
J ' I 

The Strategic Stalemate -- Where it Stands at Present, 

and What .Form it May Take in the Foreseeable Future 

We have at present a sort of stalemate between the strategic 

atomic striking forces of Russia and America, essentially based 

on America's and Russia's ability to destroy each other to any 

desired degree. Both Russia and America have apparently learned 

by now how to make powerful "dirty" hydrogen bombs- bombs of the 

fission-fusion-fission type. Such bombs could be transported 

today by jet bombers to almost any point of the earth. 

The American Strategic Air Force operates from bases inside 

America and also from bases maintained by America on foreign 

soil. All these bases are vulnerable and could be knocked out 

by a single sudden attack. For this reason America has been 

forced to adopt as her defense policy,the principle of"instant 

counterblow". If warning is received,that foreign planes have 

crossed,what America regards as her air defense perimeter, 

American jet bombers carrying hydrogen bombs of a "dirty" or 

"clean" variety are supposed to take off. They are not supposed 

to continue their flight into Russian territory unless subsequent 

information appears to confirm that an attack against American 

bases,or American cities, is impending. 

Such a stalemate would have to be regarded as inherently 

unstable,if it were possible for either of these two nations to 

cripple in one single sudden attack,the ability of the other 

nation to strike back.This is not the case at present, but there 

are elements of this kind of instability contained in the present 

form of the stalemate. 

Mainta!n~ng the present form of stalemate is an exceedingly 

costly operation and a drain on the economic resources of both 

Russia and America. We might soon be going through a transition 

period in which America might be forced to keep about one-third 

of its bombers loaded with hydrogen bombs in the air, which would 

further greatly increase the cost involved. There might be a 

further transition period in which America would partially rely on 

submarines capable of firing intermediate range rockets equipped 

with hydrogen bombs. Also,for a while America might partially 
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rely on low-flying pilotless bombers,which would be launched 

from dispersed bases, and which could be effe ctive 

for a period of years - until Russia develops appro-

priate counter measures. 

Because I propose to discuss here mainly policies which 

would be desirable from the long-term point of view, I 

shall disregard,in my discussion,all these transi-

tional phases of the rapidly changing stalemate and focus my 

attention on what might be called the second stage of the stale-

mate, towards which both Russia and America are moving at present. 

In this second stage of the stalemate, solid-fuel-long-range

rockets will be available in large numbers to both Russia and 

America. Both Russia and America will have available "clean" 

hydrogen bombs, of high power, of a type that can be produced 

in adequate quantities,jr~at is compact as well as light enough, 

to be carried by long-range rockets, 

At this second stage of the stalemate there will be no need 

for America to have bases on forei~n soil. The second stage of 

the atomic stalemate, is characterized by solid-fuel-long-

range-rockets which could be launched from bases inside of 

America and inside of Russia bases which _~c~a~n~b~e~m~a~d~e~i=n=--~ 

In this stage1 of these two 
v~lnerable to an aerial attack /neltnerjnatio~needs to fear 

that a sudden attack on -her ba.ses might appreciably diminish her 

ability to strike a counter-blow. Therefore, this stage of the 

stalemate will ~ be inherently unstable, and should there 

occur through accident or some mistake in judgment an unfortunate , , 
for either counter-

incident, there would be no need/to respond with 11instantj blow" .. 

The elements of technological instability which are contained 

in the present -- the first-stage of the stalemate, may thus 

be absent in the second stage of the stalemate. 

When the second stage of the stalemate is approaching, then 
should be able 

America and Russia/ to agree to limit the number of powerful 
should be able to 

hydrogen bombs in their stockpile~ and they also/ agree to elimi• 

nate from their stockpiles the "dirty" hydrogen bombs, the 

fission-fusion-fission bombs. The number of "clean" hydrogen 
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however, 
bombs they may both wish to retain mightjbe fairly large -- just 

how large may depend on factors other than purely military. 

In saying all this, I have tacitly assumed, and I had 

better make this assumption explicit, that neither America or 

Russia are in the process of successfully developing an effec

tive defense against long-range rocl{ets, that would permit them 

to destroy such rockets in fli ght. Further below,! shall discuss 

in detail why it would be important for America and Russia to 

agree to refrain from entering this third phase of the arms 

whi9h would be 
race;aimed at the development of such a defense. 
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Present 
Is the Basic Premise of the /American Military Policy Valid? 

I propose to discuss now,whether or not the premise upon 

which the present American military policy is based may be 

valid in the second stage of the atomic stalemate, i.e., when 

powerful "clean" hydrogen bombs and solid-fuel-long-range rockets 

may be available in adequate quantities both to Russia and 

America. I shall try to show, that irrespective of whether or 
may 

not the basic premise of the policyjE0 valid today, it could not 

be valid in the second stage of the stalemate. 

What is the present American military policy, and what is 

the premise upon which it is based? 

If there is an armed conflict in any area of the world,and 

if America and Russia intervene militarily on opposite sides,then 

America proposes to use atomic bombs in combat. 
also 

America mayjuse 

atomic bombs 
perhaps 

to a depth ofjseveral hundred miles behind the 

pre-war boundary,for the purpose of disrupting communications 

and destroying supply and air bases. Most of those who advocate 

this military policy believe,that even though there will be a 

strategic stalemate in which both America and Russia will have 

large stockpiles of "clean" hydrogen bombs, these stockpiles 

will somehow neutralize each other, because neither side could 

possibly use hydrogen bombs of high pmYer against the territory 

of the other without provoking an all-out atomic war that neither 

of them want. Therefore, so the military experts argue,the course 

of the war and its outcome will remain unaffected by the existence 

of these bombs. 

I shall try to show later why this premise is 

invalid, but for the moment, I propose to let it stand for the 

sake of argument. I shall also accept, again merely for the sake 
the thesis 

of argument,/that a local war which is fought with atomic bombs, , 
may remain localized. On the basis of these premises, \ :o 

the 
may now raise / <p. est ion: ·How will a localized atomic war ever 

end if Russia and America fight on opposite sides? 

We saw in the case of the Korean War in which no atomic , 
bombs were used, how difficult it was to end the war, long after 
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it became clear that the war will end with the restoration of 

the status quo{except, of course, for the extensive destruction 

which has been wrought in both ~~rth and bJUth Korea~ If atomic 

bombs are used on both sides, the war might still end with the 

restoration of the status quo, but only in the unlikely case 

that both Rusma and America are equally well supplied with 

atomic bombs. Otherwise, either America or Rusm a may have to 
then 

yield ultimately and the area will/be conquered by one of them, 

but probably not until it has been devastated to the point 

where only a few scattered buildings remain standing and only a 

small fraction of the population surviving. Clearly, only after 

the area is devastated could America or Russia withdraw from the 

fight without conceding victory to the other, or at least without 

a 
concedingjvictbry that is worth having. 

The architects of the present American Military Policy, 

which centers on American preparedness for fighting a localized 

atomic war, were not primarily concerned with the possibility 

that America proper might be invaded by a Russian Army. They 

were primarily concerned about America's ability to live up to 

her moral,or legal,commitments to protect certain remote areas 

against military invasion. Just how likely is it that,in the 
at a future date 

prevailing circumstances,America may be called upon7to live up 

to some such commitment?+ftt seems to me that given enough time, 
: i 

for the people everywhere in the v10rld to understand what fate 

would be in store for them if they were "protected" in the 

manner described above, people everywhere mo.y demand from the 

governments that America be relieved of any 

obligation to "protect" them • 

~Still America may come to the defense of an 

invaded area even if her doing so may be unwelcome to the people 

' ' who live in that area and because of this possibility, a~ell as 

for other reasons, it is imperative to examine the validity of 

pr~sent 
the premise upon which ~the;American Military Policy is based. 

I shall leave out of consideration, as axtremely unlikely, 
vre.nton 

a conceivablejinvasion of America proper by Russian troops, and 

- ~5- -



I shall only discuss what may happen if war breaks out in an area 

in which both ·America and Russia have so-called "vital interests" 

to protect. 
In the ~tomic stalemate, 

/ any commitment that Russia or America may assume for protect-

ing such areas will turn out -- when the chips are down -- to be, 

of necessity, a limited commitment. America may be willing to 

pay a certain price to keepiRussian supported invasion out of 

such an area, and Russia may be willing to pay a certain price to 

keep an American supported invasion out of it. Clearly, to the 

limited extent to which America may be willing to pay a price, 

a],so she may;exact a price from Russia 
may have a deterrent effect. 

Keeping this concept 

and vice versa, 5nd this price 

of reciprocal limited prices 

in mind, we may now ask the following pertinent question: What 
atomie 

may actually happen in the second stage of thejst a iemate, if 

there is an armed conflict in an area :tn c6hich both America and 

Russia have a vital interest caus.inf! · them to intervene on 

opposite sides? 

According to the present American Military policy, America 

may be prepared to fight a local ~ar with atomic weapons within 

the area and perhaps within a zone of several hundred miles 

beyond the pre-war boundary of the area. It is by no means clear, 

however, why Russia must necessarily accept to battle on these 

terms. Why should Russia not instead -- at least in some of the 

foreseeable contingencies -- follow an entirely different tack? 

Let us assume -- to take a concrete example -- that Turkey 

feels menaced by the growing power of the Arab states and that 

Turkish troops invade Syria. Under Paragraph 51 of the United 
alloW;s 

Nations Charter, which for collective defense in case 

of an armed attack against a member of the UN, Russia would be 

within her legal rights to take armed action against Turkey. But 

in accordance with the pattern established in the post-war years, 
perhaps 

she mightjprerer to let an army of volunteers invade 

Turkey. If the Turkish 

armies are in danger of being defeated, America might -- disregard

ing the letter of the law -- intervene in order to save her ally 

from being militarily defeated. 
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plan to 
Let me then further assume that America would either/supply 

the Turkish Army with atomic weapons or that American troops 
begin to the 

would actually land in Turkey analfightiRussian volunteers with 

atomic weapons. Asa1ming American superiority in atomic weapons, 
could 

theso j be used not only in combat on the Turkish side of the 

pre-war boundary, but also beyond the pre-war boundary in a zone 

of perhaps a few hundred miles depth within Russia proper, for 

the disruption of communications and for the destruction of 

supply and air bases. 

With such a turn of the war impending, it might be 

logical for Russia to send a note to America, advising her that 

if America were to fight with atomic weapons, or if 

she were to supply such weapons to Turkey, Russia would demolish 

one of ten American cities listed in the note. These cities might 
ranging 

be of a size I from one-half million to one million inhabi-

tants.- Russia might assure the United States that upon 
oqe 

deciding which;of the ten cities she is going to demolish, she 

would give the selected city four weeks'varning in order to 

permit an orderly evacuation of the city and to enable the 

American Government to provide for t~e housing and feeding of 

the refugees, Russia might further make it clear in her note 

that she would be willing to tolerate America's demolishing one 
O\}'n 

of her;clties --
a:t.so 

but would;expect 

a city of equal size that America may select, 

four weeks' r:arning • : 

To this the Secretary of State might, of course, reply with 

a note threatening, that America would demolish two cities in 

Russia for each city which Russia might demolish in America. 
threat Russia might, however, answer such a 1 by speaking as 

follows: "The Russian Government has adopted the principle of 

tolerating the destruction of one of her cities for one American 

city which she may demolish. She is determined t~ adhere 

to this principle of one for one. Therefore, if America should 

demolish two Russian cities in exchange for the first American 
t_h~n 

city demolished, Russia wil~demolish one additional 
city, 

American/ If America should retaliate -- as she 
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threatens to -- by demolishing two further cities in Russia, 
would 

Russia / ag.ain demolish one American city for each of these 

two Russian cities, etc., etc. " 

It would be quite obvious 

that if America adheresto the principle of two 

for one, while Russia sticks to the principle of one for one, 

in time all American cities and all Russian cities would be 

demolished. Because the Russian government has no reason to 

assume that the American government has gone insane, or that if 

it were insane the American people would tolerate such a govern-
for long, safely 

ment to remain in office;, she could/disregard the threat of two 

for one and could, if necessary, go through with her threat to 

demolish one American city. 

