~£ -~ arms r ace could be avoided if America and Russia 

to reach an agreement that would provide for a cut off in the production 

of both bombs and rockets . Verification would not take an exorbitant 

amount of inspection and America would probably be aatisfied with a reliable 

inspec tion of the known production facilities . I doubt, however , that 

Russia would accept such a production cutt-off if she had to fear that 

by doing so she would Pti~lt/ perpetuate the much-ad~ertised curretn 
I /: ~. ~ • ':/ .!. "e. •.e. .. c. 

superiority of America ' s strategic striking forces . Russia ,~ould be 1~ 
,; re .,N c ~t'Lr---
to agree to a production cut - off only if it were instituted as a first 

step toward the dismantling of the current "balance of terror . " 

¥ost of those who moved with President Kennedy to Washington in 1961 

knew that America cannot be made secure by trying to keep ahead in the arm s 
,t[ • L 

race and many of them ~at an agreement to arms control which is 
' 

based on the concept of th~'minimal deterrent could make us very much more 

secure than we would otherwise be . 

In the course of the last year the Soviet Union has accepted the 
. . /( . . _, { . 

notion that America as well as Russ~a may reta~n 'r m1~1m~l deterrent/~n ~ 
~ • , . -.! .. ~ -:..::_:" • , ~ ~ .. -~· ,c. "' • .. . . r / 

~he fe~m=of a small strategic striking force1until the end of fhe third 

stage of the disarmament agreement and that inspection shall not be limited 

to equipment which is to be destroyed but be extended also to equipment 

?1
. which is being retained. 

~ · At the present time, it is not clear, however, whether Americans 

· and Russians both mean the same thing when superficially they appear to 

be in agr:;~nt on the concept of the minimal deterrentj~An agreement 

based on the concept .O:f ~mi.nimal-de-teFFen-t would rovide for far-reachin 
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f . t. ~... . 1 h 1... 1-..... • • measures o ~nspec ~o~~c ngt unt~± t e agreement uas ~n 1n op~~ 

for a number of year~ could one/~f/i~f/ have any reasonable ranee 
/ 

t*l~/ that no bomos and roGets have been secretly retained. Therefore, 
~ --

America arurRussia would want to retain a striking force that would be 

capable of inflicting u~table damage in a counterblow in case i*¢it 

1their own t · ory were subjec~ed to an atomic attack with bombs which 

( ~e-ither wi:.th the bo.mbL ... 
\_____But not until the agreement has bee in operation for a number of 

........,..,_ 
years could ~/~£/ have any reasonable assurance that no bombs and rockets 

have been secretly retained~ld be used for ·~sub~~~ntial atomic 
· ~Vf . "f< ~ (;~l l ~ ,t f .:- ( t ! .. 

attack against thetr territory. Therefore, i order uo deter suman 

attack -l cind f~r rk- qthell' purp.9-S iY~- America and Russia would want to 

retain a small strategic striking force that would be large enough to be 

capable of inflicting unacceptable damage in a counterblow if thete ~~ 

territory were attacked with bombs. Inspection would have to be relaible 

enought to give forces 

been secretly retained to destroy in 
sudden ~ 

a/massive attack aft apprec1a~ striking forces 

h h~~e been legfitimately retained. 

