
CHESTER BOWLES 

E S SEX, CONNECTICU T 

IVIay 11, 1955 

Dear Mr . Szilard: 

Sometime in t he c oming weeks I am most anxiou s to talk to you 
about your most challenging letter in t he New York Times on 
the need for liquidating the cold war before we d estroy ourselves 
in a hot war. I illn in New York only r a re y at pr e sent bec ause I 
am in the rocess of finish ing a book . However, things will be 
easier f or me s oo n. 

In the meantime I would dee pl y a ppreciate your co~~ent on the en
closed speech by C. Ra jagopalach ari, who as you may knm'l is one of 
Indi a 's most res pected citizens, a cl ose a s soci ate of Gandhi, a 
former Gov ernor General and former Chief 1inister of Madras state, 
philosopher and author. 

He s ays some extraordinary, confused, unfair and i gnorant thing s 
which should be corrected. (He is, by the way, quit e anti-Communist, 
but very mixed up on America.) I hav e written him a letter suggesting 
that wh at we need to abolisp is war, but what I am sure would be f ar 
more effective is a letter from you commenting from your unique 
vant age po int . 

V1Tould it be at all poss ible f or you t o wr i te a lett er which I 
would send him? ~~u ld it also be poss i ble to get a co py of Einst ein 's 
( whom he deeply admired) l ett er to Roosevelt in 19 39? 

vJ ith my war mes t re a rds. 

Mr. Leo Szilard 
Universit y of Chicago 
Chicago 37, Illinois 



Dear 7r . ·~mYles,. 

The Univer sity of Chicago 
Chi cago 57, Ill inois 

It will be a_great plo · sure to see you sometime in 
·~ow York when youltlme permits . When that time comes, 
please telephone LOng ere 3-5000 and a k .for Hr . l'pane1 t s 
secretary, ~~he ought to be ble to tell you v;herc you can 
reach me or she can find 'ne .:"or you, and I can t en call :ro tl ha. eli: . 

I reu. ~ w:!. th much intere "t tt.e speech of C. r.ajaq;opalachari. 
I am gre ,ttly :i.mpressed by hls general approach to the problem 
t:bcurh I thiru~ that he i-:: ·wronc in believi1 g th t vJe c. . mu~:e 
pro gr ess by abol.:tshlnr; , i . e . physi cally civing un atomic bombs 
as the f .r8t step tovh\rd reace and dlsarmament . 

t have dictated a rnemorandum (not yet transcribed ) , 
commenting on hls speech, which you may wish to send on to 

"1 o·'"' not ar~cor·llnc; to ho ./'-, n fool about:. nf ,)rt·Lm tely 
I am not able to deal with the issue right now on it.s meri ts 
in rleta.·q- • ;.n '':tho t tho .':etn.ils what I sa.y :vill rC!Jain 
unconvincing . 

' ith kindest regards , 

Honoral.>le Chester B<mles 
~ssex, Connecticut 

Very sincc~cly yours . 

Leo Szilard 



Hemo 

From: Leo Szilard .ay 24, 1955 

To Chester Bowles 

I read with very much interest the speech of "r. c. Rajagopalachari . 

I fully agree with him on what he says about the use of t e bomb apainst 

Japan. The fact i s that I spent much of my time from rrarch until August 

1945 tryi ng to prevent just this. When everything else failed, sixty-

three of us working on the uranium project in Chicago sent a petition to 

t he President, which was based on moral considerations only, all previous 

appeals to reason and wisdom having failed. I cannot go into a full 

analysis here of why t he bomb was actually usel , but none of the reasons 

given (even by the best men in the government, for instance, Secretar y 

Stimpson) were valid and they were manifestly invalid at t he t ime they 

were put forward. 

There are, I believe, some reasons to t hink that taking into account 

the habitual behaviour of goverr~ent -- any government -- it will not be 

possible to make progress towards disarmament by first physically getting 

rid of the bomb . The only likely road toward disarmament and peace leads, 

I believe, through the steps of -- political settlement -- ubolislrlnG of 

all conventional weapons (except machine guns) -- abolishing of t he stra

tegi c air for ce and their bombs. I canno t spell out here why I bel i eve 

t hat tl1is order wi ll be easier to accomplish than tho reverse but I am 

preparing n01:J a manuscrint where this question is investigated . 

I should, however, add this: In the absence of any a greements, t he 

time might not be very far off when we ought to demand that t he United 

States , Russia and England pledge themselves by unilateral declarations 

not to resort to the use of a tomic weapons unless they are first attacked 

by atomic weapons. I do not belleve t hat t he United Statos would be 

ready to make such a declaration today, but t his can change in t he near 

future for t he following reasons: 

'le are now moving toward an Atomi c Stalemate. Accordlng to a speech 

given by Chet Hollifield of the Joint Committee on Atomic Ener~y of the 

United States Congress, such an Atomic Stalemate will be an accomplished 

fact perhaps as soon as two years from now and probably no later than in 

four years . 
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Once we have an Atomic Stalemate, a full scale atomic war/ no matter 

wh o gets in t he first blow 1would end with the devastation of both Russia 

and t he Unite d States to t he poi nt where t he continued existence of e i t her 

of t hem as a nation would be in serious jeopardy . Such a situat i on is 

without pre cedent i n history, and it is t herefore not easy to predict 

how t he gover nments wi ll respond to it. 

I t i s not l ikely t hat even a half way responsible person wi t hin t he 

gover nment of e i t her Russia or t he United States woul d want to risk pro

voking a f ull scale a t omi c war once we ha ve r eached an Atomi c Stalemate. 

But t he great danger is tha~ if t here is no political settlement, fight

ing may break out in s ome remote area wi t h Russia and t h e United States 

supporting t he opposite s i es. Then, if either Russia or t he Uni ted 

States shoul resort to the use of atomic weapons (even t hough at f irst 

th ir use would be limited to militar y targets i n t he tactical area) 

things would probably go very fast f rom bad to worse and before long 

t here would be a full scale atomic war. 

Because t his danger i s be ginning to be recognized, I bel i eve it is 

quite possible that wh en we r each t he Atomic Stalemate, t he United States 

mi ght be wi lli ng to renounce by unilatera l declaration t he fi rst use of 

atomic weapons. 

Today t he Unit ed States is reluctant to do t his because if she is 

l imited to conventional weapons, she woul d not be able to hold for very 

long) in case of an attack >somo of t he more remote areas. However, wha t 

is r eally i mportant from t he o · nt of vi ew of di scouragi ng a ttack is to 

be able to resist and t hereby to make i t expensive f or a would be con

queror to conquer. This can be done with conventional weapon s also. I t 

i s not necessary to wi n every conflict and as t he Atomi c t alcmate draws 

nearer it becomes much more i mportantto a void a f ull scale atomi c war. 

The r eal issue is, of course, how to get a polit i cal s e tt lement t hat 

will eliminate t he danger of war, make di s armament poss i ble a nd pe rmit 

us to eliminate t he strategic air forces and t heir bombs (even t hough 

t he latter mi ght have to be t he last step rather t han t he f i rst one). 

Le t me now say one word about t ho bomb test. The tests hi t her to 

ma de are not much to worry about, t hough t he vigilance of t he publi c in 

t hi s re spect i s all to t he good . Obvi ously t he number of bombs tested 
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is qui te small compared to the number of bombs that would be use in 

case of war . 

We have every reason to worry about what radioactive contamination 

will do in the case of war not only to the belligerents but also to other 

nations . This danger is so much greater than t he one due to the tests 

that I find it difficult to get excited about the tests . 

flanifestly war has become impossible but by no means improbable . 

As of today t he danger of a preventive war is still wi t h us . And I 

think it will remain with us until we can clearly say what specific 

approach can lead us to an adequat~ peace settlement that we can trust . 

I am writing something on the subject of such a settlement - not 

for publ i cation , only to be used as a basis of discussion and deliberation -

and I shall send you (if I may) a copy when I have a rough draft completed. 