I believe that this example demonstrates that in the second 

stage of the stalemate, Russia could invoke the clean hydrogen 

bombsof high power, threaten 

to use them, and conceivably actually use them without risking 
would 

an all-out atomic waro Therefore, it j not lie within the 
conflict 

choice of America alone to decide whether a local / may or may 

not bedeci~ed by means tt~~~~J:¥ ~t~thc bombs o 

The assumption that 
America's choice 

this lies in/is the basic premise of the present American Military 

Folicy, and I have tried to show -- on hand of a perhaps not too 
will be certainly 

realistic example -- that this premise j invalid. in the second 

stage of the stalemate, towards which the world is rapidly moving. 
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POLITICAL SETTLEr'lENT IN THE ATOMIC STALEMATE 

There may be some risk that durinc; the present stage -- the 

first stage of the stalemate -- an all-out atomic war might break 

out as a rerult of an accident, or a serious error of judgment. 

It appears very unlikely, however, that such a war would break out 

as a result of a wanton attack by the American Strategic Air Force 

against Russia's cities, or by the Russian Strategic Air Force 

against America's cities. Therefore, in the immediate future, the 

greatest danger for the outbrtak of an all-out atomic war lies in 

the possibility of a local conflict which leads to armed action, 

American and Russian military intervention on opposite sides, and 

the use of atomic weapons in such a war, arousing emotions which 

may make it impossible to localize the conflict. 

From this point of viev1 it would seem important for Russia 

and America to reach- as soon as practicable -- a political settle

ment, which will make reasonably sure that there will not occur, in 

any of the foreseeable contingencies, an armed conflict in which 

America and Russia may intervene on opposite sides. 

The closer we come to the second stage of the strategic stale

mate, the less important become the controversial issues which 

have arisen in the post-war period between America and Russia. Most 

of these issues had some strategic relevance and were not negotiaele 

in the post-war period because, had they been settled one way, the 

settlement would have increased America's chances to win the war, 

if war came; and had they been settled the other way, it would have 

increased Russia's chances. Clearly, the issue of who is to win 

the next war is not an issue on which a compromise is possible, and 

thus most of the issues had to remain unsettled. 

There is a vicious circle operatinc in a power conflict of this 

type. For few of the conflicts which have strateg ic significance 

can be settled, and new such conflicts of this nature arise from 

time to time. Thus, conflicts which cannot be resolved, accumulate, 

and as time goes on, war appears to be more and more probable, and 

accordingly, the chances of settling conflicts get smaller and smaller. 
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Such a vicious circle operated in the power conflict between 

Sparta and Athens just prior to the Pelopponesian War, 

In the strategic stalemate, particularly as we approach the 

second stage, none of these controversial issues have any longer 

a bearing on who is going to " win" the war. When Russia and 

America can destroy each other to any desired degree, the over

riding issue becomes the stabilit y of the stalemate, and on this 

issue, Russia's and America's interests coincide. This is the 

reason, why in the strateg ic st a lemate, it becomes less impor

tant whether any one of the old controveTsial issues is settled 

one way, or whethe r it i s s e ttled the other vmy; what is impor-

tant is only that it be settle d one way or another. 

What kind of political settlement between Russia and America 

would be needed to stabilize the strategic stalemate? 

America and Russia may r e cognize a few areas as lying in 
either 

each other's sphere of influence in the sense that / America 

or Russia may be willing alone to assuwc the responsibility for 

preserving the peace within those areas. 

In some other areas it mi ght be possible to freeze the status 

quo by setting up a reg ional inter-governmental armed force, with 

the consent and approval of Russia and America, as well as the 

other major nations which are involved. Whether or not these 

inter-governmental armed forces should operPte under the auspices 

of the United Nations is discussed below. 

In any cas e the sol e function of such reg ional armed forces 

would be to prevent any nation of t~1e area from violating the 

territorial integrity of another nation, and it should not be the 

function of reg ional forces to prevent governmental changes in a 

country by internal revolution, as lonr, as no military forces 

cross the country's frontier. 

The regional inter-governmental armed forces should not be 

equipped with atomic weapons, but they could be highly mobile, 

and could be equipped with high fi r epower so that they might be 

militarily stronger than any one nation within the area, partie-
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ularly if the arms level of the nations within the area is 

kept low. 

In those areas where the status quo can be frozen in 

this manner; the nations of the area may thus be given the 

security which they need, so that it will not be necessary 

for them to divert a substantial fraction of their economic 

resources into military expenditures. 

Would it be desirable to set up these regional armed 

forces under the sponsorship of the United Nations? 

At the end of the last war, it was generally believed 

that as long as the -zreat powers act in concert with 

each other -- the United Nations organization may be able 

to guarantee the security of the smaller nations and may 

make i.t unnecessary, as well as impossible, for them to go 

to war with each other. Attempts made in the past ten 

years to use the United Nations for purposes other than 

those for which it was designed, have weakened this organ

ization, and it remains to be seen whether they have 

damaged it beyond repair. Only if it were possible to re

store the United Nations to its ort~inal function would 

it be able to serve as an agency to which the organization 

of the regional inter-governmental armed forces might be 

entrusted. 

There are other important areas of the world where 

it may not be possible to protect the status quo by main

_taining an inter-governmental armed force, and perhaps 

one of the most important areas of this kind may be the 

Continent of Europe. It is almost self-evident that it 

would be impracticable to freeze by such means the status 

quo in Europe, in the absence of a political settlement 

which is satisfactory to America and Russia as well as 

the nations of Europe. But even if such a political 
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settlement may be achieved, the maintaining of an inter-govern

mental armed force in Europe would remain ru1 inappropriate way 

of dealing with the problem of European security. I am return

ing to the problem of European security in one of the later 

sections of the present paper. 
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THE CASE FCR ATOMIC DISARMAMENT 

Russia has unilaterally stopped her bomb tests, and it is 

conceivable that America may follow suit once she has tested 

most of the bombs that she needs to test. It is also conceivable 

that America and Russia, when they have enough bombs stockpiled 

to destroy to any desired degree each other, as v1ell as the rest 

of the civilized world -- might agree to freeze the size of their 

stockpiles. But clearly, from the point of view of the danger of 

an atomic war, not much would be accomplished by stopping the 

bomb tests or by freezing the stockpiles in this manner. If far-

reaching atomic disarmament at an early date is a solution to 

the problem posed by the bombs and it is pos-

sible to doubt this -- then nothing short of destroy ing the stock-

piles of bombs, as well as eliminating the means suitable for 

the delivery of such botabs, : may be regarded as a measure 

adequate for eliminating the danger of an atomic war. 

This is precisely what the Russian Government is proposing . 

The position of the Russian Government has on account of its great 

simplicity the virtue of being e a sily understandable and because 

of this it deserves, and will undoubtedly get, strong popular sup-

port. The existence of the bomb is inherently a menace to mankind, 

and the elimination of all bomb stockpiles, as well as all effective 

means for the delivery of bombs, is t herefore a goal which all sane 

must 
men ,Fegard as desirable, 

The present official Russian position is almost identical 

with the position taken by most Atomic Scientists in America in 

the months that followed the Second Worl d War. 

The objection which one hears most frequently advanced 

against this position is based on the doubt that major secret 

violations of an agreement providin~ for the elimination )f the 

bombs might remain undetected, If one t h inks in terms of a con

tinu~ of the cold war and of inspectors of a UN agency roaming 

up and down the countryside in Russia trying to discover bombs 

buried in the g round, then indeed one might be skeptical v1hether 

inspection can be relied upon to discover major secret violations. 
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There is no need, however, to take such an unimaginative approach 

to a problem of inspection; rather if one visualizes the political 

setting in which an arrangement providing for the elimination of 

bombs could be presumed to operate, it is reasonable to assume 

that Russia, as well as America, could find ways and means to 

convince each other that neither need to fear major secret viola

tions of the agreement. I personally am rather convinced that 

such difficulty as may exist in detecting secr~t violations is 

not a valid objection to atomic disarmament. It must be admitted, 

however, that there has been so far no adequate public discussion 

of this issue in the United States and, as far as I know, there 

has been no public discussion whatsoever of this issue in the 

Soviet Union. 

There may be other, more valid, objections to atomic disarma

ment at an early date, and I am inclined to take some of these 
more 

much I seriously. If we were to rid the world of the bomb, we 

should be essentially back to where we were in the period between 

the two world wars, and it is difficult to see what would prevent 

except perhaps the memory of the bomb -- wars from occurring for 

exactly the same reason for which they have occurred in the past. 
one 

Unless one were to assume that 1 not only rid3 the world of the 

bomb, but also of the knowledge how to mak~omb -- a major war 

would of necessity end up as an atomic war.1fEven though I am 

inclined to take this arguraent ver~ seriously, I personally 

should be reluctant to oppose getting rid of the bomb if America 

and Russia were willing to take this crucial step towards far
Rightly or wrongly, 

reaching disarmament at an early date, ITsbould p1n my hope on 

the possibility that if the world may go through another 25 years 

without a major war, in that period of time -- which after all 

represents a whole generation -- it might be possible to build up 

a world community that will make it unnecessary to resort to the 

threat of the use of force.or the threat of the use of force. 
~ well as 

But B:Pe Russia as 7 America willing to rid the world of the 

bomb in the near future? I believe it should be possible by now 

to answer this question with a reasonable decree of ~ssurance, 
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and if the answer is in the negative, then we should lose no time 

to see howit may be possible to make a virtue out of necessity. 

ment, 

HYDROGEN BOMBS OF HIGH PO I!VER MAY REMAIN WITH US 

FOR A LONG TIME TO COME 

I shall now attempt to appraise the chances that an agree-

to· rid the world of the bomb, might be reached, in 

the foreseeable future,by Russia and America. 

In principle, almost everybody in America is in favor of 

disarmament -- scientists, the general publ:c, the Pdministration, 

and Congress. I believe that at present the Administration might 

be divided on the issue of far-reachins; disarmament which would 

include the elimination of the bomb. Sometimes I have the impres-

sion that there may be,within the Administration, powerful in-

fluences at work in favor of such far-reaching disarmament, and 

that these influences might include the President himself. 
qow 

But even if the Administration were; veering towards full-scale 

atomic disarmament, we must remember that the Administration is 

only one branch of the government; Congress is another branch. 

I might, of course, be wrong, but the way I assess the balance of 

forces, the outcome of the struggle inside the American Govern-

ment is going to be won by those who -- while they might be in 

favor of some sort of disarmament -- would wish to stop short of 

the elimination of the bomb,as a major factor in the power 

balance. 

I am basing this prediction on the record of the post-war 
Governments being what they are, 

period./ it is quite understandable that at first, as long as 

Russia did not have the bomb,· 

considerations of expediency were given more weight than moral 

considerations, an~~t~e American Government found it expedient to 

rely on the threat of "mass retaliation" in order to counter the 

desire for expansion which it imputed to Russia. For this 

reason the fact that during th~se early years no progress was , 
made in any of the disarmament negotiations affords no basis for 

concluding that atomic disarmament may not become acceptable to 
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America in the near future:~But mnce 1949, it was clear that 

Russia knows how to make atomic bombs, and since 1954, it was 

clear that she knows how to make hydrogen bombs of high power. 