·~~-r-~lieve that the time has =~m) to 
~I ..-r .... 't . L ~ e .~ z: t .r c 1 c.. t:~ 
~~~ore it is ess~ to~ explicit at this juncture and 

-tr ~:/how large tVt¢1 a strategic striking force -wonld be ehtt-t America 

and Russia would need to retain. iA 9Ed@t te 9e ab~e ~~~~ 

table ~age-~ ease~terrttory were su&~~et~~~~~~~~~~~K 
If Russia retained twelve rockets and bombs which could reach the 

target and if Russia'a ability to launch these twelve rockets against our 

territory could not be destroyed by a massive attack which America might 

conduct against tW¢tj~/~t/, _ qer rocket bases of known location, then Russia's 
VIV"" ~_( tfU~-nt~.,,tjU{ ~~ 

counterblow Qi!b"ec.~e t!!l- aBiiliBst twelve of our largest cities wo:u.ld ld:~..gver 

25 million ~~nhibitants. -- - ....... 

.;.-L~~ -· 

Clearly, this would be acceptable damage, 



. 
• .· -4-

since in none of the foreseeable contingeneies whidh might arise in the 

foreseeable future would we be willing to pay such a price for the sake of 

attaining our political objectives involved in the conflict. 

Because Russia has fewer large cities, we would have to retain about 

U,_ L ~., ~~ three timeas a many, _r9ck~tS m Our r~e1~• at 'rY~OUnterblOW ~P.;:oWJ~· ~ • 

l.n ftvw~'Cv~\ tJhvfr-r<...-~... ~·~ ~ fh£:vL> ~ 2---6'--~ · 4 

"eO<ilai.ii!-p..ea~eHJ:i!'l!e~'01'i'lrt- 'fa:. • 25 rnilli6ft" Russ1art3. - aroll.nt of"tnspe~ch· we 
-/-b~ ?. ~ - _, --

would nee~~~Q~m~~~l~~ sure that Russia could not ma~ntain a strategic strik-
, ~ ~ ..-"'--

ing force in secret, s-uBs~ enoug1l to be capable of destroying an 
significant ~- __....- legitimately 

~ ~ppt~tt~~t¢ number o ~jrockets which we ha~e/retained/~f~~~ would be 
~ -...... 1<:~ A ... ,s - }exorbitant.~We would jWant to enter in to~ 

an agreement providing for arms control ~e were satisfied in advance - -, 

that the measures of inspect~on would be adequate to~ive us reliable 
r£4;.~;.~ ' ~~e .... ~~£..±_<.'.:. ~ ..... a 

assurance in this re ard ./ W ~necertain I-' H.owtvrrj until·~ "O 

agreement in opera ion for a few years ether the measures of 
r._,. -/ (!_1- -

reasonab e assurance t hat Rus ia ~~o~ have ins tead , 
v!t.( 1 /(_,-£ /.1. z •'-'~L- .~/.).:' '~<_4• : .. f 

robs which she may ~ , r~', s~nother 

' "/41'. v ? 

In an extended conversation which I had with 

October of 1960, I said that I personally doubted that even if Russia 

were willing to admit international inspectors in unlimitednumbers it would 

be possible for us to be sure that there would not remain a number of bombs 

or rockets hidden somewhere in Russia which are operational or could be 

made operational very quickly. I told Khrushchev t hat ~elieved that the 

Soviet Union could reassure the world in this regard only if they were to 
I 

create conditions in which we coul-~ely on a Soviet citizen reporting secret 
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violations of the agreement to an international authority . 

It was my impression that Khrushchev got the point, that he got it 
/!~~ 

fully, an~ .....tfiis react},on was favorable. I would :r;ot attc;s;)l ~--this as _; 
. (..,/~ ~ J k-~ ~t/- a<!~~- .:~4~uy ~~~~ 

much significanc~;:; .L do if :i:t w~.-e ""' fqr the f tte t ~at bwhen I attended 

the Pugwash meeting in Moscow in November of the same year, r d~scO V~t ed 'cry 

?£&idea~ that some of our collegues of the Soviet Academ' of Science 

who were scheduled to attend this meeting had been given a detailed report 
, .. r~!/ 

mf my conversation with Chairman Khrushchev . In this ~e~~' Khrushchev 

was quoted to have said to me that for the sake ofmam~ng general disarma

emnt acceptable to the United States, the Soviet Government would give 

serious considerations to the possibility of creating conditions which will 

make it possible for the Western countries to rely on a Soviet citizen 

reporting violations of the disarmament agreement to an international 

authority . 

After the Pugwash meeting, I stayed for about a month in Moscow for 

the purpose of engaging in pribate conversations with our Russian collegues. 

I wanted to discover most of all whether the Soviet Government cold, if 

it wanted to , create conditions in which the world could rely on Russian 

ccointciz

1

uendes rthepaotrtthi~gs violations of a disarmament ag~. _ I was led to 
~ would not be easy but that it done/ provided 

the arms control agreement offered Russia a substantial increase in her 

security and permitted the Soviet Government to divert substantial funds 

from armament to othe~ses . 
I believe that it would be vezymum easier to get the Soviet Government 

to accept very far-reaching measures of inspection for the sake of 

obtaining an pbjective that they really l;vant then to get them to 
.. 

agree to ~y/(imited measures of inspection for the sake of any "first 

steps" towards an arms control agaeement which might ~p~lth.e"do~:fur'-. 

~~ .. open the donrto further progress but would not 

offer any major immediate benefits to Russiao 
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1J)L ~ ~£ ,t-/C# ~ 
...;._~.-----

:rt is taQr-e.f"oret ueces~B:l::J to f:t'nd-..Gu under what 

the Russians regard an agreement based on the principle of the minimal 

deterrent desirable enough to be prepared to pay the price interms 

of adopting unprecedented measures of inspection. 

, To me, it would seem that Russia would f/1:. have no great desire -4£ ~ 
enter~ into such an agreement unless she could be reasonably sure that 

l/1-<: 
it would not be necessary for her later on to abrogate 'cn-agreeemnt and to 

rebuild her atomic striking 

would have to be ~~~ 

to speak from scratch . Thus, Russia, 

have under 