CHESTER BOWLES 

ESSEX, CONNECTICUT 

June 14, 1955 

Dear Mr. Szilard: 

I very deeply a pprecia te your going to such 
trouble to write the memo. It is very good 
and I am taking the liberty of sending it on 
to Mr. Rajagopalachari. 

Right now I am terribly busy on a manuscript 
of a book on foreign policy which should be 
published in early November. However by the 
first of October the pressure should be off, 
and I would like very ~uch to have a chance 
to s ee you. 

With many thanks and best wishes. 

T~~W'..~ 
<U QltL \.lMV ~~~~ 

~~eA.'· 

Mr. Leo Szila rd 
The University of Chicago 
Chicago 37, Illinois 

CB:ib 



CH E STER BOWLES 

ESSEX, C ONNECTICUT 

DeceMber 1, 1955 

Dear Dr. Szilard: 

Thank you so nuch for sending me the Bulletin 
with your article on disarmament. I shall look 
forward to reading it. Ordinarily I read the 
Bulletin every month but I missed t his issue. 

I still hope tha t we wi l have a chance some
time for a talk. 

With my warmest regards. 

Dr. Leo Szilard 
5734 University Avenue 
Chic ago 37, Illinois 
(transcribed in Mr. Bowl es absence). 
CB:ib 



CHESTER BOWLES 
2.0 DISTRICT. CoNNECTICUT 

Qtongrtss of tbt Wnittb ~tatt~ 
Jtou~e of ~epre~entatibe~ 

Ba~ington, J). ct. 

April 14, 1960 

Dear Leo Szilard: 

I have just read, with great interest, your article in the 

COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

February Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists entitled, "How to Live with 
the Bomb and Survive"-.-I am profoundly impressed with your carefully 
reasoned argument. The contrast is so favorable with the usual passionate 
and simply exhortatory statements on this explosive issue. I agree 
completely that we can best advance the cause of peace, or at least 
eliminate a lot of the confusion, by paj~ng more attention to the 
realities of the situation. 

Your ideas are startling, but even those who might be tempted 
to dismiss them out of hand will be compelled by your incisive reasoning 
to give careful thought to your conclusions. 

It has long seemed necessary to me to recognize realistically that 
neither the current negotiations, nor any immediately foreseeable future 
negotiations, are apt to produce any definitive settlement. I am 
convinced that our energies should be directed towards keeping the stale
mate stable, or as you more accurately put it, "metastable11

• The important 
thing, as you recognize, is to prevent wholesale destruction of human 
life. If it is impossible or unlikely that a major power struggle is 
avoidable, perhaps the alternative you propose is the answer, or an answer. 
It demands a great deal of restraint, but simply because of the sheer 
horror lack of restraint would bring, it might work. 

Certainly we need more of this kind of careful, realistic thought if 
we are to avoid catastrophe. I hope that many people, both within and 
without the scientific community, will read this article, so that it will 
have a lasting effect on our quest for survival. 

It occurs to me that you might be interested in the enclosed speech 
on 11Defense, Disarmament and Peace 11 which I gave last month in Los Angeles. 

With warmest regards, and deep personal gratitude for all you have 
done and are continuing to do, 

Dr. Leo Szilard 
C/O Memorial Hospital 
68th Street and York Avenue 
New York City, New York 

~~lyOJM. 
Chester Bowles 



The Hen. Ch st r Bowles 
C ngress of th Un:tcd States 
H use of Iteprescntat.ives 
\.;lashincton, D.C. 

Dear Hr. Bm1les: 

AprU 18, 1960 

I am wri ting to thank you for your ver,y kind letter of April 

Enclosed ycu will find a draft of a letter which - am trying to formulate and which i a addressed to the President lect cf the United $tates. I thought that perhaps you might be interested 1n this letter i n general, but l should be grateful i f you were ~ l ook i n particular at the ~assage on page 2 which I have rnarkea in the margin. If Senator Kennedy should wish to set up such a atudy in case he i s elected ~'lz-esident, it would be necessary for him ·to 
decide seen who the ncn would be t o carrJ out the study and to 
advj.se these men privately of it, .:f and when he i~ nominated. Unless they 1-rere forewarned, such men would find it difficult to take three months off in the period i1n.-rediately f ollowing the elections. 

I '.fonder 1-1hat you think of ·t:.his partlcul.or proposal. 

Yours very s i ncerelJ, 

Leo Szilard 

enc. 



March 3, 1961 

Dear Mr. Bowles: 

I left a message with your office saying 

that I had returned to this country, after a month's 

stay in Moscow, and that I might stay in Washington 

for perhaps a month, at the Hotel Dupont Plaza. I 

would very much like to see you, at your convenience, 

sometime in the near future. 

The Honorable 
Chester Bowles 
Undersecretary of State 
U. S. Department of State 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Yours very sincerely, 

Leo Szilard 



March 17, 1961 

Dear Mr. Bowles: 

Enclosed is a condensation from the story, 'The 
Voice of the Dolphins". I have edited out that part of 
the fiction which is not germain to the problem of dis
armament, including the dolphins themselves. I have 
written this story to show what it would take to accom
plish disarmament -- twenty-five years hence. My own 
view is that disarmament could be accomplished very much 
faster, within the next eight years, perhaps, if we are 
able to communicate 'tTith the Russians. It seems to me 
that we are not doing this at present. 

I expect to remain in Washington for the next 
six weeks, and to stay at the Hotel Dupont Plaza. If 
you see anything further that I could do, I trust you 
will let me know. 

If my own plans crystallize further, I may take 
the liberty of contacting you again. 

With best wishes, 

The Honorable 
Chester Bowles 
2823 Que Street, N. W. 
Washington 7, D. C. 

Yours very ~sincerely, 

Leo Szilard 



THE UND ER SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

May 26 , 1961 

Dear Leo: 

Many thanks for the copy of your note 
to Kennie O' Donnell and the President . I 
hope it will be possible for you to see the 
President before he leaves for Europe , al
though I know he is swamped with preparatory 
work, the usual amount of emergency situations , 
and a certain amount of speech-Qaking commit
ments . 

I am having lunch today with Mac Bundy , 
and I will suggest that he do his best to work 
it out. 

\.l ith my warmest regards, 

•. tr . Leo Szilard, 
Hotel Dupont Plaza, 

Room 842, 

Chester Bowles 

Washington 6 , D. C . 



Honc):r<r.ble Ob.cs~~<::.-r Bowlce 
Un • .Jr Seo:t~et· ry of <it;;_ te 
Un:11~od Stu i>t-?s )v Y~l?'U .• ent of.' St:.:Lte 
. (,~fJlliil_;ton 25 ~ D. c. 

LS:ck 



1? Ootot.er 1960 

On October 5th I had an $xtendad. and rather satisfactory, 
private conversation with n.s. Khrushchev. Because I believe that 
th tirst approach to h~ after the el otions ~i~ht well sat the tone 
f{}r all sub$~uent conversations \brtm. hout tbe next four years., I am 
annol18 to g1v~ you olMUlY a. report on both the ood and subet~.ncQ o:t 
my cQt'lVf!lflsa.t:ton. trttue l would hop& to ~onve:y to ~ a. type o£ AJlproach 
that might evoke a ~onst~~ctive response. 

I should be ary ~rst()f'lll for your setting a:eid& a few hours 
f ·or 1m interview aft~r the •lections, an« letting know tho dat as 
SQ«l s ;yvtt a.ro able to do s-.,. 

~hould the leetion.e be wan by Vioe-Pr.es1doot 'lli~n. I should 
still nt to hAve this 1nt&rrte•"' with you .. bGl1evixw·. as I do. that 
th$ l"Ol played by the lettders Of th OppO!:\:tion party l'!lit~t be almoSt 
a:e importa:nt. in this mat t&r as tb role playad by th~ Seoreta.l"'y of State. 