Thus, at least since 1954, the American Government had a strong 

incentive for discussing with Russia in earnest ways and means 

for getting rid of the bombs. It is obvious that if these dis-

forward 
cussions were moving / at all, the arms race wasgoing ahead 

much faster. 
Therefore, 

/I believe- that 
itself 

rid pf the bomb in 

more likely t ban not, the world will not 
foreseeable 

the I future, and if this appraisal is 

correct, then we had better beg in to think in earnest of how to 

live with the bomb. 

Scientists are keenly aware of the need of stopping the 
some 

arms race somewhere and t he need to begin to reachlagreement 

with Russia on arms limitations. But I submit that the present 

stage of the stalemate is a precarious stage and that it is just 

about the worst point at which "to stop" the arms race. Having 

most scie.ntis.ts 
gotten the world in a mess by producing the oomo 7 thought -- in 

the past 12 years -- that the way to Get the world out of this 

mess may lie in turning the clock back, by g etting rid of the 

bomb. I submit that the time has now come to ask whether we were 

right and whether it might not perhaps be easier to get the world 

out of its present predicament not by attempting to turn the clock 

back -- which might be impossible -- but by doing just the oppo• 

site, i.e., by advancing the clock just as fust as we can. 

As I stated above, such elements of inherent stability, 

which are contained in the first stage of the atomic stalemate, 

b b t h th of tthe itomic s~alemate is within the 
may e a sen w en e second s age is reacuea. It 

setting of th~ second stage that I propose 

one must 
to discuss -- what j. now regard as the overriding problem: \'.'hat 

policymiyAmerica or Russia . adopt in order to render the atomic 

stalema.te stable? ~Since one may expect several years to pass 
~probable 

between the first tentative formulation or ~ 1 policy and 
a' 

its public discussion, until suclyfpolicy may be 

qi!derstood ra1d 
;adopted by either the Russian or American Government, and since 
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we are now moving fairly rapidly towards the second stage of the 

atomic stalemate, it would seem reasonable to discuss the problem 

the of the stalemate not 
of/stability /on this occasion fin the setting of the present stage 

sec9nd 
of . the stalemate, .but in the setting of the approaching! stage. 

In that setting the power conflict in which Russia and 

America found themselves caught in the post-war years, may have 

entirely disappeared. While America and Russia may each still 

desire to bring about certain changes in the present status quo, 

neither of them may be willing to make substantial economic 

sacrifices in order to bring about, forcibly, any of these changes. 

Therefore, they may both be content with modifying the status quo, 

where this is desirable, only with the approval and consent of 

both nations, as well as with the consent of the other major 
settin~ of the second 

powers involved.1(My main point is, 'that ih t he'/ stage of the 

stalemate, America's and Russia's real interests will closely 

coincide; these will consist in preserving the status quo, elimi-

nate all risks of an atomic war, and maintain or achieve economic 

prosperity. 

But if it be true t hat Russia and America will have nothing 

to fear from each other at this stage, t here will still remain 

fear to be feared. Such fear must necessarily be engendered by 

the existence of large stockpiles of "clean" hydrogen bombs of 

high powe~ at least in the absence of a satisfactory philosophy 

as to how such bombs might be employed in any hypothetical --

and be it ever so unlikely eventuality. 

Could this fear be removed by the adopti on of a satisfactory 

rule of behavior by Russia or America? 
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HOW EITHER AMER ICA OR RUSSIA COULD, BY UNILATERAL DECLARA

TION, ENSURE THE STABILITY OF THE SECOND STAGE OF THE 

STALEMATE 

Let us examine now what would happen if either America or 
behavior 

Russia were to adopt a satisfactory .rule of / and were to pro-

claim it by unilateral declaration. Let us assume, for instance, 

that Russia were to issue a proclamation of the following sort: 

"There are certain areas in the world which Russia is com-

mitted to protect from armed action directed against~· 

the area • In the atomic stalemate, any such commitment must 

of necessity be a limited commitment, 'Russia and America 
to any desired degree 

are in a position to destroy each other/and 
cannot be expected 

Russia/to enter into a commitment that would involve 

her total destruction. Russia is in a position, however, to live 
a limiteA and yet to extend 

up to · 1 commitment/effective protect ion 
therefore also 

because she is ;Wllling to pay a 

reasonable price in economic sacrifice, end is able to exact a sim-

ilror ·, price in economic sacrifice from America. 

"Moreover, Russia can do this without resorting to atomic 

war, and she is : · renouncing such a war as a means of ful-

filling her commitments. Russia will not use atomic or hydrogen 

bombs against soldiers in combat or as a means to crush 

· the civilian population by dropping bombs on non-evacuated 

cities. But she mo.y use "clean" hydrogen bombs, if need be, for 

the purpose of demolishing American cities. Any such city 

singled out for destruction would be g iven four weeks' warning in 
to permit an orderly evacuation of the population and in order 

order/to allow the American Government to make provisions for the 

housing and f eeding of the refugees. 

"Accordingly, Russia is issuing a price list 

and for each 
protection, she will specify 

area under her .j . T..X.xxxx'H!'.. a minimum, as well as a maximum, 
number and size of the 

price in terms of/American cities to be demolished. 

"Attached to the price list is a list of American cities 

divided into ten different categories, according to size, as 

represented by the number of inhabitants, 
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x~~~iRx~xxaxm~~x~oc~~XXm~x~xx~~x~~~x~~~Nx~~~~x~~~MxtftX~~~~ 

~fXN«m~~XXXOC~~X~OCKM~~XX~XX~RxtN«X~XXXKKXWNX~XKXKXK~X~~X~«M~~1~M~~. 

"Russia will in no circumstances exact a price in excess of 

the maximum price specified. She has carefully appraised what 

prices America may be willing or unwilling to pay, and she be

lieves that she has set the prices high enough for the adequate 

protection of all ~~Ri~ areas listed. Should subsequent events, 

however, prove that her appraisal of America's unwillingness to 
price 

pay the ~X~~ specified/was wrong, Russia may then issue a new 

price list, in which she may revise upward the prices ~ococXRkococ 

~ the old list. 

"Russia realizes that it is necessary to render the stalemate 

stable, and she knows that this requires her to impose certain 

adot>ts 
restraints on herself. Therefore, Russia mocxxococ~kococ the principle 

of "one for one". Accordingly, if she is forced to demolish a 

number of American cities of certain size categories, she will 

tolerate America's demolishing an equal number of Russian cities 

of the same size categories. For any additional city which 

America might demolish in Russia, Russia would demolish -- accord

ing to the principle of "one for one" -- one American city of the 

same size category. 

"Russia has no intention to take armed action or support 

anyone else's armed action directed against a territory which 

America is committed to protect, but there might be unfore see ~ -ble 

contingencies where Russia might have to take such action. For 

this reason Russia would welcome, if America were to issue a 

price list similar to one issued by herself, covering all areas 

which America is committed to protect and specifying the price 
minimum and maximum 

for each area in terms of the/number and size categories of 

Russian cities that America would want to demolish. 

"Russia would expect America to give four weeks' notice to 

the Russian cities which she may single out for destruction and, 

naturally, Russia would demolish -- according to the principle of 

"one for one" -- one American city of the same size category for 

each Russian city destroyed by America, after having given four 

weeks' notice. 
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"Russia believes that this matter may be perfectly well 

handled by means of unilateral declarations, and sees no reas:> n 

l~rpropo~~gthat America and Russia enter into an agreement in 

regard to it. However, for the sake of the stability of the 

stalemate -- which to maintain is as much to the interest of 

America as it is in the interest of Russia -- Russia proposes to 

reach an amicable understanding with America on the division of 

the Russian and American cities into equivalent size categories, 
This should ~~ be done to avoid the danger that a disput~ may 
x~xxxxx«xx~~~wtarise over the size category to which a m~~xxx~« 
city that is to be demolished belongs. Clearly, such dispute might 

Kix~xEal~M~««~xxN«xxxx»xmix~KX«x~~ endanger the stability of 

the atomic stalemate. 
. particularly 

SXN~a"Russia knows that the American people would not / 
therefor~, 

cherish losing any of their cities, she proposes,x~x~xx~xocx~~NfX~k 

a conflict arise that Russia 
shouldlthreatensto engulf an area protected by Russia, K~XN~« 

would name 
/several American cities,from among which the cities singled out 

for destruction will be selected. In this manner the inhabitants 

of the several cities named by Russia will have an opportunity to 

know~ to. their government what they_ think of 
make ~ocxxxxx~x~~xx~x~~~~~X«~~~~K~~~~~x~ the merits 

getting invo~ved has ~risen. 
of Americazx~~ in the palC]Ktioo.x:kocx conflict that /tcbmooxtcElC!K:x: 

~~~lXlcfkxooxXEXJKOOXxpc!lCQdlcecacKooixbcycxlXol:xxiux:4C 

"Russia is not prepared to divert an appreciable fraction of 

and she 
her national income into arms expenditure, ~~ is, ~ocococOCocoooc~ 

greatly reducing her army, navy, and air force. Russia may, 

therefore, not be in a position to defend an area she is committed 

. ordinary 
to protect, by fighting a war 1n the oc~K~~ sense of the 

term. tl).e.t 
~i Accordingly, all/Russia may co~mit herself to do is to exact 

from America a reasonable price for which Russia,~ in turn,~is 

willing to pay an equal price. 

~t~~~2~~~~cumstances, 
~~~ America could -- if indeed she were willing to 

pay the specified price -- conquer (or have an ally of hers 

some 
conquer) ~ specific area under Russian protection. America and 

then 
Russia wouldjboth lose an equal number of cities~ ~~America 

and 
would derive no benefit from having demolished cities in Russia/~~ 

xmrlcodx 
~X!i!JG'XOOXkdqcxac]{x<XOOX.:!X.2CSCIC-Y~XM;c therefore, America would 

a given 
have to balance - the gain of the conquest of ~ area ~~~~~, 
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against the loss which she would incur, by having a certain number 

of her cities demoli~ed. Russia does not believe that America 

has an interest in any of the areas listed by Russia, which is 
her 

sufficiently great to justify/taking the lossofeven one city, 

of half a million inhabitants, for the sake of gaining posses

sion (or having an ally of hers gain possession) ~~xKN~ of the 
which is under Russian protection~ 

areaf XXKXK~X~~X~KKXK~ For t h is rearon, Russia believes that the 
price list proclaimed by her affords 
kocxx~~ock~ockx~~xkocmOCx adequate protection to all the areas 

listed." 

xxx~~x~ocockococki~xKOCocxxlf Russia were to issue a proclama-

tion of this sort, 1 t would be greatly to America' ~3 interest to 

adopt the same philosophy concerning the potential use of her 

"clean" hydrogen bombs of high power. Evidently, if both America 
at least and Russia adopt this philosophy, the stalemate will be stable / 

in the sense that no initial disturbance would lead to a chain of 

ever-increasing destruction. Moreover, it would be ~ 

unlikely that any city would ever be actually demolished, if this 

philosophy were adopted. 

Quite similarly, if America were to issue a proclamation of 

this sort, it would be in the interest of Russia to embrace the 

same philosophy. 