her own control an atomic striking force, and, also that China caRd be 

induced to regrain from building an atomic striking force of her hwn. 

I do not know what it would take to induce China to forego having a 

strategic atomic striking force but it seems conceivable that China might 

be willing to go along to-day with an agreement on arms control that would 

leave America and Russia in possession of minimal strategic striking 

forces, provided that in return America would agree not to resort to the 

use of, either strategic or tactical atomic bombs in the Far East and 

South Asia , and to set up an atom free zone that would include these areas . 

There are those within the Adminlltration who say that America could not 

agree to forego the use of atomic bombs in the Pacific because it might be 
. ~/ /. .... ~( 

, ~ce;s~r~ to use atomic bombs in the defense of Formosa . j~~ r!~~e:~.-

/-' JJ.-";im~l~r vie-v(whf~h
4 

~re voiced at the Disarmament Conf~rence of the 

League of Nations which was held in Geneva in the 30's . At issue W~~/t~t 

at this conference was the elmination of the bomber planes from the 
.I ' .. ,.. .t , ... ~ l. t. ~ ' \ 

arsenals or 1]u natiens and the outlawing of bombing from the air . At 
( 

one point during the negotiatins, Anthony Eden, who was at that time a 

civil servant , told the Conference that His Majesty's ~Government could 
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not be a party to the outlawing of bombing frmm the air . He said that, 

,at times, the Royal ~r Force was engaging in the bombing of the mud huts 

1 
of the unruly tribes on the Northers frontier of India and that this 

was the only effective way to keep these tribes from making periodic 

ineure ions into Indian territory . Some people have no sense of propor

tions. 

Assuming that Russia 

-~e willing to enter into an agreement based on the concept of theminimal 
• ~ ,, i ., ~~·-'· .. ( - ... t.J, ~,.- , / t.. " ) .....:... # ""'-. t~ _,_, ,C . ... ---~ .; ),1 L. /( ""'"" ,.!.(. .... , 

deterrent should America be willing to enter into such an agreement also? 

~A disturbingly large number of the decisions which America had made at 

the end of the last war and in the post-war period were based onlt*~l a 

false premise . Perhaps it is too much to ho~that the decision which 

America now faces will be made on any other basis but it would be tragic 

~-~~~~til~ · i · perativ ~ compare the kind of security 

which we it have at present as well as the perils that may confront 

us a fe1;.v years hence i:::E the ~tms caee is permitted to continue with the 

security that we could have under an agreement based on the concept of the 

min~mal deterrent 
~', ... ~ 

Right now we find ourselves close to the end of a transitional 

. d ' per~o • 

Had a conflict between Russia and Amrica led to an armed clash a 

few years ago, and had at some point along the line of escalation, Russia 

made a sudden attack against America's strategic air bases and rocket 

bases, then Arneriva 's residual striking capacity would have been sufficient 

to demolish, in a counterblow, all of Russia 's sizeable citres. But, if 

con~eresely, America had made such an attack against Russia ' a air bases 

and rocket bases of known location, Russia 'a Eesidual counterblow could not 

hve caused any comparable destruction . 

To-day, America 's strategic atomic striking forces are presumably 

still superior to these of Russia, by a factor of perhaps between three and 
-----



-8 -

ten , in the number of hydrogen bombs that they could deliver and, presuma-

bly, America could maintain tmis kind of numerical superiority in the years 

to come . She could not, however, by doing so, keep Russia from steadily 

increasing her "residual striking capacity" , I n recent years , Russia has 

steadily proceeded with the hardening of her becket - launching sites and 

the building of additional submarines , capable of launching long- range 
the 

rockets , To-day she has reached ¢. point where her "residual counterblow" 
most of 

wold be sufficient to demolish/America's ~ltl~s major cities on the Eastern 

Seabornd and some of her cities in the West . This is a higher price 

than America would be willing to pay for reaching her political objecitves , 

in any conflicts that might be expected to occur in the preamctable future . 

In other words , to-day ~sia ' s "residual striking capacity" would be 

sufficient to~ inflict "unacceptable damage" on America . 

Conversely , America ' s residual strikingcapacity would be sufficient 

to demolish all of Russia ' s cities of over 100,000 . It is probably t rue 

that t o- day America would still be able to recover form an all - out war 

whereas Russia might lose all of her cities of over 100 , 000 and thus 

suffer a destruction of her s ociety from which she would not recover . 

To - day , Russia could demolish all of America ' s cities of over 100 , 000 

only if she were to resort to a massive first strike against our cities . 

In the situation which we find ourselves to - day we no longer try to 

deter Russia with threatening a massive strategic strike against her c ities. 

We realize t~ to-day such a theeat would come close to being a threat of 

murder and suicide and clearly a threat of this sort would not be believeatle 

in any conflict in which major American interests might be at stake but not 

America ' s existence as a nation . INstead we are maintaining at present a 

militatyposture aimed at trying to keep wars which m~~~r 

limited by maintaining the threat that the war mightre-nd up with our 

accepting unacceptable damage
1
in return for the virtually complete destruc

tion of Russia ' s society . 