I am 4skinr, 'ffo• Ha:-ris ~:otfo to transmit th1s letter to 
you. Wl th au.ch co~nts as h might oare to 1t1Jake"' 

Over th telephon~, 1 ce.n bu .reached a:t the ~"ietUOrial Hosp,,.tal 
in !: ·• York ttt E ~ n3iOn 133 ... TR-Ilfal a.r 3000.. If ext nsion doe a 
~1ot ~ns--..;or, a meosar;e . q be tnken y th hospital but ouen massages are 
.ot ahilllya dsliva d .. 

tfemor!al I!osoital . Y.<:' m 812 
444 ~~ st 68th Street 
Mew York 21. N•w Yo:rk. 



August 25, 1961 

The Secretary of State 
Attention: The Honorable Chester Bowles 
U. s. Department of State 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I take the liberty of sending you attached a copy of , 

a memorandum dated August 24, 1961, which speaks for itse~f. 

Respectfully, 

Leo Szilard 

Enclosure 



Secretary of Defense 
Attention: Mr. Adam Yarmolinsky 
u. S. Department of Defense 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

August 25, 1961 

I take the liberty of sending you attached a copy of 

a memorandum dated August 24, 1961, which speaks for itself. 

Respectfully, 

Leo Szilard 

Enclosure 



The President 
Attention: Mr. Mark Raskin 
The White House 
Washington 25, D. c. 

Dear Mr. President: 

August 25, 1961 

I take the liberty of sending you attached a copy of 

a memorandum, dated August 24, 1961 which speaks for itself. 

Respectfully, 

Leo Szilard 

Enclosure 



) 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

August 30, 1961 

Dear Mr. Szilard: 

Mr. Bowles is away from his office for a 
few days on vacation and I am, therefore, taking 
the liberty of replying to your recent letter 
to him. 

I know that }tr. Bowles will be very pleased 
to have a copy of the memorandum which you have 
so thoughtfully sent to him. 

With my warmest regards, 

!'o(J(,. 
"'\ 

Brandon Grove, Jr. 

Hr. Leo Szilard 
The University of Chicago 

Chicago 37, Illinois 



(Not printed at Government expense) 

Q:ongressional1Record 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 86th CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 

Defense, Disarmament and Peace 
Address by Congressman Chester Bowles 

REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHET HOLIFIELD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 14, 1960 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I con
sider it a personal honor to have the 
privilege of inserting in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD an address my dis
tinguished colleague from Connecticut, 
the Honorable CHESTER BOWLES, made 
on March 11, before the Modern Forum 
in Los Angeles, California. 

Mr. BowLES' background as a success
ful businessman, a brilliant author, a 
highly competent Governor, a distin
guished Ambassador to India, and at 
present a very valuable member of the 
U.S. House of Representatives has 
earned him a high degree of respect 
among serious minded Americans. His 
views on the urgent problems of our time 
are, in my opinion, a most valuable con
tribution to our thinking. They possess 
a clarity and pertinency that deserve our 
attention. Mr. BowLES' reputation as a 
clear thinking statesman has grown 
steadily over the post World War II pe
riod. In the eyes of many members of 
the Democratic Party, Mr. BoWLES is 
rapidly achieving a national respect and 
standing commensurate with that of the 
top half dozen Democrats who are being 
spoken of as candidates for the Presi
dency. 
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D EFENSE, DISARMAMENT, AND PEACE 

(By CHESTER B OWLES) 

On April 16, 1953, President Eisenhower 
appeared before the United Nations Ger era1 
Assembly in New York City to make what 
history will p erh aps consider the greatest 
speech of his 8 years in the White House. 
Appealing for an end to the arms race, he 
said: 

"Every gun that is made, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired, signifies in the 
final sense a theft from those who hunger 
and are not fed, those who a re cold and are 
not clothed. This world in arms is not 
spending money a lone. It is spending the 
sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scien
tists, the hopes of its children." 

On September 18, 1959, at the same ros
trum, before the same audience, Premier 
Khrushchev echoed the President's senti· 
ments of 6 years before: 

"A priceless fund of human energy, knowl
edge, ingenuity and skill is thrown into a 
bottomless pit, squandered on growing arma
ments. • • • We need peace. • • • We 
would like to devote a ll our economy and 
resources to p eaceful purposes in order to 
provide our people with an abundance of 
food, clothing, and homes." 

And in their joint communique from 
Camp David, September 27, 1959, the Ameri
can President and the Soviet leader agreed 
that "the question of general disarmament 
is the most important one facing the world 
today." 

The armaments spiral 

Yet the world today continues to spend 
over $100 billion a year on arms. What is 
more, we do so with frighteningly inconclu
sive results. The leading strategists o! the 



very nat~ons most involved in the a.rms race 
a:e pr~Clsely those who are most preoccu
pled w1th spending more. 

As the arms race deepens, the intellectual 
and moral appreciation of the urgency of dis
armament deepens, too. But it has an in
conclusive air about it, and for practical 
purposes it is readily displaced by the 
equally demonstrable necessity to regain a 
more stable and acceptable defense posture. 

For a host of understandable reasons, most 
men .of affairs in Washington and Moscow 
remam preoccupied with the challenge of 
armament, not disarmament. On occasion 
t~ey console themselves and the rest of us 
Wlth the sophisticated half-truth that more 
armaments will help promote disarmament 
because, as Churchill said, "We arm to 
parley." 

But the side-effects of the arms race 
are by no means all so positive. It might 
seem absurd to keep telling ourselves that 
the best way to promote peace is to speed 
up the arms race if the alternative--refus
ing. to maintain effective deterrent strength 
agamst growing Soviet military capability
were not even more absurd. 

Clearly peace is no longer-if it ever 
was-a simple, one-directional, pastoral 
proposition. It is an incredible maze of 
moral, military, economic, and technological 
problems. 

The continuing debate 

It ls not surprising then that few pub
lic policies have been subjected to more pull
ing and hauling, more scrutiny and study 
more pressures and confiicts of interest' 
more hard work and dedication in som: 
quarters, or more politics and propaganda 
in others, than have the twin issues of arms 
and a~ms control in the last few years. The 
attentwn given the former has far exceeded 
that given the latter, but our policies on 
both have been equally confused. 

Moreover, controversies surrounding these 
issues have refused to fall into any particu
lar p~ttern. They have sprung up inside the 
Admmistration, inside the State Department 
inside the Pentagon, and inside the Atomi~ 
Energy Commission. 

We have seen them inside Congress and 
inside the Republican and Democratic par
ties. 
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In all likelihood controversies of the same 
sort have arisen inside the Kremlin too. 

Today many of our most intelligent ob
servers-some of them participants in the 
very policy disputes which I have men
tioned-are shrugging their shoulders and 
concluding that it is impossible to bring 
any kind of ordered policy out of this chaos 

These pessimists may be wrong today: 
But if the increasing complexity of all these 
factors continues unabated th 
right tomorrow. ' ey will be 

Year by year the problems of peace be
co~e inherently more difficult. This is es
peclally true of the interlocking problems 
of defense and disarmament Th 1 · e anger 
we let the problems grow, the less con
trollable they become H · ow, we may ask, 
can we get our bearings? Where can we 
take hold of the problem? 

If we are honest and serious in our attempt 
to estimate the requirements f . . o peace, we w1ll 
begm where we must begin-with a look at 
where we are with a.rms, and not with a 
control. rms 

In January Gen. Thomas S. Power, the able 
head of our Strategic Air Command advised 
us that without . . ' an ample m1ss1le warning 
s~stem, a surprise attack from 300 Soviet mi -
s1les could in 30 . . s mmutes v1rtually wipe out 
America 's bQ!1l1ber and missile retaliatory 
force. The accelerating accuracy of missile 
has, according to some commentators, alread; 
reduced the number of Soviet missiles 
needed. 