It is my contention that in the second stage of the atomic 
verifiable 

stalemate -- even in the absence of any/limitation on the number 
available to 

of bombs 1Xxlxt America and Russia J'Ol.!al~~omtbo,cl~.xbhald:xxxxilxK~ 

~~~~~ --the stalemate ~be 
stable •. 

Americans might want to know what assurance they would have 

that Russia would not be tempted to resort to the dropping of 

hydrogen bombs on cities that have not been evacuated, in devia
B-qt just tion from hefbroclaimed intentions. /~ what interest would 

i ~ussia have to do such a thin·g? Leaving aside the condemnation 

of the whole world, which she would incur, and leaving out of 

consideration the possibility of American retaliation in kind, 

Russia may be assumed to be aware of the following fact: If 

Russia were .to drop hydrogen bombs on a few American cities 
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without warning, demolishing the city as well as killing the 

inhabitants, she would thereby not create as much trouble for 

the ~merican Government as if she were to demolish the same 

cities without killing the inhabitants. Just imagine the position 

facing the American Government if a few large cities were demol-

ished, and the Government would have to house and feed millions 

of refugees. Why should the Russian Government oblige the 
tre coping with 

American Government by sparing her ~~~ such a calamity? 

It is conceivable that were the Russian Government to issue 

the kind of proclamation I described, the American Government, 
some~hat American 

because of the~ emotional/attitude towards property, 

would revise ~s.J:SC position on atomic disarmament and prefer to 

reach an agreement with Russia on ridding the world of the bombs. 

Russia may or may not have a similar emotional attitude 

towards property, and miGht or might not also prefer to rid the 

world of the bomb, ~~xoonde<txxbhe<~~~ 

~ All I can say with reasonable assurance is that the choice 

1ies between ridding the world of the bomb and renderin~ the 
The. "~ule of conduct" here __ 'Q:f"~sented 

atomic stalemate stable. xxxxixx~X®rExxEx~~RXXErx~~£xrE~~ 

would render the stalemate stable, . and at the same time, eliminate 
i~ztooxx~~~~x~x~~x~~E~A~p±i~±~xr»!Ex~£x~~~± 

~tomic war ~s a mea~s Qf rGsolying conflicts. 
~~~x~~z~ri~~~~xxx~~~xix~x~~x~xxx~x~x~~~xitx 

fh~x~x~x~fx~~~~~~~~~~x~~~iiE~J~uffers from a serious 

defect -- it is unprecedented; so, of course, is the atomic stale-

mate. And if I were asked to propose a rule of conduct which 

would not suffer from this defect and yet ~~1~~~x~iij~~i~E£ 

i£ix~~~~iiix~~~ ~0~tguld have to reply: "I regret I am 

unable to oblige." 

A proposal that is unprecedented is not easy to accept, and 

a rule of conduct must be politically acceptable if it is to be 

adopted by the Government. But fortunately, measures that may 

not be acceptable to the people today,may become acceptable to them 

tomorrow, when they~~~~XE have had enough time to see the necessity 

of these measures. 

The thought that cities might be demolished is, of course, 
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hard to take. And it will not be easy to explain to the public, 
actually 

and possibly even harder to explain to statesmen, that/no cities 

need to be demolished if the rule of conduct here proposed were 

adopted. The stability of a mechanical system which is subjected 

to certain constraints, is determined by the conceivable motions 
fairly 

which are permitted by these constraints, But if the system is j 

stable, it remains at rest and the conceivable motions do not 

actually take place. This is, of course, something that the 
t:qey 

physicists learn in the freshman course; But will 1 be able to 

explain to statesmen, that in a stable stalemate, cities might 

be conceivably demolished, but no city ~i& be actually 

demolished? 
Let me now, for 
k.xXbtatkx~Rti.i..k~~~lCXX!:itxxi»§CJCXK§t~ the sake of argument at 

least, assume that the atomic stalemate has been rendered stable 

by the adoption ~?j~ppropriate rulex of conduct, and then try to 

visualize the kind of a world we should have. 

Clearly, it shouldn't take long until Russia and America 
even though mav 

would discover, that ~~xx§t they ~~Z*X remain free to maintain an 

air force, an army, and a na.vy, these would not add appreciably 

to their security,w~tethey would add appreciably to their 
then 

military expenditure. Before long, America and Russia could/be 
And 

expected to reduce the se forces.~lltdt~if the second stage of the 

stalemate continues in existence for an appreciable period of 

time, the arms expenditure of these two nations should fall to a 

small fraction of its present level. 

Let us now compare for a moment such a stable form of the 

atomic stalemate with the situation 4~~ would prevail in the 

world if America and Russia had agreed to rid the world of the 

bomb at an early date. 

It is my contention that unless, in addition to doing away 

with the bomb, the world somehow also did away with the knowledge 
then if there 

of how to make the bomb/~x should ~be another war,xx~ock it 

~~would be fought~ after a comparatively short period of con-

ventional warfare. with atomic bombs. 

- 23 -



In the absence of general principles universally acceptable 

to all nations, it is not possible to adjudicate conflicts between 

nations, and it is not even possible to put forth reasoned 

arguments that may appeal uniformly to the sense of justice of 
Suppose we got 

the people of all nations. ~x~~~t r1d of the bomb, what would 

then prevent nations from attempting once more to settle conflicts 

by resorting to arms, except perhaps the memory of the bomb? 

Would the memory of the bomb be strong enough and just how long 

could this memory be kept alive? 

It is true that the great powers, if they act in concert 

with each other, might use someth ing like the machinery of the 

United Nations organization for preventing the smaller powers 

from disturbing the peace. But the United Nations organization 

cannot keep the peace among the great powers. For the time 

at lea.s.t 
being~~xoooooc~~Russia and America could perhaps 

protect their possessions without having to ~~xOOx arms. But 
against Egypt 

F~gland and France just recently resorted to the use of force;fn 

order to protect what they regarded as their vital interests. 

Is it not likely that if the bomb is abolished, armed conflicts 

may continue to occur between nations, that such armed conflicts 

may threaten to change the power of balances adversely, either 

from the point of view of Russia or from the point of view of 

America, and that these two nations might then be drawn into the 

conflict? If this should happen, before long atomic bombs would 

reappear on the scene and at that point JQOc, all hell might break 

loose. 

In this century the United States entered the war twice 

against Germany, not in order to make the world safe for democ-

racy, nor in order to establish the Four Freedoms in the world, 
as some might choose to believe, but mainly 
~~Xxmxfor the ~ purpose of preventing a 

German victory. The United States was forced to enter the war 

for this reason, since a German victory would have produc ed a 

major shift in the power balances, JGlOCbc that ~ woul d have 

threatened America's security. Indeed, had Germany won either 
might 

the First or the Second 1Vorld War, :klleDC she ~have become 

- 24 -



militarily so strong as to be able to vanquish the United States -
another 

if no utomic bombs existed -- in the event of ~~ World War. 

SimilarlY-L __ 
~KX~~~x~~~~x~tx~n!~~x~1~1~3~X~~H~~a~~~~~~ Russia was 

impelled to go to war with Finland just prior to the onset of 

the Second World War in order to improve her strategic position 

in the next war, the war with Germany. 

If Russia and America are able to maintain the atomic stale
need 

mate in a stable form, then neither of them ~±XixExXB to be con-

cerned about their security or fight a preventive war again for 

the sake of their security. China might become a great indus-

trial power; Germany might become economically far stronger than 

England or any othe r nation on the Continent of Europe; Japan 

might become a great industrial nation with an orientation of her 

trade towards China . -- none of this need to concern either 

Russia or America from the point of view of their security. In 
a stable atomic aq increase in 

the setting of ~~x~x~x« stalemate,/the so-called war potential 

of any nation or combination of nations, resulting from their 
aqd per~aps 

industrialization,;accompanied/by-a conspicuous rise of their 

production of steel, coal, or oil, becomes irrelevant from the 

point of view of tl1e security of Russia, Americs. and such other 

nations which in time mi ght acquire a position similar to that 
the 

of Russia and America in the setting of ~xiXOCOCk~xock~ stalemate. 
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B;ri taitl The "·n thn Power Problem, and the Securi t;y of the 
tiix~if~ix~~~~X~R~Btx~x~~~x~NXX!~~x~Xx~Mi~fkfixiftEiX!X 
EUropean Continent 
We have so far not discussed the effect on the stalemate 

of nations other than Russia and America, which may have available 

"cleann hydrogen bombs of high power or may acquire such bombs in 

foreseeable 
the ~xr future. In polite diplomatic language, this problem is 

sometimes referred to as the "Nth" power problem. 

At the moment the only power falling in this category is 

Great Britain. In a recent white paper the British Government 

has indicated that in case of a major war in which Russia is in

volved, England would use hydrogen bombs against Russia -- pre-

sumably dropping them on Russian cities and killing millions of 

civilians, men, women, and children, even if Russia were willing 

to fight the war with conventional weapons. Since there is no 

reason why England should not expect Russia to retaliate in kind, 

the statement of the British white paper is tantamount to a 

threat of "murder and suicide". ~~Jd.OOoxJtbex~ 

'Fhe threat of muz:de.r and suicide might or migh,t ,not be be
Jtxlxmx:XDfx~Jttrex~~x~Jtrex~~x-

~~~~~~~~~~ 
of stabilizing the stalemate. 
~Jf~~x»:x~moc~xxmx~Jtbex~JO.lfxJtbex~ 

~JafrJtbex~~xmxbcJdxlK~X!JfxJt~dx~ 