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A border incident in Europe or an uprising in East Germany might lead 

to a war what neither Russia nor America want. Presumably only conven

tional weapons would be used at the outset of such a war. But at some 

point during the see-saw of fighting Russia might be tempted to send her 

troope in hot pursuit across the pre-war boundary and they might penetrat e 

deep into Western territory or conversely, centain NATO units might pene

trade deep into Eastern territory. In case of a deep ¢ penetration of 

Western Europe by Russian troops our plans call for the use of tactical 

weapons against troops in combat and also against communication$ lines 

of the Russians in Eastern Germany, Poland and Russia, itself. Because the 

size of tactical bombs ranges all the way from one kiloton to several hun

dred kiloton and the vehicles available to the tactical command have a 

range that would permit them to reach Russia'is own #territory, there is no 

substantial gap between the point where tactical bomb$ing ends and strate

gic bombing begins. Therefore, a war in Europe which neither America nor 

Russia want could easily end up in an all-out atomic war between these 

two countries. The risk that this might happen is the price that we 

are paying for maintaining our present military posture and the question is 

whether we are not paying a very high price in order to deter Russia from 

something that she wouldn'd do anyway. 

Right after the Second World War the security of Western Europe was 

threatened by the combination of communist pressure from the inside and the 

possibility of Russian military interventim from the outside. At that 

time, many poeple pbelieved, rightly or wrongly, that only America's 

possession of the atomic bomb saved Western Europe from falling under the 

domination of the Soviet Union. There is no such internal threat to 

the security of Western Europe to-day and were the Soviet Union to invade 

Western Europe she would find herself at war with the United States whether 

or not America!$ maintains her present military posture and her present 

formal commitments to the defense of Western Europe. 
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To me, it seems that by maintaining our present militar posture in 

Europe, we are running the risk that a minor incident might lead to an 

all-out atomic war and that we are taking this risk for the sake of 

deterring the Russians from doing something that we do not believe they 

would be likely to do in any case . 

The fact that a ptesent in case of war we would bein a position to 

make a massive strike against Russia's stra~ ~r bases and rocket---
~l.li!l l.hg bases of known _lo.cat±on makes our ~ituation less st:able 

rathe~more stable , 

t-o .?~ar that A 

--
For, at the point when the Russians had reason 

An agreement on arms control based on the concept of the minimal det

ereent would limit not only the number of strategic bombs retained but it 

would limit also ~~~ both the size and the number of bombs which mSght 

be used against troops in combat . Such an agreement W~~¢~/ might limit 

the size of the tactical bombs retained to one kikton and Russia and America 

each might be limited to between three hundred and one thousand of such 

bo~bs . 

The total tonnage of the tactical bombs retained by each America 

and Russia would thus amount to perhaps ten percent of the tonnage of 

the strategic bombs retained by Russia and to perhaps three percent of the 

tonnage of the strategic bombs retained by AME~ice . Nevertheless, the 

tactical bombs thus retained caid have an important effect on the course of 

the war if a war were to break out in Europe that neither Russia nor 

America want . 

If Russian troops were to cross in hot pursuit the pre-war boundary 

and penetrate deep into Western Europe the possession of tactical bombs 

by America might make it possible to hold a line in Nest Europe, because 

with America in possession oftactical bombs, the Russians could not mass 

conventional armor at any point in front of the \.Jest European line r/Jt in 

sufficient strength to break through that line. Russia would derive the 
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same advantage from her possession of a minimal tactiaal atomic force if 

certain NATO units were to cross the pre-war boundary and penetrate deep 

into Eastern Euro~e . The threat of this type of use of tactical bombs 

could lead to a stabilization of a front across Europe, giving time for 

the tempers to cool and for the reaching of a settlement • . 

By establishing a gap betw:JP the size of tactical bombs limited to 

~ one kilOton each and the size ~;the strategic bombs retained, pre

sumably all of them one megaton or larger, one would establish a clear 

demarkation line between bombs which may be used against troops in combat 

and bombs which have been retained only to be used in a couhterblow if the 

other party were to resort to a strategic strike against one's own terri-

tory. If America were reduced to use the small tactical bomb~retained 

/-- in limited number "; only~,in case of a deep pepetration4 Russian troops in 

Europe and then only within the Western side of the pre-war boundary and if 

Russia were determined to impose the same limitatio~on hers:lf1then 

neither America nor Russia would have to fear any longer that of a war 

were to start in Europe which neither of them warted it might escalate to a 

point where it would end up with an exchange of strategic strikes between 

America and Russia . 

Saturation Parity 

In the last few years, Russia has steadily proceeded with the 