Our strategic dilemma 

"At bottom, the defense debate concern 
only one question," a well-known col . s wr ·t .. umn1st 

1 es. The ~uestion is whether the Soviets 
now have or Wlll soon have the small of ICBM' number s needed to wipe out the American 
deterrent, which is now totally I Th vu nerable 

e number needed at this time 1 . 
Soviet ICBM's." s only 150 

"By decisive military superiority 1 
the power to attack without suffe . s m~ant rmg senous 
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retaliation," another of our most distin
guished observers adds. "In theory, the So
viet Union will have this decisive superiority 
within the next 2 years, if we do nothing 
more to offset it than we are now planning 

The administration's failures in the de
fense field have not been entirely due to 
the budget, but that has been one of the two 
basic factors responsible for our current de
fense debacle. The other has been tech-

to do." nology. 
Often budgetary and technological influ-In his testimony before the Senate Space 

Committee CIA Director Allen Dulles re
portedly compared the Soviet and American 
ICBM positions as follows: At present, Russia 
has 10 ICBM's and the United States 3. By 
June the Russians will have 35 , the United 
States 18. A year later tl'le Soviet total will 
be between 140 and 200, and the United States 
will have 54. By 1963 the position may be 
500 to 200. 

But it would be highly misleading to imply 
that our strategic dilemma is reducible to the 
celebrated missile gap alone. 

Involved in that dilemma are all the other 
disturbing ramifications of our reliance on 
a fallacious, single strategy giving us strength 
largely in what the experts call "nuclear first
strike power." This is the kind of strength 
which is increasingly valuable only for the 
kind of war we say we would never fight: a 
sudden preventive war initiated by us. 

As a second-strike, or strike-back force, 
the Strategic Air Command can now be 
largely crushed by a missile attack and de
prived of most of its retaliatory capacity. 

Obstacles: the budget and technology 

It would seem an elementary precaution to 
protect that capacity, but we are refusing 
for budgetary reasons to do what needs to 
be done in terms of spreading the targets 
(dispersal) , or placing our air bases under
ground (hardening), or keeping a sizable 
portion of our bombers in the air and there
fore safe from sudden attack on the ground 
(airborne alert). 

We have refused to expand our highly suc-
cessful Polaris submarine program, at the 
same time as we have neglected antisub-
marine warfare. 

We have cut back our conventional 
forces-the Army and the Marines-thus re
ducing our capability to fight limited wars, 
and helping to assure that another war, if it 
comes, will be total and global. We have far 
to go on air defense and antimissile develop
ments, and have yet to begin a serious civil 
defense program. Yet all these are highly 
t.mportant to our deterrent strategy. 
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ences have joined together in an unholy 
alliance to promote something that passes 
for policy like a "bigger bang for a buck." 

Of course a multiple strategy will cost 
more than a single strategy. Of course the 
development of realistic strategic alterna
tives to minimize risks will cost more than a 
one-shot policy like massive retaliation, 
which has only succeeded in underscoring 
the extreme risks of thermonuclear war, 
bluff, and surrender. 

At one and the same time, the budget 
has been both the only brake on galloping 
technology and the greatest assurance that 
the strategic consequences will be as fero
cious as possible. As the former AEC Com
missioner, Thomas E. Murray, says: 

"Nuclear energy has to a certain extent 
developed according to a dialectic of its 
ov.Jn. * * * Initially we were afraid to think 
of the ultimate consequences of integrating 
this boundless energy into a military 
strategy which already viewed the destruc
tion of civilian populations as a normal ob
jective of modern warfare. But we went 
ahead and integrated it anyway. In a fit 
of absent-mindedness we have allowed mili
tary technology to shape our strategic policy 
instead of shaping the technology to fit a 
rationally conceived strategic policy. * * * 
We have become caught in the grip of a 
technological runaway." 

Khrushchev's speech before the Supreme 
Soviet on January 14, 1960, shows that the 
Pied Piper of technology is sweeping every
ing before it in Russia too. 

He stressed that Soviet armed forces had 
been modernized with rockets and nuclear 
weapons which could be accurately aimed 
and landed on any target in the United 
States. He added that Soviet scientists and 
designers now have a fantastic weapon in 
development, hardly a reassuring sentiment 
for policymakers in other nuclear capitals. 

Mounting fears over this kind of tech• 
nological merry-go-round contribute more 
and more fuel to the mounting instab111ty 
of the world's strategic picture. 



The character and speed of delivery of 
nuclear weapons now make it inevitable that 
technology on one side of the cold war will 
be challenged to work overtime and at forced 
draft to outwit technology on the other side. 
The premium is growing steadily on seizing 
a temporary advantage to forestall a new 
technological breakthrough from a probable 
opponent. The outlook is for an endless 
series of attempts to unbalance new tem
porary balances, with overall costs in money 
and danger projecting upward geometrically. 

Another ominous gap 

Accompanying this trend Is the growing 
gap between the rewards of offense and the 
penalties of defense. The disparity between 
the two h as already become so ereat that 
perfectly sane and sober American strategists 
are seriously concerned over the possibility 
that sane and sober Soviet strategists m ay 
soon feel that a surprise nuclear attack on 
the United States would be a rational Soviet 
policy. 

4 

To begin with, Soviet strategists must be 
puzzled by the alarming lack of balance of 
our own defense posture. Because our re
taliatory forces-bombers and missiles-are 
now so h ighly vulnerable, our capacity for 
m assive retaliation must seem to Soviet 
planners to be even more phoney than it 
was when the administration first announced 
it early in 1954. At that time I vigorously 
and publicly attacked the massive retaliation 
concept in an article in the New York Times 
for February 28, 1954, a few days after the 
announcement. 

I pointed out that the doctrine was dan
gerously defective whether judged from a 
strategic, political, moral, or legal point of 
view. I said it would fall to meet the most 
likely danger, it would frighten our allies 
as much if not more than the Communists, 
It would be militarily unsuitable to many 
continents of the world, It would invite local
Ized aggression , and It would promote mis
calculations, abet Communist propaganda, 
freeze our chances for more diplomatic flex
ibility, and erode our moral standing. 

In the Intervening years the value of the 
massive retaliation doctrine h as continued 
to deteriorate. Today the only way we could 
effectively employ our massive retaliation 
torces would be to use them not In their 
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relatively Ineffective retaliatory capacity 
after an attack has nearly destroyed them, 
but rather for a massive first-strike attack 
on the Soviet Union. 

In the midst of a spiraling political crisis 
In Berlin, the Middle East, the Formosa 
Straits, or somewhere else, the Kremlin 
could easily assume that we might be 
tempted to break out of the impasse of our 
Impending diplomatic and political defeat 
by using the only means at our disposal. 
Under such circumstances, neit her side need 
feel deliberately Infatuated with aggression . 
Both m ay legitimately feel threatened and 
tempted. 

The disappeaTing stalemate 

As the Soviets study the state of our de
fenses, and as the accuracy of their missiles 
increases, they will be bound to recognize 
that their chances in a missile war are m athe
matically computable as such chances have 
never b een before. In the prevailing state 
of our defenses, it has been estimated that 
the Soviet Union has t he capability of initi
ating and winning a nuclear war with the 
confident expectation of suffering no more 
d amage than the U.S.S.R. suffered in World 
War II-terrible as that was. The nuclear 
stalemate has disappeared, or is fast dis
appearing. 

The perilous elements of surprise, speed, 
miscalculation, and accident are inherent In 
the weapons technology of the decade we 
are entering. As if these factors were not 
enough, we can now add the deadly new 
picture of our cold war strategists psycho
analyzing one another's intentions across the 
Iron Curtain. It is hard to Imagine a greater 
new element of lnstablllty. 

Day after day the resources, energies, man
power and brainpower of this generation of 
Americans are Increasingly concentrating on 
the prospects of bare sur vi val against a ca ta
clysmic, half-hour, nuclear holocaust. The 
displacement effect of our preoccupation 
with survival Is awesome. Diplomacy, for
eign aid, and education alike become tails on 
the kite of this basic strategic effort. 