~~~J[lc~Jheenc~~~~ 

~~~~~~.xi~JdncJd:bex~ 

OOcJSCJOOmmOCK~x.&~Xlltxk~~ 

This does not mean, however, that England would have to de

prive herself of the protection which the possession of "clean" 

hydrogen bombs of high power and solid-fuel-long-range rockets 

might afford her. England mi ght well retain the bomb as an in-

strument of power if she adopts the same rule of behavior concern

ing the hypothetical use of her bombs as Russia and America. 

England might well proclaim a price list and set a reasonable 

price on each of the territories, which she is committed to defend . 

It istrue that the loss of a city of a half-million inhabitants 
to 

would be a far greater loss ~Britain than, say, for Russia, but 
bein~ deprived of 

on the other hand, it is also true that-:x~ the possession of 

some of her colonies would be a far greater loss to Britain than 



would be the gain that the acquisition of such a colony would 

represent for Russia -- and I am adopting here for the sake of 

argument, the manifestly absurd premise that some of the British 

may be serio~sly 
colonies ~ coveted' by Russia• 

Perhaps Britain, by threatening "murder and suicide" in the 

recent white paper, has rendered a service to the world; for by 

doing so, she drew attention to a danger that still lies in the 

future, but nevertheless may require watchfulness and early 

action on the part of the great powers. Britain did not threaten 

murder and suicide for the purpose of acquiring new possessions. 

She has used this threat only for the sake of preserving what 

she now possesses. But why shouldn't in the future some small 

nation, under a government more irresponsible than that of 

Britain and perhaps ruled by a dictator -- about whose mental 

sanity the world may have legitimate doubts -- use the threat of 

murder and suicide for the purpose of acquiring a coveted pos-

session of some other nation? 
the plroba.btl i ty 

I have discussed above that in some regions of the world 

the status quo may be preserved by maintaining an inter-govern-

mental armed force equipped with conventional weapons. The 

nations located in such areas do not need atomic or hydrogen 

bombs for their security, and the great powers have means to 

bring, in such circumstances, pressures on such nations to re

nounce the possession of such bombs.fl'But v1hat about the nations 

of Europe, such as France or Germany? If any of these need 

xX~m!X~R hydrogen bombs for their security, or if they have 

some other strong incentive for having such bombs available to 
in the loqg run 

them, it will be very difficult, and perhaps impossible,tto pre-

vent them from acquiring such bombs. 

Prior to the onset of the atomic stalemate, both Rusma and 

America had a vital and opposite interest in the distribution of 

military power on the Continent of Europ e . This made it impos

sible to bring about in the post-war period, any changes in 

Europe with the consent and approval of both America and Russia. 

At the same time, the nations in Europe did not lack security, 



for the map of Europe was frozen just because Russia and America 

had vital.,and opposite.,interests. 

In the atomic stalemate, and particularly as the second stage 

of the stalemate approaches, America and Russia are going to be 

increasingly indifferent to any of the changes that mi ght take 

place on the Continent of Europe. In this stage of the stalemate, 

there is no important reason why the United States should wim to 

maintain any military bases on forei gn soil, and a military 

alliance with the nations of Western Europe would no longer add 

much to the security of the United States. The United States may 

continue to maintain an alliance with the nations of Western 

Europe, but she would increasing ly regard these allies as expend-

able •; 

(Similarly, Russia may become increasingly indifferent to what 

happens in Europe. 

At this point, it may become possible to bring about changes 

in Europe with the consent and approval of both Russia and 

America, as well as the nations directly involved. What might 

these changes be? 
moving 

One of the hopeful si gns in Europe at the present is the~ 

of Western Europe towards a customs union. The present movement 

toward an economically united Western Europe would be probably 

severely disturbed if a united, disarmed, neutral Germany were 

created where France rE'mained armed and an ally of the United 

States. The French military needs are clo sely tied to her Africa~ 

possessions ~ and it is conceivable~hat if the Algerian War is 

brought to an end, most of the continent of Europe might become 
may be 

an area in which arms ~ maintained at a low level. If it were 

possible to accomplish this, Europe could reach an unprecedented 

level of prosperity very fast. 

If a nation can divert 10 ,~ of its national income from military 

expenditure to the tRi~ijilAnef its production capacity, this shift 
result in product (and if 

alone will X»K~X~~ a 3% increase in the annual nationalj~~~x~xt~x 
remains 

the population x~w~ stationery to a 3% increase in the standard 

of living~ 
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Russia. would greatly profit tnrough a flourishing Ea.st-v:est 

trade from such an improvement in the economy of Europe, and it 

is conceivable that Russia. and America, acting in concert with 

each other, would want to facilitate such a development in the 

foreseeable future. 

But one must not disregard the political problems with whicll 

Europe may be faced in the not-too-distant future. Right now, the 

nations of Europe are all tired of war and at this time,people 

in Western Germany are more interested in increasing their pros-

perity than in the problem of unifying Germany. But human memory 

is short, and the time might come when unifying Germany may become 

the one over-riding political issue on which all Germans may unite. 

Furthermore, once Germany is unifie d , the problem of recovery of 
similarly the 

territories lost to Poland mi ght ;become oc~~ over-riding 

issue. Therefore, lf it becomes possibl e to change the map of 

Europe with the consent and app rova l of Russia, as well as 

America, it would be very desirable to create, right from the 

start, a situation which is politically stable. Only in that 

case will it be possible to freeze the status quo without having 
force or the 

to lean on~ threat of force. 

Perhaps it mi ght be possible to provide Poland with an a.de-

quate compensation to induce her to agree to the return of former 

German territories possibly according to some gradual but fixed 

schedule. If this could be done, then one of the valid reasons 

for maintaining Germany divided would disappear. 

There would still remain a major difficulty. Russia can 

agree to the unification of Germany, only when she is ready to 

abandon her political friends in Eastern Germany, who could not 

be expected to retain political office,if Germany were reunited. 

True enough, the political party at present in power in \'!estern 

Germany would presumably not remain in office either, if Germany 

were united. But whether Russia would, or should, regard the 

replacement of Adenauer 1 s party by the German Social Democratic 
major 

Party as afchange for the better, is by no means clear. 

Should a political settlement be obtainable on the Continent 
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of Europe that is satisfactory to all nations in that area, then 

the security of the nations which make up the Continent of Europe 

may perhaps not present a major problem. But if no fully satis-

factory settlement can be achieved, then inter-European security 
a 

might well represent/serious problem. 
this 

There are two different approaches to the solution of ~ 

problem.~~~~x Both of these approaches 

are based on the premise that in the second stage of the stale

mate, neither Russia nor American can be expected to take~/J6tion 
for the ~ake _o_f: _ _p_r..._event irm 

at an appreciable cost to themselves, ~.IDOc~ cnange-s 

in Europe, ~~~~Jt~ come about, through one 

nation in Europe taking armed action against another nation in 

Europe. 
the 

One of/two possible approaches to 
of th~ Continent of Europe 

the map/would consist in p~oviding the 

at least some of the nations of Europe 

the problem of freezing 

nations 0~ Europe -- or 

with a limited number 

of "clean" hydrogen bombs of high power. The map of Europe could 

then be stabilized through exactly the same kind of mechanism 

through which Russia and America may protect in the second stage 

of the stalemate -- those areas of the world in which they have a 

vital interest. 

Because in the second stage of the stalemate America and 

Russia may have only a very limited interest in the distribution 

of power in Europe, neither of them can be very well expected to 

protect any nation in Europe against any other nation in Europe 

that has "clean" hydrogen bombs of high power available and solid-

fuel-long-range rockets which can hit either America or Russia. 

It might very well be, of course, that the nations of Europe 

would prefer another approach to the problem of inter-European 

security and that they would want no hydrogen bombs available to 

any of the nations on the Continent of Europe. In this case, 
and Russia, each other would 

America,/acting in concert with oc~xxxoc~xoctN en~er into a commit-

ment tc protect the nations on the Continent of Europe against 

each other. Clearly, no nation on the Continent of Europe ~xXkis 
going to accept the loss of 
NKXKxxxkN~xx~xx~xe an appreciable fraction of her cities for the 
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sake of achieving any territorial ambitions that 
effectively 

Russia, as well as America, could/threaten to do 

she may have. 
provided 

just that M/ 
tnat 
jthe offending nation is in no position to exact from America and 

Russia the same price. 

If this approach to the problem of inter-European security 

were preferred by the nations of Europe, then Europe would become 

part of the security system based on a Pax Russo-Americana. 
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HALTING THE ARMS RACE; AT WHAT POINT AND HOW? 

If the arms race is permitted to continue unchecked, both 

America and Russia may strive to develop means adequate for 

destroying long-range-rockets in flight. An elaborate defense 

system based on rockets carrying atomic or hydrogen warheads, 
rockets. 

might well provide an effective defense against long-rang~-_ .... -----·__..,.. 

··· ~ijxm~x~«xxt:.txJK:;~~xE.fN~«£C~1l~xiiq:xJtaxxxx;xxx 
...__ ----~-----~~iiXXXXXNJKXX~XXXm~ • • :;xt~XNKXXX~XX~XXXX«~X~Wg~KXKN~ 

,_.--- .---- ·~ 

~~~ifi~~~~xiN~*xxki*~~~~x~xxi~~~x _,... ....__ 

If nothing is done to keep America and Russia from enterin3 

this third phase of the arms race, then eneither will be able to 

limit the number of hydrogen or atomic bombs that they may stock-

pile to any reasonable level, which could still be regarded as 

safe from the point of view of the world as a whole. Moreover, 

if either Russia or America should achieve a technical break-

through and be the first to develop an effective defense against 

incoming long-range-rockets, then whichever of them accomplishes 

this goal first, would be in a position to exact any price from 

the other nation, by demolishing as many cities as it wishes 

without having to pay a similar price herself. Clearly, if this 

happens, the atomic stalemate will become inherently unstable, 

and just about anything might happen. 

It would be imperat:tve, therefore, for America, Russia, as 

well as the rest of the world, to halt the arms race before any 

nation gets deep into this phase of the arms race. 
As soon as practicable, 
I America and Russia ought to try to conclude an agreement with 

each other, ocxx~~xoc~X««kiK~~x~~ that may provide for an arms 

race limltation that is needed; and it should JKff~~iNelx~ suppress 

the development of a system capable of effectively destroying long

range-rockets in flight. 

If America and Russia were to conclude an agreement to this 

end, what kind of an inspection system would give them adequate 

assurance that there are no major secret violations of the limi

tations provided for by the agreement? 

I believe that the right approach to this problem may be 
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only 
found if we/remember that an agreement of this sort is not en-

forceable and that, therefore, it will remain in force only as 

long as America and Russia wish to keep it in force. It mi ght, 

therefore, be best if the agreement were to provide that both 

America and Russia have the legal right openly to abrogate the 

agreement at any time if they,rightly or wrongl~ suspect that 

major secret violations have remained undetected. 

If one approaches the problem in this manner, then it may 

be seen that the pertinent question is not what kind of an 

inspection system the agreement should specify, but ~~ 

JpX~Ol<me:xrtxx:proEOO:ibd:XJX:Ddbsx rather t hi s : "By what me an s could Ame ri c a 

and Russia convince each other that there are no major secret 

violations of the agreement occurring?" (For clearly unless they 

both may accomplish this, one or the other of them will be 

forced to abrogate the agreement and neither of them would want 

this to happen). 

If the question is posed in these terms, then one might 

perhaps arrive at the answer along the following lines: 

Research and development work on a major scale, aimed at an 

effective defense against long-range-rockets, could not success-

fully be carried out either in America or in Russia without the 

enthusiastic cooperation of many thousands of scientists and 

engineers. Should any agency of either the Russian or American 

Government keep on with such research and development work in 

violation of the agreement, thousands of engineers and scientists 

would know about this violation. 

Both the American and Russian Governments might obtain 

reasonable assurance that violations occurring would be detected, 

if it were possible to develop between individual Russian scien-

tists and individual American scientists a relationship of mutual 

trust. This would have to come about by a deliberate effort on 

the part of their Governments, and might involve the creation of 
research 

suitable inter-governmental/institutions that would have to 

operate on a rather large scale. 

The word "trust" denotes relationship between human beings. 
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Governments are not human beings; they cannot be expected to trust 

each other, and they rarely do. But scientists are human beings, 

and moreover they are drawn to each other by their passionate 

interest in their work. In the post-war years, as long as 

America's interests and Russia's interests were in conflict with 

each other, the relationship between American and Russian scien-

tists was of necessity troubled also because both the Russian and 

American scientists found themselves in a conflict of loyalties. 

But as we now move into the second stage of the atomic stalemate, 

America's and Russia's interests begin more and more to coincide, 

and scientists, Russians as well as Americans, will be quick to 

perceive that in this stalemate the over-riding interest of 

America and Russia is to make the stalemate stable. 

Let us try to visualize the President of the United States 

addressing the American people a.nd speaking as follows: "America 

and Russia have just concluded an agreement for the purpose of 

stabilizing the atomic stalemate. To t his end it is necessary for 

both America and Russia to refrain from developing a system that 

may provide for an effective defense against long-range-rockets 

in flight. 

America hopes that Russia may be able to convince her, that 

no such work is being carried out any longer in Russia,and 

America has reserved the right le:sally to abrogate the agreement, 

unless Russia succeeds in convincing her of the absence of such 

secret violations. Until such time as America may openly abrogr...::o. 

the agreement, America is pledged to tolerate no ~K~X«X violations 

of the agreement occurring in America. 

It is my duty to see to it that America may honor this pledge. 

I am, therefore, appealing to any American scientist and engineer, 
to report such violations if they 
~xmxgkx discover that some ill-advised official of the American 

Government is bent on evading the provisions of the agreement, x~ 

~~xkxX«ockxxxNkOCKXOCNKX Such violations may be reported to an 

inter-governmental control commission set up for the purpose, or 
may 

preferably, directly to the Russian Government which, in turnlocxx:X. 

inform the inter-governmental commission. America and Russia have 

jointly set up a fund out of v1hich high rewards may be paid for 
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information leadine to the discovery of a violation of the agree-

ment. These rewards, because t h ey are paid by an inter-governmen

tal agency, would be free from U. s. income tax." 