~~~~~~l~tl building of submarines capable of launching rockets and with 

the hardening of her long-range rocket bases which are located on Russian 

territory . It is clear that in time RUssia must reach the point where her 

residual striking capacity would be large enough to demolish all of Americ$ 

sizeable cities . At that point Russia will have achieved parity of satuna

tion . Russia can have saturation parity now for the asking, within a very 

few years . 

Because in case of a war Russia would ~no longer have to fear an --
American first strike conducted against her strategic air bases and long-
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range rocket bases of known location , the situation of saturation parity 

would be somehwat more stable than is our situation to - day . This does not 

mean, however , that saturation parity is an inherently stable situation. 

General Le May said, in a major speech reported in the WASHINGTON 

POST 
0

f December 18th that those who argue that the United States has an 

extensive over-kill favor cutting American strategic striking forces so 

~ey would bnly be capable of hitting cities . Such a reduced force , Le 

May ~~, would leave the United States too weak to destroy the enemy's 

nuclear forces before they destroy us . America ' s maintainence of superior 

counterforce strength gives American policy makers the widest range of 

credible options for controlled responses to aggression at any level . 

Accordingly to General Le May, this paid off during the Berlin and 

Cuban crises where the United STates forced Russia to back down and won 

( its political objectives) because the Russians knew that the United Statm 

had a clear margin of strategic nuclear strength . 

I do not propose yo take issue with General Le May on this occasion 
-..,/_ 

except to say that the deterrent efrect of America '~argin of strategic 

nuclear strength obviously comes to an end w!t~ when the striking forces 

of the Soviet Union reach saturation parity with those of the United States 

Fuirther , if our "margin" was responsible for Russia ' s yielding in the 

j/- Berlin and Cuban crises then if another similar crisis were to occu~ 
after Russia reaches saturation ~ we would no longer have any 

right to expect that Russia wi 1 yield again and again . 

Had 

her ships 

clamation 

Ru$ia not yielded in the Cuban crisis of October, 1962, and had 

continueAf on their course~ Cuba in defiance of America's pro
c<_ 

of ~ partial naval blockade of that island, American warships 

would have sunk Russian ships . No one can say how far escalation would ha~ 

gone and whether Russia, being unable to resist America in the Caribbean, 

would have retaliated elsewhere, perhaps in Eunope .~neral Le May 

believes that because of the superiority of our strategic striking ~orces 

at some point along the lin& the Russians would have put an end to escalatfun 
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had ~ it come to an armed clash ~ the Cuban crisis . But even if ~ 

were to accept this view ~ ~j§till~ predict which of the two 
.-

countries would take the first step to halt escalation) if a similar clash 

were to occur a few years hence in the fully symmetrical situation of 

saturation parity . no longer possible to say who would 

--· put an end to escalation; the also cannot predict ~ just how far 

escalation might go . In saturation parity, escalation might go to the 

point where all of America's and all of Russia's cities of over 100,000 

would be demolished . 