Threatening and counterthreatening the 
extermination of tens of millions of people 
is the central feature of deterrence and 
counterdeterrence In the nuclear age, and 
we are advised that we must find new ways 
to make our threats "credible." 

Yet because technology continues to 
triumph uncontrolled, the threats are losing 
credibility out of sheer fright.fulness. The 
atomic bomb at Hiroshima was thousands 
of times more powerful than the biggest 
high-explosive bomb used in World War II. 
But some of the hydrogen bombs which we 
have since produced are 1,000 times m ore 
powerful than the atomic bomb. A single 
15-megaton weapon is 10 times greater than 
the total explosive power dropped in World 
War II. 

We can only guess what new "mystery 
weapon" Khrushchev has in mind, and what 
even more mysterious ones we can find to 
combat it. But there is no mystery about 
what lies at the end of this road in the con
test of nuclear technologies. If the contest 
continues unabated, t he end of the road will 
be the end of the world. 

Someone has said that the planets around 
us may be unpopulated for a very good rea
son: their scientists were more advanced 
than our own. 

II. THE DISARMAMENT DEBACLE 

Part of the disarmament debacle involves 
the reverse of the defense debacle and con
sequently the use of outworn symbols. 
Many of us, on whatever side of a given dis
armament issue, continue to talk in the lan
guage of earlier years. Yet in the disarma 
ment field, perhaps more than in any other, 
the speed of technological change h as ren
dered yesterday's semantics more and more 
obsolete. 

For instance, anyone skimming through 
the disarmament literature today can find 
current material which might just as easily 
have been written In various previous pe
riods. The controversies and the comments 
may differ m arkedly-and they may be 
equally out of date. 

The persistence of old habits 

Thus the language of some of our disarma
ment advocates sounds like 1936-as though 
we still had the Neutrality Act on the books, 
and as though the Nye committee investiga
tions and the "merchants of death" were 
just behind us. 

The language of some of our generals 
m a.kes them sound as though they were still 
living In 1948 when America had a monopoly 
of atomic bombs. "The old psychology of 
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nuclear monopoly obstinately survives in the 
P entagon , in flat defiance of the grim facts 
of recent history," one of our defense ex
perts wrote 2 weeks ago. 

Still other language sounds as though we 
were living in the prethermonuclear age of 
1951, before H-bombs multiplied the d angers 
of A-bombs a thousandfold. Even those 
who have accommodated themselves to 
thermonu clear terminology h ave not yet 
absorbed into theil' consciousness the radical 
newness of the missile age. 

So when we talk about disarmament to
d ay, we must not lapse into the old habits of 
reference pertinent to the years before World 
War II, or to a prenuclear or even premissile 
age . The world of 1960 is a different world 
from all of these , and we must look at it for 
what it is, discarding old dogmas when they 
are ou tgrown. 

Ironically, Mr. Khrushchev seems at times 
to be freer in shedding his dogmas than his 
nondogmatic, democratic opponents have 
been. For instance in the Kremlin in Feb
ruary 1957, I h ad occ:o~sion to ask Khrushchev 
if he were not in fact a deviationist from 
his own Marxist faith. We were discu ssing 
d isarmament, and I h ad challenged his 
willingness to nego tiate an effective dis
armament agreement. 

I m entioned that Marxist dogma stressed 
that the capitalist West was largely de
pendent on its armam ent industries for c:m 
tinued prosperity. That doctrine seemed to 
imply that disarmament would hasten the 
triumph of communism. As American a r
m ament industries closed down, unemploy
ment presumably would rise, purchasing 
p ower would dry up, and spreading depres
sion would lead to political upheaval and 
the collapse of capitalism. 

Why, then, did Mr. Khrushchev not act 
on this Marxist premise and strive with 
everything he had to achieve a workable dis
armament agreement, the prelude to capi· 
talist collapse? 

His failure to act was tantamount to estab
lishing him as a devlationist. Was he not 
concerned over the reactions of his more 
doctrinaire associates? His own smiling re
action Indicated that he got the point and 
was unperturbed. 

Here is an instance where we might well 
prefer that modern Marxists keep their 



dogma and act upon It, rather than put It 
on the shelf. 

Meanwhile, we Americans have our own 
dogmas to be overcome In the arms-control 
field. How often have we heard that the 
most intractable problems are, of course, 
the political ones-Berlin, Germany, the 
Middle East, Korea, Vietnam, the Formosa 
Straits-and how often has it been ex
plained that these problems must be solved 
before arms control is possible? 

We are told that arms are essentially an 
effect, not a primary cause, of world tension, 
and that nations will not and cannot dis
arm while they are in conflict on other vital 

Issues. 

The pammount need for arms control 

But increasingly there Is a hollow ring to 
this repetition that arms are a symptom and 
not a cause. Arms control Is taking on a 
significance all its own. Particularly in the 
light of the current nonnegotiability, or 
do~btful negotiability, of many of the world"s 
major substantive problems, arms control in
deed begins to take top priority. 

As former Secretary of State Acheson has 
said: 

"Chancellor Adenauer h as repeatedly 
urged that a key subject for summit discus
sion lies in the control and limitation of 
armaments. I venture to express the same 
view. There's not only room for negotia
tion, but there is a great need for nego
tiation, and this lies in the field of control of 
armaments. It is here that the hope of 
negotiation rests." 

In this instance I think that the German 
Chancellor and our : ormer Secretary of State 
are abundantly right. They understand that 
armaments today are both a symptom and 
a cause of current world tensions. The 
power and speed of modern armaments are 
themselves steadily helping to make all the 
world's leading political issues nonnego
tiable. 

Indeed the greatest danger of all we face 
at the moment is that most important is
sues, by the mere fact of their current im
portance, tend to become nonnegotiable. 
The result is that negotiations, which almost 
everyone acepts as necessary, are more and 
more conducted for the sake of appearances. 
International conferences are reduced to 

methodology and propaganda. 
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Moreover, I am very much afraid that this 
Is the Impression which we ourselves, with 
the assistance of Soviet propaganda, have 
created about our own attitudes on dis
armament. 

Over the past few years a tremendous 
amount of cross-conflict has occurred con
cerning the major issues In the field of arms 
control. 

The issues under discussion, singly or in 
combination, h ave Included • • • the ces
sation or limitation of nuclear testing • • • 
cutoffs in the production of fissionable ma
terial • • • the freezing or reduction of nu
clear stockpiles • • • the transfer of non
nuclear components or of nuclear weapons 
themselves to nonnuclear powers • • • 
protection against ·mrprise attack • • • 
the balanced reduction of conventional 
forces • • • zones of aerial and ground In
spection • • • the development of reliable 
International Instruments for Inspection 
and enforcement activities • • • tentative 
proposals on the use of outer space. 

U.S. contusion on disarmament 

In the last few years the record of our 
preparations for and participation In nego
tiations on these subjects has been a con
fused one. And the confusion is by no means 
entirely of Soviet making. Indeed on most 
of these issues we have appeared to be en
gaged In a game of musical chairs-with 
ourselves, with our allies, and with the Rus
sians. 

The initial challenge to the formulation of 
an American policy on arms control has 
been the irrepressible conflict among the 
agencies chiefly interested-the State De
partment. the Pentagon, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission. Their Interagency 
confiicts have been further complicated by 
their intra -agency conflicts. 

These various sources of contention have 

always lurked just below the surface, and 

not infrequently the disputes have broken 

out in public. It is easy to see why policies 

once pasted together have rapidly come un

stuck-why new "package" proposals are 

likely to come untied-why disarmament ne

gotiators have undercut, and been undercut, 

in turn. Above its embattled disarmament 

advisers stands the White House, serene 

and apparently untl"O\lblect over the con-

filets of position papers and the damage to 
our national reputation. 

In such a situation, the end runs to Con
gress have been notorious-from the differ
ent services, from the AEC, from disap
pointed disarmament advisers, and from an 
incredulous and worried public. 