I have added the last lines for the benefit of those, who 

believe in the irresistible power of monetary inducements. I, 

myself, believe that in this case monetary inducements could do 

no harm, but that they would not be necessary. 

The agencies of the American Government have trouble enough 

as it is to recruit the ablest amon3 scientists and engineers for 

the research and the development work which is needed at present. 

What success would any of them have in trnoc recruiting the engineers 

and scientists they ~KX~ need if the recruitment is for a purpose 

which has been expressly disavowe d by the President? And how would 

such an aeency keep its illicit activiti es secret? 

After the First Worl d War, the Tre aty of Versailles/rovided 

for the disarmament of Germany. Th i s Treaty was imposed upon 

Germany, and Ql~ did not consider it in her interests to adhere 

hid to its provisions. So, while Germany sicned the Treaty of Versail-

les, she never revoked the ~x Esp ionnage Law of Imperial Germany, 

which thus remained on the statute books. German citizens who in-

f ormed the inter-allied control commission of secret violations 

of the disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Versailles, could be 

sentenced to prison terms under the German Espionnage Act, and they 

were in fact so sentenced. 

A nation which indulges in this kind of inconsistency, indi-

cates thereby that it has no intention of observing the agreement; 

providing for arms limitations. Should either Russia or America, 

having concluded an agreement, indulge in this type of lnconsistency 

this would undoubtedly :koc lead to a prompt abrogation of the agree-

ment. 
But barring such a possibility, can anyone seriously believe 

that American scientists would keep violations of the agreement, of 

which they learn, a secret? Once the world moves into the second 

stage of the stalemate, and it becomes clear what benefit the world 

might derive from a Pax Russo-Americana, American scientists, 

engineers, as well as the American public in general, would realize 

that maintaining the stalemate stable is just as imperative for 

America as it is for Russia. Who could seriously believe that in 
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these circumstances American scientists would break faith with 

their Russian colleagues, would fail to do what the President 

has asked them to do, and endanger the safety of the world by 

remaining silent when they our,ht to speak up? 

Naturally, I can speak with much less assurance about the 

~attitudes of Russian scientists and engineers. I am con-

vinced, though, that the e reat success which Rus~a had in de-

veloping atomic bombs, hydrog en bombs, and inter-continental 

ballistic missiles was due to the enthusiastic work of Russian 

engineers and scientists, who were convinced of the ri chteousness 

of Russia's cause. And I can 1 t quite see any high official of 

the Russian Government appealing , in secret, to Russian scientists 

and engineers and asking them to do something, that the Russian 

Government had openly declared she would not do-particularly 

if the Russian Government has the right openly to abrogate the 

agreement. 

However, there is no reason why I should speak here of what 

Russian scientists and engineers may or may not do. They can 

th 
Vlill 

very well speak for themselves, and I believe ey ~ speak for 

themselves, if the time should come for them to do so. 

-:HH:· THE END -:HH<-
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I 

The Strategic Stalemate -- Where it Stands at Present, 

and What Form it May Take in the Foreseeable Future 
f_A Ctl.' ~T~ 

~aave /~t pre s en t a s-e-Pt of stalemate between ..-the stra-tegic 
\ 

~~c tr~king forces of Russia a~d America, ~&aentiall based 
,. < Ci; , \ ,. r ~ 

on ~ic&Js and Russiat~ ability, to destroy each other to any 

desired degree. Both ~~aia and Americ have §pP~~ learned 

by noW'J how to make powerful 11 dirty" hydrogen bombs ::. omb of the 
• I t_ _f, ' ~,{_ ......_/W4 t '-, •u ( 
fission-fusion-fission type ~ ~ frbombs aould be trans orted 

~da1J by 'et bombers to almost any point of the earth. 

Air Force operates from bases inside 

erica and ~isu- rro bases maintained by-AmePic on foreign 

~11 these bases are vulnerabl~ a could b k~?5~7 d ~o~t 
; JO I C I~ ""-'("'. ,. 1 ~v.J'1, 

~sudden attack. Re r thi' Pee.eo )Am~rica has been 

forced to adopt as her defense p61icy the principle of "instant 

counterblow". If warning is 

crossed what America regards 

~ 

received~that foreign planes have 
7 

I ' 

as her air defense perimeter, 

km~Pi ee:n •] et ' bombers carrying hydrogen bombs ,e-f---a, 1 11 di rty" ---&f'. 

"-e-1-e.a.nljVari~-tyt are suppo-se~ t ake off. They a~e not supposed 
.._J •• 

to continue their fli ght ~ R~s s i~~ritn~ unless subsequent 

information app.e.a.r-s t confirm~ attack against American 
I 

bases,or ~e~icarl cities, b'~%m~~~~. 
~ ! 

Such a stalemate would ~-t+- be tegarded asf-inherently 

Astable,if it were possible for either of the M two nations to 
l z ~ () 

cripple i-rf- 1m'e- s-ingl~ sudden attack, the ability of the other 
..,.. I ~ 

h at.ion\ to strike back.This is not the c ase ~f but \-the-re\ 
1
1 

9 •· • 1 1 tVtri r t" 1-1 f 
rre~his kind of instability ~ain~d in the present 

fo r m of the s talemate. 

Maintain~ng ~~~o~J-of stalemate is rarJ exceedingly 
f'-r 

costly ~e-rati-op anci a drain on the economic Pesources r both YAM 

and Amer-iea Lwe--m-tgp.t .foon ~ ~~in~" thr~ugii ~ transition lHusaia 

period 
I . ' f· ) ,f vV ' r ' ( -:.il "' I 

in which Amer ica ~~h; be~~ to keep abetlt one-third 

of its bombers loade d with hydrogen bombs in the air, · whl
1

ch, ~i HtCt 
) I I ) 1-\.- I' • 

f urther ~eatlj increase the cost Rvelveq . There ~igh~ be a 

further transition period in which 
) 

~ I I 
Americ a ~ul~ partially rel y on 

submarines capable of firing intermediate range rockets ~~pen/ J ~ · r ~- 1 
I ( r 

with hydrogen ~s. Also,for a while Americay.mi~hr4~~ally 
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~~on low-flying 1pilotl~ ss bombers,~~~oul7d-bt launched 
- 1 . ~ 1 Lr .· ) ., .• "' ~J v 

from dispersed bases~1n~ ~tftdfbe effe ctive 

or a:-p-er1-od of years until Russia develops appro-

priate counter measures. 

Because I propose to discuss ferefma inl~policies \w-};U.e.h 

wourd b desirable from the long -term pDint of view, I 

disregard in my discussio~ these transi

tional phases Ff-~he raptdly changing stalema~e { and focus ~ 
II II 

shall 

attention on what might be called the second stage of the stale
~ ( 

mate, towards which ~oth-Russia · and Amer~~ are moving 

solid-fuelflong-range-In this ~nd-\ stage F the.. stalemat ' , 
) 

rockets will be available in larg e numbers to . ~oth ~ ('l ~ 0 

I /1 <; .r h \ -~ 
Ame.,ric~. Both ~..ssia- and Ame-ric ~ will (have ~ilableA "clean" 1 · w ,-

hydrogen bombs, 1 f high -p-ower, t :ype tha t e-an be rfRj r!!acecj 

- ~l1 . ~) 
tities,r~ compact as well a~ light enoug~ 

to be carried by long-range rockets. 

At this tecon~ stage 
( 1 t 

Amerrca fO havt bases 

1 
rf th a-t.alemat1 there will be no need 

{'I'< ,Z 

on fo:pe i ['; n soil ~ -T~ s-t.a-ge~ - ·:.t 
/ J 

is characteri-zed/by ~ &±.4:-d ~e-lflong-
M "'-M Rt, J. .. ,..., ~ 

range-rockets~ coul d be launched from bases.~ 
. ~ - ~ ..:1 _ / . f< ~ tf. l , ' I I 

America _and ins ide of Russia -4 bases wf:rl-cl:.~ can be made in-
In this st.age)~/r~~v-JC 

vu.lnerable to ~n aerial a.ttackiPTneitherJ~neeqe to rear 

~ a sudden attack on her bases mi ght appreciably d i minish her 
) ,/ I ,7'~ 

ability to strike a counter-blow. 'Jllie.pefor·~-,.--,~.k& s.~ o1'~~ 

stalemate will ~ be inherentl y unstable ; and ~rnrld ~~ a ~L 
I--~ { Clt ;::f ~ 

o a h accident, or Sbme mistake in judemen~ an unfortunate 
f-eP ei-t·her f.¢ counter-