* * * 

Let us consider now how saturation parity may be expected to afifiect 

our allies in general and Western Germany, in particular; 

Let us ask ourselves for example, what would have happened if there 

had occured a few years ago a major uprising in Eastern Germany against the 

established government and if substantial units of armed est German volun

teers had moved into East Germany to assist the inurgents . Presumably 

at first one would not have known with certainty whether these volunteers 

were acting with the ta~it approval, and active participation, of the 

West Germany Government, or whether they were acting again& its wishes, 

and in disregard of its orders . Had such a contingency occurred a few 

years ago, the odds are that America would have extended protection to 

West Germany against the strategic striking ~~ of Russia, on the 

ground that America must prevent the destruction of West German military 

power . America mould have been likely to extend such protection~ to West 

;( Germany whether Germany was, or was not, the aggressor, and if the~had 

been any doubt on that score, Germany would have been given the benefit of 

the do t . 
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If a contingency of this sort were to occur in the years to come, and 

if the Russians were to fear that the clash might escalate into an all-

out atomic war, they might decide to knock West Germany out of the war by 

dropping , all at6 once, between t~ five and ten hydrogen bombs, on West 

German cities . Having done this, Russia would then be in the position to 

speak to America as follows: 

"German aggression forced us to do what we did, lest the 
clash of Brms escalate into an all-out atomic war, which 
neither R ssia nor America want . We realize that America 
cou}# now respond by aemolishing one Russian city after 
ano~er , but for every Russian city that America may demolish 
Russ~a would demolish one American city . Let's be rational 
about this . What has happened, has happened; let ' s see now 
where we go from here . Russia does not intend to occupy any 
West German territory and she is willing to put up a few percent 
of her indus trial output to help rebuild the cities of vlest 
Germany r.rovided her contribution ~matched , dollar-for-dollar, by 
America . ' 

The RUssians would hardly assume that the Americans W~~ would repsond 

in a rational fashion mf they were to drop b Qmbs on American cities but, 

in the contingency described above, they might, rightly or wrongly , expect 

a rational respnnseJ if they were to demolish German cities and were to 

ref rain from extending their attack to America ' s own territory . 

The nations of Europe are becoming gradually aware of the situation 

that they will face in saturation parity and they are beginning to ask theM 

selve~ether t~~y may not have to maintain eaeh a strategic strikigg 
~ --- e-h force under ~(Own control in order to safeguard ~~, own s ecurity . 

Few people contemplate with equanimity the possibi eity that Germany - / 

may acquire a substantial atomic striking ~orc~ and ~her9 are those in r ~ _.~tup~~-; 
America wh:relieve that O:er• ny might ffi ~rom wanting to have such a 

striking face under her own contro~by setting up a strategic striking 

force under the joint control of America and Germany1with perhaps a few 

other nations joining ing . The mutilateral strategic striking force 

under discussion would be equipped with two hundred Polaris missiles 
~~< were 

enough to demolish two hundred cities, if each of them ~tw~ to reach ~ 
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(t'arget ( r t wo~~d not give,(\4 e 6Uj the Hermans what they need in saturatin 

parity? as long as America can veto the use of this forceuaftd hre is i~~· 

reason to believe that the Germans propose to participate in it only 

because they assume that it may be possible for them to get rid of the 

veto . 

The creation of such a strategic striking force would make it possible 

to endow West Germany by the mere stroke of a pen with a striking force 

of her own ,~~: correspondmng in size to the financial stake that 

Germany would have in the joint force . Those who advocate the setting up 

of such a joint f orce in order to keep the Germans from having a force 

under her own control follow the principle of the lesst~il . Following 

this same principle ater on to transferring to Germani control 

a part of the joint fore )if the Germans were to proclaim that they 

would otherwise build a substantial striking force of their own . 

It is doubtful that contorl over atomic bombs can be kept from the 

Germans by a gadget like the multilateral nuclear striking force; or for 

that mattter any gagget )and it is probably true that in the long run i t 

will be impossible to prevent the proliferation oc atomic striking force~ 

if saturation parity prevails . 

Under an agreement based on the 

would leave Russia in pe ssession of 

f h /r • · 1 d t h · h concept o t e m~n~ma eterrent w ~c 

~1 say1 twelve bd bs and rockets . 

Russia would put herself at a disadvantage if in the contingency discussed 
tvfr1~ -~ kJ 
~~ the ~~use up/ sa~ six of her twelve bombs and rockets in a first 

strike against German cities . If she were to do this; she would have only 

six bombs and rockets left/ in comparison to the 
·#-) 

rockets retained by America and( would the_rpfore 
)'f~l- ~-~t?~-dc /t.,p/?~ 

advantage in the crisis ~ her a ttack . 

thirty-six bombs and 

put hereelf to a dis -

In this sense an agree-

ment limiting Russia to twelve bombs and rockets would provide protection 

to our allies in Western Europe but this would be true only if one could be 

reasonably s ertain that Russia h~not secretly retained say another twel~ 
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bombs and rockets which are operational or could be made operational 

on shcrt notice . Even if the agreement provided for adequate measures of 

inspection one could not exclude with certainty the possibility of such a 

secret violation until after the agreement has been in operation for a 

few years . This is ~~i~-~~ w:stern Europe would have to take and tre 

reason that it could take such a risk is that ~~~1£ ";;6~·:_:· :S~~~ worse-' 

Western Europe would not be any worse off under the agreemen~as it would 

bpe in saturation parity . 