During the breathing spaces in between 
international conferences, the administra
tion has understandably found it to be the 
b etter part of valor to appoint yet another 
higl1-level study committee to take a fresh 
look at the problem-whether it be defense 
or disarmament. 

This fresh look often consists of a wearied 
review of the accumulated points at issue, 
presented by professional staff members who 
are drawn from the State and Defense de
p artments and who are mired in previous 
controversies. 

They perform for the benefit of a new set 
of temporary and more or less honorary 
Presidential appointees who as often as not 
are selected for their lack of previous expe
rience in the field. 

The latest such study was m ade by the 
Coolidge committee, appointed last summer 
for the express purpose of formulating our 
Government's position in advance of the new 
10-power disarmament talks which open 
in Geneva next Monday, March 15. 

Apparently all the old intra-administra
tion struggles were reenacted for the Coolidge 
group, and its top-secret report, submitted 
on December 31, has been accepted on all 
sides as a dud. 

"Altogether too fruitless"-"narrow fo
cus"-"failed to produce a program"
"promptly christened the 'mouse' "-"in
cluded virtually no disarmament proposals 
at all"-such were the inside descriptions of 
the committee's work which h ave reached 
the public through the press. 

The effects of confusion 

The result was that last month when our 
partners for the Geneva talks-the British, 
French, Canadians, and Italians-arrived in 
Washington to formulate a joint position, 
they had to cool their heels for 2 weeks be
cause the United States itself had no posi
tion. 

One columnist has reported that the State 
Department even inquired at the United Na-
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tlons about postponing the March 15 talks 
on the hope that there were already so many 
other conferences going on in Geneva that 
there might not be enough hotel rooms. 
But it didn't work. When next Monday rolls 
around, our disarmament position will once 
more have had to take shape under pressure 
of a deadline. 

With 7 days to go, the New York Times re
ported from Paris on March 8: 

"France's Western guests are being deter
minedly hopeful • • • Everyone recognizes 
the importance of publicly patching things 
up by the time of the Geneva meeting and 
worrying later about the remaining differ
enrences. An unhealed division in the West 
would clearly help the Russians in their ef
forts to discredit the West's plans." 

No one underestimates the problems of 
coalition diplomacy. With luck, in spite of 
all the odds, we and our allies will be able 
to present something resembling a united 
front when we join the other five powers at 
Geneva-the Soviets, Czechs, Poles, Ruma
nians, and Bulgarians-to whom united 
fronts come more easily. 

But at best, I fear, our proposals will be 
a rejuggling of past proposals, a loosely col
lected series of possible first-, second-, third
stage steps, a cumbersome package to put up 
against Mr. Khrushchev's new campaign for 
"total disarmament in 4 years." 

I am deeply convinced that we should t ake 
a long and steady look at what all this con
fusion is costing us. It is essential that we 
assess the reasons for the fundamental in
adequacies of our disarmament effort. I 
have no doubt that what we need most are 
greater consistency of purpose, preparations 
in depth, decisiveness in leadership at the 
highest level, and new funds, new personnel, 
and new institutions where the need is clear
ly indicated. 

III. TWO POLICIES AT ONCE? 

It is clear that our defense debacle and 
our disarmament debacle are interrelated. 
To a degree each has an inner logic of its 
own. And each in its way deserves our un

divided attention. 
At the heart of these debacles lie two 

fundamental truths. The first is the fact 
that arms races throughout history have 
usually ended in war. The second Is the fact 



that unpreparedness a.nd unilateral or un

safeguarded disarmament have always ended 

in national catastrophe. 

These two truths are equally basic and 

must be treated side by side. Some of our 

major difficulties stem from attempts to sep

arate them in our thinking. Those whose 

principal emphasis is the perfection of our 

military defenses are often deeply suspicious 

of the advocates of arms controls. Those 

whose emphasis is the achievement of safe

guarded disarmament are equally suspicious 

of the military men. 
What is essential to a fresh approach to 

our dilemma is the recognition of both basic 

propositions as parallel routes to disaster. 

Some who recognize this fact recoil from 

what they see and tell us that our only alter

native is to leave the outcome to fate. But 

such defeatism, however understandable, is 

potentially catastrophic. 
Viewed from the defense perspective on 

survival, our problem is how to keep up with 

the arms race. Viewed from the human 

perspective on survival, our problem is how 

to curtail it. 

Two inseparable perspectives 

These two perspectives seem destined to 

live or die together, an inseparable if un

stable combination. 
The central question facing us all at the 

moment is how to operate from both per

spectives at once and pursue simultaneously 

the policies of rearmament and disarma

ment, of arms and arms control. 

Some critics are certain that the task is 

impossible. They regard the policies as in
herently conflicting-economically at odds, 

politically unmanageable, and psychological

ly frustrating. On specific issues these poli
cies would seem to pull naturally in opposite 

directions. 
Even the moods of the two policies seem 

competitive, not complementary. Writing in 

Foreign Affairs for January 1959, Mr. Albert 

Wohlstetter commented: "Relaxation of ten
sion, which everyone thinks is good, is not 

easily distinguished from relaxing one's 

guard, which almost everyone thinks is bad." 

The two nuclear questions of greatest cur

rent controversy are excellent up-to-date ex

runples. They are the issues of nuclear tests 

and of the transfer of nuclear weapons. 
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A brief resume of each of the controver

sies might shed light on the problems we can 

continue to expect in the future, as we pur

sue rearmament and disarmament together. 

The issue of nuclear testing 

Nuclear testing has never been a simple 

issue. It was not nearly as simple as Vice 

President NIXON thought in October 1956, 

when he denounced Adlai Stevenson's test 

suspension proposal as "catastrophic non

sense." Nor was it as simple as Mr. NIXON 

indicated in November 1959, when he took 

the other side of the question and an

nounced that anyone urging a resumption 

of nuclear tests was "ignorant of the facts" 

(a statement, incidentally, which throws a. 
curious shadow over President Eisenhower's 

subsequent decision that we are now con

sidering ourselves "free to resume testing"). 

Surely our patient negotiators, now in the 

17th month of the three-power nuclear test 

talks in Geneva, do not regard the Issue as a 

simple one. Since October 31, 1958, when 

these talks began, the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union have 

been painfully attempting to find an accept

able formula for Inspection and control to 

allow the discontinuance of tests. 
Seventeen articles out of a proposed twen

ty-two article treaty have been agreed upon. 

What the U.S.S.R. is apparently willing to 

accept today In the form of Inspection and 

control constitutes a degree of progress 

which has surprised and encouraged many 

observers. In articles already agreed upon, 

the U.S.S.R. has committed herself to accept 

a complex global monitoring and control sys

tem that w!ll Include foreign observers and 

inspectors operating inside Russia. 
Some experts are convinced that the So

viet interest in test cessation Is sufficiently 

great that the prospects for eventual agree

ment are genuine. Others are dismayed by 

apparent shifts and inconsistencies in the So· 

viet position. 
Meanwhile the length of the test negotia

tions has generated new pressures to find 

some way to break off the talks. Forces In 

the Pentagon and the AEC are vitally in

terested in resuming tests. Viewing matters 

from a defense perspective, they are eager to 

make cleaner bombs, test the proposed nu

clear charges for the warheads of the Polaris 

and Minuteman m!ss!les, Improve the small 

warheads for the Nike-Zeus antimissile, 

and develop small, tactical, battlefield weap

ons. Press reports indicate that prepara

tions are underway for the resumption of 

certain nuclear tests within a m atter of 

months if the three-power Geneva talks 

fail. The tests will be held underground, 

and the tunnels in which the weapons w!ll 
be tested are reportedly already being dug. 

Coincidentally it is controversy over the 

detection of precisely these small nuclear 

undergrotmd explosions that has obstructed 

progress at Geneva. Scientists from both 

Russia and the West agree that a worldwide 

network of 180 monitoring stations with 

present equipment can detect nuclear 

blasts on the earth's surface, on water, or 

up to 30 m!les in the air. But so far they 

have been unable to work out a reliable 
detection system for underground tests. 