incident, there would be no nee dj~a~h "instant'/ blov~ .. 
,. ',r· I I 
~ technolog1?cal irratabillty~c ~ ~n rlned 
/ 1'_/'/ . / 

~~~oMrv...;.o..-~...r.t.n4 ; fir s t -stage or' the s t a l-emate, may thus ""' 
/ / / 

the -second stag e .;V>£. t~l:emate .--

~~ ......nJ . 0 
When -&fie second stage pf the stalema-te. "' j approachi.Rg , ~ 

should be able 
America and Russiaj r-to ligree to limit the number of powerful 

r ..s-hould be -afB:e.:::t .cJ 
hydrogen bombs in their stocl{piles and e-y a.J:',s-of-agreyto~elimi-

c.. (> ,.., r <' r ~ d 
nate ~ tb eiP s-t'ockpil~ ·: .1-t e "dirty" ~ bombs, t-M 

~ 
f~~..o:=.f..us io - -is~ion G@ffibs. ~e. o.f 1 clean•~ hydrogen 
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r /':( ,'/! 
-~----- It 

however, 
b.Qw.b.s -they ~n wish to retain mightjbe falrly large -- ~&t 

how large may depend on factors other than purely military. 
,...--

I a~ng ~' I have tacitly assumed and I had r~; 

b....,e_t_t_e-~ this assum;;ion explicit./fhat n,either America~ ~ 
Russia 

A 
I 

~eeaafull~ developing an effec-
' ' ' ~ 

e-~~~~~cn=rn:x.~~~~ Further below~I shall discuss / 

tn-det&il why it would be important ~f ttm~-ca: and Russia to/ /' .. 

t~ 
~e to refrain fro:n< entering t-114-s third phase· of the arms 

wb..4h-~~ld be 
race(allnea at the development of sucn a defense. 
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Present 
Is the Basic Premise of the /fmre ican Militar~ k:olicy Valid? 

I propose· to discuss now, whether or not the premise~ upon 

which the present American military policy is based~ be ~~-; ) 

valid in the second stage of the ~tomic stalemate, 1 r :wben 

p.owe.r..t:.tl ~cl~nt hydrogen bombs and solid-fuel-long-range rockets 
' 

rtlB.F be available 
1
in adequate quantities, both to Russia and 

I shall espeetive of whether eT 
1 · , ., AJ rt.vl t ./ 

valid today, ~t oul&-~ 

tfte. st~ma-te. 

Wlaa.t :s .fl& p-re-sent American mi1.i tary ol 

~~remise upon w ich it ~s based? 
/f, :t. 

f j the world, an.d 

~America and Russia r ilitari1y on opposite sides,~ 
,.,,< ·'· t:1 • -t1{ ·/- also 

America proposes to use a omic bombs in ~bmb~ :Ameri.ca.. m.ayfu-s-e--1 
berhaDs \ 

bombs -- ~ to ofjscveral hundred miles behind the 
fa 

pre-war boundary,for the purp se of disrup}~communications 
. I 

and destroy~ supply and air b ses. ,Most of those who advocate 

this f1litar~ policy believe~that even though\~P&--~++~~~ 
strategic staLem~te i~-which both A~erica and -Russia wil~ fiave 

l ,, f , . TC9 ,t, ,·., 
large stockpiles of "clean" hydrogen bombs f these- -s·teekp-HeJ 

I 

will 1 omeho~ neutralize each other, 
' 

- t '-' .J: 

be ause nei~e ~& could 

~ssihlt:-se .fljl-drogen bombs J.oi' high powe 

of the ~het without provoking an all-out 

~~:A./1 ,, ,(~ 
against the territory 

tomic war) that neither 
l 

G.f. them want~ 
I 
of the WJtr 1and 

Jill 

Therefore, so the ~~~y ex~rts a~gue,the course 

i~s otitco~ will remain unaffe~ed by the existence 

ofY th.Erl:!e bombs. 

I !J..hall try- to- sho l-ater why ' this premise is I 
"-"-' W(! '~ 

invalid, but ~or tae- memen, I-prupn~~ to ilet it stand for the 

sake of argument. I shall a o a ccept, f.gain me-rr~ for the sake 
~ ~'I of argument,7that a local war h ~s fought with atomic bombs, 

(' {) " , /' ' / -1, l / 

may remain localized. ()n_fhe ba. ~ --these premises, 1:c 
the 

may now raise / q1 est ion: ' Hmv will a local~cU atomic war ever 

end if Russia and America fight on opposite sides? 
) 

We saw ~n tfia ~&sa e-~ the Korean War ,in which no atomic 

bombs were useJ how difficult it was to end) t.ne. ..w.a-r>, long after 
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(' 

I • 

it became clear that tb~wa~ will end with the estoration of 

the status quo(except, ) of couP e( for fn~ extensive destruction 
• ~ I 

~e-h-fla..a--Se-en--wr-d1:rgiTt;\m th-Qt:;~ ~:>rth and S:mth Korea). If atomic 

~· 
bombs 'S.re used on both sides, the war might still end with t-he tf.~L!r"' '0o 

1 

r~~o~on-of the status quo, but only in the~nlikely-case 

that ot~ Rusma an~ America are equally well supplied with 
~· v ... J 

atomic bombs. Otherwise, ~i ther An1er-i-ca P Bus st:.--ar-~may have to 
t:hfr* ..J .J. r -

yield ultimately and the area will/be conquered by one ~aem, 
t 

'Wit probably not until f t ho.s been deva:stated to- the-pertnt l 

.JALhs.;p~ only a few scattered buildings remain standing and only a· 
a!~/( 

small fraction of the population ~Tviv±ng, ~~ -nly after 

the area is devastated could America or Russia withdraw from the 
) 

fight without conceding ~rir to t-he othM"}- sr 
1
a.t lea st

1 
wit~ 

a 
~victory that .is_worth_having, 

, •) L ,. 

The architects of the_px.e.Bent Amorlioan-Mllita.t>y Policy, 

Vlh1ch- c.entara_on \Azne.cica-rtl preparedness for fighting a localized 

r ~ d.. I 'r f. 
~mJ-e-wa , were n<?t primarily concerned with the ~s.rblT ty , 

, II" _, "'-i 1'(1 

that America ~pe~ might be invaded by a Russian Arm~' JI!he>y 

w.ere primarily concerned about} Amer:tca' s ability to 1 i ve up to 
a-t ,1'1... ' tv f ,--&( 

her~mor:.al1 eP.=iog~ commi tm~nts to protect certain ~mote areas ~ 
I ' I I - IS . I ~-· I t{ 

against lmilitar~ invasion, Juat how likely is . it that, 1.n the '· ) Lv(.., •• 

~d-&t.e 
pP~iling ~ircumsta~es,Ameri~ may be calred upon;to ~1v~ up 

I T 
t;.p ~ such commitment~~t seem.s- to , me. tha~iven enough time, 

~he peoples ~ve-rywhere in the r1orld t~ understand what ~-tt( lJr 

would be in store for them if they were "protected" irp..-:the K '1 1~,..,("~ 
r/r, L•,r ~ , '- :!JG ' ., ~ r:;f 

l'Q@Ile.P-de-s-o-ri--be a-b~ve-, fpeep 1 e e v erywne re · mU(i~W-iiDa.u~ii~~~...._~ 

C Cvt( f I 'I' 

invCJ.lli 

who live 
I t •J 

( for other reasons, it is -imp&Pa.t.-ive to examine the validity of 

prM,ent L / 
the premise upon which :thG/~merican Mllitary Policy is based. 

I shall leave out of consideration, as axtremely unlikely, 

vra ton 
a ~~va~leVtnvasion of America ~~ by Russian troops, and 

11 . rf~,..e,.J~ ~ - ~ ~. -
~~ \ ' I~ • >~ ( 'r, 4 C('! 

~ lc~ ' 
f. 

f, n 1 
I 



I, J ~~ 

(.:.....• ~--::-...:...;.."'· 

~~, only discuss what may happen if war breaks out in an area 

in which both America and Russia have so-called "vital interests" 

to protect. 
In the ~tomic stalemate, 

;~ any commitment that Russia or America may assume for protect-

irtg such areas will turn out -- when the chips are down -- to be, 

of necessity, a limited commitment. America may be willing to 

pay a . cer~~in price t? keep~sian ~sup~orted invasion out o~ '~ 4 

I > 
such an area, ~ Russia may be willing to pay a certain pri~e to 

keep an American supported invasion out' of 11i'. Clearly, r o th_e 

~mite~ extent to which America may be willing to pay a price, 

a~so l 
she may;exact a pri;e from Russia Jand vice versa, ~nd this r1cr 
may have a deterr~nt effect. 

Keeping thi~ concept of ~~r-oca.·~ - l.im-ited--!H'-1-c.e .~ 
I 1 t /. , 

~n mind,_, w'e _may'fno1 ask )t-he following pertin~nt que~tioo: VJhat 

I: · atomif 
may tuall~ happen ti.IL:t-be s.ec.ond stag_e- of- the,lsta _em~,_ if 

there is an armed conflict in an area in •hich both Amer~d 

Russia have a vital interest) 
I 

opposite sides? / 

' . 

caus.inf! · them to intervene on 

however, w.by Russia must necesss.rily accept to battle on 

terms. Why should Russia not instes.d -- at least in some J.r,.,..,..,. _ _.., 

f~reseeable contingencies -- follow an ent~rely different 1aek? 

v~ Let us assume-- to take a concrete example-- that ,Turkey 
j 'A:.. ,, ( I ---- ,-

«~ ~ f~trre-grrovrtng-poweP--o:f the-Arab --rrt~s an ~t -
~rkish troops invad~ Syria. Under Paragraph ~1-rrf th Bn~n 

- - - a];! ow.:s .,. - _.1 

Nations eha:-rter, whic-h · : ,. for . collective de-fe-ns-e in cnrse 

-"'•"-"""r.med attack against a member of the UN, Russia..w-ould be /~~"--c .. 

'Lf!"!~ri rights to take armed action agai-nst-- Turlre:y .. ~ 
r" -. - ~ 

~e w~h e "' atte ~ the-..p~t-war)yea:v~, t f. 
e r ha s "l--0.. ic A..r.s ',./, /u. J.,/ // /I (I! \1.,( f 

ah'l;r"ttri-~'E/~o 1Jt. 1 an army of volunteers ) bwade I t·~{ cf 
1 

~ $~ •, r, ~~ , If the Turki~h it:~ (t 
,'\-; ,, ~ I t.'f£rr 

armies are in danger of being defeated, America m-i-ght r.-ldJ s"Pee~d- ,, 

he letter of.. tbe_~nterven~ ift 9Pil&r to save her all:JI- ;? 

from ~ militarily defeat~ --
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(J / 
~laa to.. 

t me 'l<lenj fttrtAer a~e-'bhat Ame-rica wodd either/supply / ...... 
-4,t• r / A ~ 

he Turkish Army with atomic weapons or ~ ~erican troops 
tn:nz~m 1+ o I the 1 ' , 

actually :-and - i-n-'Pttrlf-e· a.najNg'llt ;Russian volunteers with 

atomic weapons ~c..an lJJl,e ri ar.i-~y, · a..t..olJli.c__w.e.apons, 
~ td d-' f'(.,.c.;.. -~'"-!!...,..._~ 

~be-used not - only in comba.t-
1
on the Turkish side of the f 

c/ ) Lvc (( n J ( f-_; 
~- ar boundary *=bnt~,JJ o beyond hl<re p-re-war boundary ,A in a zone 

% perhaps a few hundred miles d*t;k ~thtn Russia- pP.Qp.eJl :fk1r- (7\J 
I I Vl' disrupt~on- of\ communications and ~- ~he dest-P-'I:lG-t /iop , ~ _ 

f. C r 1£)~ ~ Wt(r ~ )/t, ,''· 
supply and air ba~es. (/ 1 ( {. • r~ ~ ' 

~- ~" .~ , L J v -..-. -...,.L ~ -~ f:;)C a~ . 
With such a turn o.f rthfF:<War..,.-1 trn:pendiN.g, 4-t--m.ight ~ J-' · ) 

f(t ~ Y· ,.4 ..,_ J. fg 'J.' 
L!- rtf, 1og.ical i'or Ru~ t-_n_jAend a note ~ Ame~i.ca fodsr.i:&o~~er ~hat , "}-C , 

f 

j( ~~~~~ , r, ~ '~ 
-t'< ~ f\ . 1 ~ s/O' .. ;;~- --. /._ · /' ;~ · 

<~,«£~<> 7 i , • , f. - atomic "we";pons,, \o';' ,~ ;r: , ')_ 
I' <C r ~I supply such weapons to Turke~ Russia would demolish :' ' 

i I ~ -.e4 ffs '/ · 
~ f te I.American cit -S---1:4.-sted- in -the na..t'l=l; These--cttres migMt 
1\...tn, """ r T P , r 

1 \....~ ! e£ ~ "Jsiz_e g~~ one-half million ~o ' one million inhabi- _;;:'_ 
~~ tt rt"~ Fl :t" Yl14" ,~ ''1.-iJC... . - - -AI 
lf"

1 
t.. ~' 1tants , Russia fight sure the Unit-ed States that ·upon { "J uc~,-

( 1 ~ vV(. L. ~I 
4 d~ing whl---~f the ten cit1es sha i-s going to demoll she 

l'frl ~ "-td I 1 CD.fO . 

~ give the selected city four weeks' narning in order to 

permit ~n/ orderly evacuation ?f the cipyll 9.nd ~e/ enable the 

American Government to provide for the housing and feeding of · 1 tt 
1-"c r ~ ' : >.( J ., .( ( .-( ~-<.1' ,, t' ' J r 0 y I I " ' c~~ 

the refugees. Ra-ssia might further make it clear~~~~) )~ 
1

., r-

that she would be willing to tolerate America's demolishing one 

of he~Jc?ities . \ ~cit~ of equal size r-t~e-r--i-e-9.--ma..y-selec-~; 

but woul!}~ct four weel{s' r:arning. (~o-t ~ w~h ) ~ ,, ct. ""'~.(r kJ 
e... ' r (.. 11 

1.,_ 'k.. ('V' s 1 M ..,f.,. .... ( ~~ t ' f.., ·"' (_,{~ ~ l>V11J.__lC..d eo.., ·{ ( (t wt. I t 

~ • ( f I I'-"' rlf'l't Mth.,fO\. 'f ..,. l.v"\"1-~ llhS'i sd q. t~J•I (' t. "-. , N_. CJ t"- ee,....,r 
"c~" ~ ... j , , r 'tfu/t;.. r J pt.. u t ~ . ,. 'r>t_~__.) "" • <} ... , 1 {l 1 T '~rt~ (', 

" To this rt~e.cPetaPy ol: Sta.t.~g&-&, of course, reply with f, t '/ . 
<,: ott c m ·. L ~ Cr r.·..:;..!_/ 

· ·' v:. \~ tL r-t-e threat~ni~ that America would demolish) ~ cities in 

~ 'i'!~/l Russia for aach city Jrhich Russ i.a -might demolisli ln America_, 
'(t'~ 1';""1-/ ~1 ~ # ' L. t~e!rlT- / ~ ~ c "1/!(.- ~G "-'\ R,:;_ssia m:igh, .~answer rueh-a =-lfy spe-ak as 
« (I ~ c-(.(_ I ) 

1\.t. .ctr..fNJ follows: "The Russian Government has adopted the principle of 

tiL~~ ,., I tolerating the destruction of one of her cities for one American 
I 
~ ~1 (;. 

r.. 
~,.-. 

city Which she may demolist· She is determined to adhere 
\ ' I /) , ' 

to this principle of one for one. Therefore, if America should 

~ 1·'· demolish two Russian cities in exchange for the first American 
~ l't~t'~ - ~ 