* * 



enemy's nuclear forces destroy us - to use the wor~s of 

General Le May . 

""* cgttld rrot b~Ireve tfiat those 'W1:iO'"" a-dvaecrti''j mairrtttn~ng a--ver~ 

lax:ge strategic •.. Even to-dey, there are those .who advocat:e the 

~il~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Tted. I do not b~ieve 
...-~'-"~~ 

that those ~ ·~ large strategic --
striking fore WS4ek is sclrederled could stand up to a cross-examina

tion by ~~r ~ve no vested interest either emotionally or 
- ,t.r 

financially in the building of such a striking force. They ~ 

not to expose themselves to such a cross-examination 
. / I ( ~ 

\.__ """ I / ~ L- "'- .: ._.._ -- ;11(F;f::~~5'"-

but even if they .. did and were fo cea ----concee 
1 •• I ' t, .. 1 • t7 . ' :.--a.., 1"'"'"' t.-\.""- .... .,..,.. 'i ~;2:::~~~-.,J.td~ 

realre~ they would still evert the next day to their old positions . 
~~~ (_" f t-.-.- <.-L•t£,!,~·~--

For what is primary here is the eecisien o build ;~large strategic 
ing ' 

striking foree and try/ to find the justification for it is secondary. 

,t;' I believe that it is true teven today that our(abilit~ -~"""-~ 
A~,~ attack ,against Russia's rocket launching sites of known w mass~ve ~ /'t-.r-

location lil-8We::s ~~ ~cure "t~~~;r~er than more seetlre-.-. 1 1, then -
_, J-h,e l!2M/H~ ~; ' ;'-?~ 

~ render~d~Y=SiEuat~ less stable rather than more stable . 
-- I --- ---

~ Fo; if the strategic superiority of the atomic striking forces 

were anywhre as great as General LeMay claims •••... r-.if it t ame to 

. . then ~n case of war, there might come a time when 
,/,_. - ~~ - I 

the Russians would fear that America's next move~/ might be the waging 

o.f a massiye strike ag~~s:~~k:e~'b;·~es
1

'a~~ffi:~:~~ht ~~-hen--
t!,, ! . .... 13:--.- u .... d _/ · · 
~to launch ,from those of their bases which are vulnerable to 

, 

1 
¥1 /a.yf attack! an all-out attack dieected agains.t our cities and the 

l~-:. I'~-~. -2-,_.-~~ 
cities of our allies.§ But, h owever that may~ it is obvious that this 

kind of superiority of our startagic striking forces which General Le May 
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, ., , J. _ ·" ----' e =-=rl ., a 
speak~~ rr_~t ~xisE-s ~y If/vanishing asset ,which will not exist 

tomorrow. Tijr we have saturation parity 1- £; s far as there strategic 

striking forces are concerned, America ~nd Russia's sistuation will re 
• ~ - "}. i r I / _L._ /" , L ~· . ... L. •C. ~ 

perfectly symmetrical..~ the only _li-,ssue is wtlether we ·would be more 
.. f ,/ , - ~ ·' if ,. ~ ~ - ... ;{. ,At ; J., ........ ,... 1\.. '*' .-

secure if thef r striking forcerwere\ mc;tintained /at a high level or 
·- { .. ~<. /\_ _._,.,/t.. 

whether we would be=--rqore secure if they \verE;. rria~n a~ned at a mimimal 
f'!C ·n ,) ~,..; Z - )\;\&#/~ • :J. " 

. level There are many people within thi.s Administration who fully under-
/ -! ~ 

A, /1 ~t~nd.,. this issue but ~~h;; ~~~kevail, they would ~~first 
.- convince the rest. of the Administration·: A~~~en(:a"'s""e~ :n ~h~ c~-~:~ . 

\ I ;. I< <;../~-<. t. .... •• • ~ -.J u 't I .• . [~/-- ..... ' ) 

cept of the minimal d;terre~t fis> -a nec~ssity :f.or our se~r4-ty:'but also 
• {.. .(.. " " ., "-·!.. """;.. .# '- ~-, ),J. ;;_,."" ; ... ~ 1... .. , .... 

thaVwr.( would be worth the political price thatthe Administration i~ 

have to pay . These men within the Administration who are, so to speak, 

on the side of the angels, can hardly be expected to put up the fight 

that is needed unless they have some reason to believe that if they 

are successful in waging this fight and if the Government puts •.. and 

if the Government formally proposes an agreement based on the concept 

of the minimal deterrent they will not be confronted with a Rassian "Nyet .' 

Thus, the question arises how can those within the Government who are so 

to speak on the side of the angels convince themselves that a reasonable 

proposal will not be rejected by the Soviet Government to the point 

where they would be willing to make the required effort which will be 
/\'-, 

required of them if they are to prevail . In October 1962 I thought 

that I found a way that would gi~e these angels within the Government 

an opportunity to explore whether there i$ a fair chance of reaching a 

meeting of the minds with the Russians ~~~/ ! on the issue of the mini-

mal deterrent. 
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* * * 

The political price that the Government fo~uld have to pay in the 
thE{ 

process of overcoming th e opposition of/m· itary - industrial complex to 
~ 6 ~ "'-.e.-"/~-i~-~~ ~ 
~ar-reaching reduction of our strateg1c s r1 1ng orcesj~ ue 

considerable~~e within the Adminis who regard the concept of 

the minimal deterrent as~y to the roblem of arms control would have 

to make a major effort in order to vince the rest of the Government 

that our gain in th/$~i~/ the nation would be worth paying 

this price . They are not make such a major effort unless 
~~~~hey will not be confronted with a Russim 