Mr. Khrushchev himself has recently con
ceded that not all nuclear weapons tests can 

be detected, but repeats the standard So

viet charge that we In the West are inter
ested only in inspection for inspection's sake, 

not for disarmament. 
In the midst of these conflicting forces, 

Mr. Phillip Farley, the State Department ex

pert on disarmament and atomic energy, 

told the Senate Disarmament Subcommittee 

last month that the nation which would still 

benefit most from a test ban would be the 

United States. 
In this cross-current of pressures, Presi

dent Eisenhower has responded to the dead

lock at Geneva with his new proposal for a 

treaty to end all presently de tectable tests 

except underground shots below a certain 

seismographic rating. At the moment our 

official position is tantamount to saying that 

we will not agree to stop underground tests 

as long as our scientists say they are too 

emall to be detected. The Russians con

tinue to say that all tests, detectable or not, 

must be stopped. 

Our dilemma over test resumption 

With the expiration of the moratorium on 

testing, President Eisenhower has also an

nounced that we now consider ourselves 

"free to resume testing." But are we really 

free to do so? In a column on February 16, 

1960, Walter Lippmann suggested that if we 

did, "there would be an uproar around the 

world. Quite competent and cool observers 
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believe that the uproar would bring about a 

special meeting of the General Assembly of 

the United Nations to protest against our 

action, and that if the question were put 

to a vote, we should be lucky to get 10 votes 

out of 80." 
Mr. Lippmann may overstate the uproar, 

but I doubt if he exaggerates by a wide 

margin. Unquestionably the damage to our 

moral position would be enormous if we 

resumed tests. 

Thus we are facing another real dilemma. 

I f we break off negotiations and resume 

testing, we bear the full brunt of world 

opinion. If we allow the test ban negotia
tions to drag on, month after month, the 

Russians will get what they h ave wanted all 

along, an informal, de facto suspension o! 

tests without any means available for the 

rest of the world to determine whether the 

U.S.S.R. is behaving. 

No one who really hopes for the successful 

conclusion of the test negotiations will 

read ily agree that nuclear tests, however 

small, should be resumed as long as there 
remains a chance, however small, that agree

ment will be reached. At the same time we 

know that an indefinite suspension of tests 

without controls could damage our military 

capability. This is especially true when we 

have no way of assuring t hat the U.S .S.R. 

has refrained from secret tests. 

The divergent perspectives of defense and 

disarmament converge on the inspection 

question. More reliable scientific prepara

tion, in depth, might already have saved us 

much time, uncertainty, and embarrassment. 

To the degree that forces within the gov

ernments involved desire to test regardless 

of whether tests can be detected, a solution 

for the detection problem would not end 

this controversy But it would end a source 

of tremendous confusion and obstruction at 

Geneva. 
In a field In which progress on all sides is 

difficult, it would be prudent not to neglect 

those areas where more accurate scientific 

information might tip the scales of policy. 

One obvious area for effort is to improve 

the scientific underpinning of the contro

versy over the detection of underground 

tests. Since we have not moved ahead with 

vigor to close this major technical gap in 

the past, it is essential that we do so now. 



The issue of transferring nuclear weapons 

The controversy over the sharing of nu· 
clear weapons is another major current ex· 
ample of how the different perspectives of 
defense and disarmament converge in the 
scientific and technical context of controls. 

Our strategic planners are legitimately 
worried as the amount of available reaction 
time in case of attack comes closer and 
closer to zero. They are understandably 
concerned over how to speed the transfer 
of nuclear weapons for use if and when an 
attack occurs. 

Our nuclear weapons now in Britain, for 
instance, are physically separated from the 
missiles which can carry them and which 
are under British control. The adminis· 
tration reportedly now wants to make 
atomic weapons available to Britain as war· 
heads for IRBM's manned by British crews 
and for air-to-air missiles carried by British 
interceptors. Such a move could be a prece· 
dent for similar action in the case of other 
allies. 

Reportedly too, the administration wished 
and still wishes to do this under the Presi· 
dent's "inherent powers" as Commander-in· 
Chief. Leading members of the Joint Com· 
mittee on Atomic Energy have publicly 
challenged the legal propriety of such a 
move. At a press conference on February 
3 the President himself, to the consterna· 
tion of his advisers, undermined carefully 
presented Defense and State Department 
views by adopting the contrary approach 
that a change would be needed in the pres
ent atomic energy law which prohibits 
"transfers" of weapons from our "custody" 
and "control." 

From the defense perspective, General 
Lauris Norstad has been warning that the 
need for instantaneous defensive action in 
case of attack now requires that nuclear 
warheads be made available to some of our 
allies on some new basis inside NATO. In 
case of war, he stresses, there won't be time 
to negotiate a formal transfer. He has ten· 
tatively suggested that one solution might 
be an atomic-armed international "fire 
brigade" to operate under NATO colors, but 
the proposal is still an embryonic one and 
"custody" of nuclear warheads is techni· 
cally still in American hands. · 

The constitutional, legal, and policy 
arguments which these developments have 
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opened up are still gathering clouds on 
Capitol Hill. 

First of all, there was the astonishing at· 
tempt to bottle up a constitutional debate 
by a classified presentation to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Second, the President's remarks suggested 
that signals had once more been seriously 
crossed between the White House and the 
departments concerned. 

Third, there is a growing feeling that 
what were intended to be specific congres· 
sional restrictions on the custody and con· 
trol of nuclear weapons have been greatly 
eased by administrative interpretation. 

Fourth, the administration's eagerness to 
avoid a congressional debate on this sub
ject has been especially disquieting because 
only last summer, in July 1959, many Sen
ators and Congressmen had expressed their 
misgivings over the substance and manner 
of the administration's handling of certain 
new agreements with seven NATO countries 
permitting the exchange of nuclear 
information. 

The expanding nuclear club 

Naturally, from the disarmament perspec· 
tive, there has long been active concern 
over the spread of nuclear weapons. It has 
always been highly improbable that the 
world's other 90 nations would be content 
to allow the United States, Britain, and the 
U.S .S.R. to preserve their nuclear monopoly 
in the absence of international controls . 

In its helpful new pamphlet, "The Nth 
Country Problem and Arms Control," the 
National Planning Association suggests that 
some 11 more countries have the scientific 
and industrial capacity to follow France 
into the nuclear club with actual weapons 
over the next 5 years. The countries in· 
elude Belgium, Canada, West Germany, 
India, Italy, Japan, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Com· 
munist China. Just behind them are eight 
more countries with a similar prospect, if 

exploited, over a slightly longer period of 
time. 

All of this means that the nuclear club is 
the least exclusive club in the world, and 
new members can in no sense be vetoed at 
the whim of the self·conscious elite who 
now belong. 

Recognizing the awesome danger implicit 
in the "nth country problem" the 1959 Gen-

eral Assembly of the United Nations a.dopted 
a resolution proposed by Ireland and di
rected specifically against the further spread 
of nuclear weapons. The resolution urged 
that the tO-power disarmament conference, 
now about to open at Geneva, "should con
sider appropriate means whereby this danger 
may be averted, including the feasibility of 
an international agreement, subject to in
spection and control, whereby the powers 
producing nuclear weapons would refrain 
from handing over the control of such weap· 
ons to any nation not possessing them, and 
whereby the powers not possessing such 
weapons would refrain from manufacturing 

them." 
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Once more there would seem to be sur· 
face evidence that the defense and disarma
ment perspectives are competitive, not com
plementary. One view stresses the need for 
a wider sharing of nuclear weapons, arguing 
that denying our allies a capacity which our 
probable enemy already has is suicidal in an 
era of split-second strategy. The other 
view stresses the equally realistic danger 
that a further proliferation of weapons in
creases the likelihood that they will never 
be brought under control, and that the dan
gers of the accidental or deliberate trig
gering of a nuclear war will be correspond

ingly enhanced. 