can be given some ~~t~if they pu~ up a~~t in Nyet~ 

ashington and g4t the formally to propos the Soviet Mnion 

n agreement based on 

hat we are caught l~ omething like a visqious circle . Because 

overnment would accept and one knows what the Soviet Government 

ould accep~those who the side of the angels within the Admini-

stration are kept from the effort that it would take to arrive 

at a c onsensus within 
of 

In October/1962, I wrote Chairman Khrushchev t~~t / t~~ t~/ and told 
I 

him that tho~who work within the /Administration on the problem of arms 
I 

control and who are , s o to speak , , on the side of the angels , are put to 

a serious disadvantage ~ being the the drr&k by having to guess whether 

or not the Soviet Government wou d accept any reasonable proposals aimed 

at adequate measures 0 arms con I prope sed to arrange for a meeting 
~ .t-·' . . 

.,.M.t;,b ~ems of ese American ange s - junior -grade - who may be advisors 

of the Government or employees 0 the Government but 'Rho are not in decision-

making positions, with their Rus ian counterparts . I pointed out the 

Americans and Russians who would be invited to pa!~t~cpate in such a 
~A 

meeting ought deliberately t~ be ' chosen to ~1o1asea, rather than a 



representative , sample of the 

States and the Soviet Government . 

to find out to what extent two 

reach a meeting of the minds . 

two governments would also be 

mean that it would be 

each other iQ. ii~(to examine whe th 

Cuban crisis and his 

Khrushchev ' s answer 

light to 

agreement with my 

MOscow to discuss how my proposal co 

I received an invi tation to come to 

I would hve gone at once 

communication from \-lashington 

prevailing within the United 

e purpose of the meeting would be 

gnoups would be able to 

this would not mean that the 

reach an agreement, but it would 

to begin conversations with 

uld be~n 2:.t 

sent a re~ iy •2 ~~i 
~ ~ 

my letter had 
~~ 

Jw• •w• i~ 

I wouldbe prepared to go 

implemented. In answer, 

the meantime I rece1ved a 

it "t-70uld be difficult to get 

the United States Government to perm"t anyone who is on the Government ' s 

payroll , no matter how junior-grade be , to participate 



.. 
d~ _(. .~/ ~~tt t~··J ,~,_. ~ ... --~~~~:- , ~· 

I hiooii~a..ia~e~~,.,n~~;a~ this matrere on th~ issue,. MMi-cLnall,Y, 

after many months o£ discussion, the Administration decided p~rmi~ 

any one on ~~ the payroll of the Government to participate in the project • 

..; People within the Administration distrust - not 'l;vithout some justi -

/ £ication - both the Russians and the Congress . But some of them seem to 

fear the Congress more then they fear the Russians.~~~==~~~~~~ 

s~s~ .of .. 8~ 

I advised Chairman Khrushchev that the decision had gone again~rne 

and put it up to the Soviet Government to decide in these cirucmstances 

whether the¥ would want to proceed lvith the project ... am:!~ was their 

decision that the project be dropped . 
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