Possible sol-utions through controls 

But these divergent perspectives, under 
closer examination, may not be unalterably 
opposed. Once more what chance there may 
be for reconciliation lies in the field of con· 
trol systems. It is probably predicated on 
new procedural answers to this order of 
questions: What specific steps, if any, are 
consistent with both defense and disarma
ment requirements? What new arrange· 
ments inside NATO can be made to present 
at one and the same time the steadiest de
terrent and the least provocation to outside 
aggression? What system can maximize the 
dedication of nuclear technology to common 
purposes and minimize the sense of depriva
tion which now serves as an incentive for 
nonnuclear powers to become nuclear? 

The answers are not likely to be found in 
the indiscriminate granting of nuclear weap· 
ons to just any ally, as the President's press 
conference remarks of February 3d might be 
read to favor. By the same token the an-
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swer is not likely to be found in the simple 
satisfaction of hoarding our own nuclear 
weapons while refusing to consider the very 
real prospect of the spread of nuclear weap
ons over our objection and without our help. 

Now that the French example is before 
them, the 5th to nth powers can confidently 
be expected to exert increasing pressure on 
us, the British, and the Russians, to placate 
in one manner or another their desire for 
nuclear prestige. 

Within NATO it may be timely and pos
sible, under the urgency of these new pres
sures, to negotiate new arrangements for a 
recognized and equitable division of labor. 
Such arrangements might be based on ac
cepting the proposition that there is no 
NATO equality of weapons, manpower, 
finances, or industrial production. It might 
involve general acceptance throughout the 
alliance of assignments of roles and missions 
to avoid useless rivalries and duplication. 

Internal NATO involvement of nonnuclear 
members in control, supervision, observa
tion, and planning activities might help to 
divert the ambitions of some members to 
emulate France's independent course. De· 
velopment of a credible, overall NATO nu
clear deterrent strategy itself could reduce 
the provocations of separate nuclear deter
rents and even reassure the Russians. Joint 
scientific research, inside NATO, could be of 
great potential value in the fields of both 
arms and arms control. 

Outside NATO the threatened spread of 
nuclear weapons is bound to have effects 
equally profound. There can be little pri
vate gratification in the Kremlin, for in
stance, over the prospect of an independent 
nuclear capability in Communist China or in 
restless East Germany. Out of mutual dan
ger may come new opportunities for agree
ments based on mutual interest. In its sig
nificant study on "The U.S.S.R. and Eastern 
Europe," recently prepared for the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, the Columbia
Harvard Research Group may have had this 
in mind when they said: "In the long run, 
we may come to regard the Russians as our 
most conservative and responsible adversary, 
as we explore the possibilities of common in

terest in limiting certain aspects of the arms 
race." This may appear extraordinary, but 

it is in no sense impossible. 



IV. NEEDED: MULTIPLE STRATEGIES FOR PEACE 

I began by stressing the deficiencies in our 

military and strategic positions that have 

accrued from our lingering preoccupation 

with the reckless single strategy of massive 

retaliation. That strategy itself was the 

normal outgrowth of our fixation on blg 

bombs and balanced budgets. 

The continuing effectiveness of our deter

rent strategy now depends on our ability to 

muster the skill, nerve, and wherewithal to 

equip ourselves with multiple strategies for 

defense. By the same token our chances for 

a world of greater safety and freedom de

pend on our ability to develop multiple 

strategies for peace. 

The Senate Subcommittee on National 

Policy Machinery, under Senator J AcKsoN, 

is performing a tremendous public service 

by investigating the adequacy of our policy

making Institutions in coping with this 

double challenge. 

Vital unanswered questions 

Our Inadequacy in the field of arms con

trol research is obviously one of the most 

glaring deficiencies we h ave. I have already 

discussed instances where advance techni

cal preparation in depth might have spelled 

progress where we have had frustration and 

defeat. Additional examples keep occur

ring: 
Item. Why has so little been done to im

plement the Berkner report of March 16, 

1959? This panel of seismologists outlined 

a 3-year program of research and develop

ment which it thought would restore to full 

efficiency the inspection system for bomb 

tests agreed upon in 1958 at Geneva. 

Item. Many distinguished atomic scien

tists now feel that the addition to the de

tection network of a series of unmanned 

seismic stations to pick up small earth 

shocks might get the Geneva test confer

ence over its last hurdles. Why is the push 

not being made? 

Item. Time and again Senator HUMPHREY, 

the chairman of the Senate Disarmament 

Subcommittee which has done such out

standing and effective work in this field, 

has sought an appropriation of $400,000 

which the State Department wants for Its 

own use In procuring special foreign policy 

studies relating to disarmament, weapons 

control, and possible technical means for 
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enforcement. Time and again the funds 

h ave been refused. 

Yet the costs and the risks of not moving 

ahead In these areas are mounting dally; 

$400,000 is one-thousandth of 1 percent 

of our annual defense budget. Where is our 

awareness of relative risks? 

And where is our system of values? If 

one asks his 10-year-old son today whether 

in his lifetime he thinks it might be possi

ble to take a fishing t rip to the moon, the 

boy is likely unhesitatingly to answer "Yes." 

If he is asked whether he thinks it will ever 

be possible to get missiles under interna

tional control, he is likely unhesitatingly to 

answer "No." 

We are, I am afraid, living in a fool 's para

dise of complacency. What will end it short 

of catastrophe, I do not pretend to know. 

But I do know that we have a right to 

worry, and we have an obligation to propose 

those things which seem sensible. 

Proposal for an Arms Control Research 

Institute 

One of the latter is Senator KENNEDY's 

new proposal for an Arms Control Research 

Institute embodied in S. 3173 which he h as 

introduced in the Senate and the companion 

bill, H.R. 10977, which I have introduced in 

the House. Our purpose can brletly be 

described. 

We propose to give this new agency the 

responsibility for a vast new research effort 

to fill those gaps which science and tech

nology can fill in our preparation for peace 

and disarmament. The Arms Control Re

search Institute would conduct studies in 

the physical, natural, and social sciences 

relevant to specific disarmament issues. It 

would be an excellent beginning for the 

joint research activities which should even

tually follow-with our a llies, In the United 

Nations, and even with the Soviet Union, 

Guided and directed from the White House, 

the Institute could be a clearinghouse for 

arms control proposals-deliberately organ

ized to bring ideas and people together on 

a practical basis for peace. If the Institute 

operates as we intend it to operate, we 

will be able to say with more assurance 

than we can today that our efforts for 

arms control are a vital and realistic part 

of American policy. 

The urgent need for action 

The Incredible fact Is that we have d e

layed so long, and are stlll delaying, in 

giving the arms control problem the prior

ity it deserves. It is not that we h ave never 

been urged. Rather it Is that urgings have 

fallen on deaf ears. 

Thus, It was 10 years ago last week, on 

March 1, 1950, when a distinguished Con

necticut Senator, the late Brien McMahon, 

took the tloor of the Senate to call for 

the kind of action which we have never 

h ad. He spoke with urgency then, and his 

message has great urgency now. Let me con

clude as he concluded with these words-10 

vears old, and still so new: 
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"With each swing of the pendulum the 

time to save civilization grows shorter. When 

s:!J.all we get about this business? Destiny 

will not grant us the gift of indifference. 

If we do not act, the atom will. If we 

do not act, we may be profaned forever 

by the Inheritors of a ravished planet. We 

wlll be reviled, not as fools-even a fool 

can sense the massive d anger. We wlll be 

reviled as cowards-and rightly-for only 

a coward can !lee the awesome facts that 

command us to act with fortitude. This 

time of supreme crisis is a time of supreme 

opportunity. The prize of atomic peace lies 

waiting to be won-and with it a wondrous 

new world." 

U.S. GOVERNMEN'f PRINTING Of'FIC(: tUO 
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