·~ ~ city mol::l.ahe .. d, Russia wi1i7cfemolish one additional 
.u~~ Y city. 
'y;~~;} American/ If Ame~ica should retaliate -- as she 
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~ J I f 

threatens to -- by demolishing ~~1er cities in Russia, 
would ) " • 

Russia / ~ demolish one American city for each o; b-e~ }t,' ~1'"' 

I \IL \ .t..¥w Russiaf1 · s, etc., etc." 

~ ,would be quite' obvious 

· fh~ if America adheres to the p.rincipl:e of two 0 { )'to.. I' 

V I 
I -

for one, while Russia sticks to fhe ~inciple o:Lt one for one,. ( 

J 
.I I 
1 

+n t11ne all ~e-Pic an cities Ru&ei..a i.:t.ie s would be 

demolished. Because the Russian government has no reason to 

assume that the American government has gone insane, · 

it VJe-Pe ineane ,Q.e American Jleople wouT'Cl t'oH~:r~te ~eh -a gove-rn- 1 

,f. d..-o~~ safely r · ,.< 
~ -11e~ q o.U..!-co/J shf! could/disregard the threat of two c · c 

for one and ~ould, if necessary' go through with her threat to 

demolish one American city. 
I r. · t 

~ I believe that this example~a~e that in the second 
/ "-. , I ' l jk. f"t'-"' 1 fr../_ ~~ ;.-/ .:1 

stage of the stalemate, ~s ia could invoke the tc ean hydrogen 
~ I ~f 

11
• 4 't .. • t-~en bombs of high power, ) \. · v( l. 

. , 
- t ~ 

) 

t,.o n.,s.e t~m, and conceivably actually use them without 
would ) 't:.r/r 

an all-out atomic war. Therefore, it /:::::::..::J not lie within thre ("-v'-'1--cr 2 
..hJ ,f conflict ~ ... 

~i~e of America r~e to decide vHi~r a local I may-er-may 

,.ng.t beeeeJi~~d by ~s ..U,~~~~¥ ~t6gic bombs ., ~ ;\' ' F I")"'',. :::~ <( 

1~ t /J' '' ''t "t«. rf ~ - Th~~that 
I ~P-1 ea:-f"""'S_,C...,htJ .......... 1"'"'c"'e / "' 
t~~s the basic premise of the present Ameri.can Military 

/ 

Fol icy, and . I have t~re-4-tG-Sh.Gw--- on haruL .. .o..f a_,.-p-e'J'fha.J)S not tO.-q 
/. I 

v;ill be ~·1-nl-y 1 
P&a-~e -axamp.l.e..- tha..t-th-1-s p rem ise1 j invalid. in the sec on 

st e of the stalemate, towards which th world _. 
/ 

f 



POLITICAL SETTLEHENT IN THE ATOMIC STALEMATE 

There may be some risk that durinB the present stage -- the 

first stage of the stalemate -- an all-out atomic war might break 

out as a rerult of an accident, or a serious error of judgment. 

It appears very unlikely, however, that such a war would break out 

as a result of a wanton attack by the American Strategic Air Force 

against Russia's cities, or by the Russian Strategic Air Force 

against America's cities. Therefore, in the immediate future, the 

greatest danger for the outbrtak of an all-out atomic war lies in 

the possibility of a local conflict which leads to armed action, 

American and Russian military intervention on opposite sides, and 

the use of atomic weapons in such a war, arousing emotions which 

may make it impossible to localize the conflict. 

From this point of view· it would seem important for Russia 

and America to reach- as soon as practicable -- a political settle

ment, which will make rea s onably sure that there will not occur, in 

any of the foreseeable continc encies, an armed conflict in which 

America and Russia may intervene on opposite sides. 

The closer we come to the second sta~e of the strategic stale

mate, the less important become the controversial issues which 

have arisen in the post-war period between America and Russia. Most 

of these issues had some strategic relevance and were not negotia~le 

in the post-war period because, had they been settled one way, the 

settlement would have increased America's chances to win the war, 

if war came; and had they been settled the other way, it would have 

increased Russia's chances. Clearly, the 1.ssue of who is to win 

the next war is not an issue on which a compromise is possible, and 

thus most of the issues had to remain unsettled. 

There is a vicious circle operatin~ in n power conflict of this 

type. For few of tlw conflicts which have strateg ic significance 

can be settled, and new such conflicts of this nature arise from 

time to time. Thus, conflicts which cannot be resolved, accumulate, 

and as time goes on, war appears to be more and more probable, and 

accordingly, the chances of settling conflicts get smaller and smaller. 

- 9 -



Such a vicious circle operated in the power conflict between 

Sparta and Athens just prior to the Pelopponesian War. 

In the strategic stalemate, particularly as we approach the 

second stage, none of these controversial issues have any longer 

a bearing on who is going to "win" the war. When Russia and 

America can destroy each other to any desired degree, the over-

riding issue becomes the stability of the stalemate, and on this 

issue, Russia's and America's interests coincide. This is the 

reason, why in the strateg ic stalemate, it becomes less impor-

tant whether any one of the old controversial issues is settled 

one way, or whether it is settled the other r!ay; what is imp or-

tant is only that it be settled one way or another. 

What kind of political settlement between Russia and America 

would be needed to stabilize the strategic stalemate? 

America and Russia may recogniz e a few areas as lying in 
either 

each other's sphere of influence in tl1e sense that / America 

or Russia may be willing alone to assume the responsibility for 

preserving the peace within those areas. 

In some other areas it mi ght be possible to freeze the status 

quo by setting up a regional inter-governmental armed force, with 

the consent and approval of Russia and America, as well as the 

· other major nations which are involved. Whether or not these 

inter-governmental armed forces should oper 2te under the auspices 

of the United Nations is discussed below. 

In any cas e the sole function of such reg ional armed forces 

would be to prevent any nation of t he area from violating the 

territorial integrity of another nation, and it should not be the 

function of regional forces to prevent e;overnmental changes in a 

country by internal revolution, as lon~ as no military forces 

cross the country's frontier. 

The regional inter-governmental armed forces sho~ld not be 

equipped with atomic weapons, but they could be highly mobile, 

and could be equipped with high firepower so that they might be 

militarily stronger than any one nation within the area, partie-
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ularly if the arms level of the nations within the area is 

kept low. 

In those areas where the status quo can be frozen in 

this manner, the nations of the area may thus be given the 

security which they need, so that it will not be necessary 

for them to divert a substantial fraction of their economic 

resources into military expenditures. 

Would it be desirable to set up these reg ional armed 

forces under the sponsorship of the United Nations? 

At the end of the last war, it was generally believed 

that as lone; as the great powers act in concert with 

each other -- the United Nations organization may be able 

to guarantee the security of' the smaller nations and may 

mako it unnecessary, as well as impossible, for them to go 

to war with each other. Attempts made in the past ten 

years to use the United Nations for purposes other than 

those for which it was designed, have weakened this organ

ization, and it remains to be seen whether they have 

damaged it beyond repair. Only if it were possible to re

store the Unit ed Nations to its ortginal function would 

it be able to serve as an age ncy to which the organization 

of the reg ional inter-0 ove rnmental armed forces might be 

entrusted. 

The re are othe r important areas of the world where 

it may not be possible to protect the status quo by main

.taining an inter-governmental arme d forcA, and perhaps 

one of the most important areas of this kind may be the 

Continent of Europe. It is almost self-evident that it 

would be impracticable to freeze by such means the status 

quo in Europe, in the absence of a political settlement 

which is satisfactory to America and Russia as well as 

the nations of Europe. But even if such a political 

- 11 -



settlement may be achieved, the maintaining of an inter-govern

mental armed force in Europe would remain an inappropriate way 

of dealing with the problem of European security. I am return

ing to the problem of European security in one of the later 

sections of the present paper. 
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THE CASE Fat ATOMIC DISARMAMENT 

Russia has unilaterally stopped her bomb tests, and it is 

conceivable that America may follow suit once she has tested 

most of the bombs that she needs to test. It is also conceivable 

that America and Russia, rvhen they have enough bombs stockpiled 

to destroy to any desired degree each other, as v1ell as the rest 

of the civilized world -- miGht agree to freeze the size of their 

stockpiles. But clearly, from the point of view of the danger of 

an atomic war, not much would be accomplished by stopping the 

bomb tests or by freezing the stockpiles in t h is manner. If far-

reaching atomic disarmament at an early date is a solution to 

the problem posed by the bombs and it is pos-

sible to doubt this -- then nothing short of destroying the stock-

piles of bombs, as well as eliminating the me ans suit Bble for 

the · delivery of such botabs, : may be regarded as a measure 

adequate for eliminating the dang er of an atomic war. 

This is precisely what the Russian Government is proposing . 

The position of the Russian Government has on ac ·count of it s great 

simplicity the virtue of being e a sily understandable and because 

of this it deserves, and will undoubtedly get, strong popular sup-

port. The existence of the bomb is inherently a menace to mankind, 

and the elimination of all bomb stockpiles, as well as all effective 

means for the deli very of bombs, is t herefore a goal which all sane 
must 

men tegard as desirable. 

The present official Russian position is almost identical 

with the position taken by most At omic Scientists in America in 

the months that followed the Second Worl d War. 

The objection which one hears most frequently advanced 

against this position is based on the doubt that major secret 

violations of an agreement providin8 for the elimination )f the 

bombs might remain undetected. If one thinks in terms of a con-

tinued o£- the cold war and of inspector s of a UN agency roaming 

up and down the countryside in Russia trying to discover bombs 

buried in the g round, then indeed one might be skep t ical whethe r 

inspection can be relied upon to discover major secret violations. 
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There is no need, however, to take such an unimaginative approach 

to a problem of 1nspeetion; rather if one visualizes the political 

setting in which an arrangement providing for the elimination of 

bombs could be presumed to operate, it is reasonable to assume 

that Russia, as well as America, could find ways and means to 

convince each other that neither need to fear major secret viola

tions of the agreement. I personally am rather convinced that 

such difficulty as may exist in detecting secr~t violations is 

not a valid objection to atomic disarmament. It must be admitted, 

however, that there has been so far no adequate public discussion 

of this issue in the United States and, as far as I l{now, there 

has been no public discussion whatsoever of this issue in the 

Soviet Union. 

There may be other, more valid, objections to atomic disarma-

ment at an early date, and I am inclined to take some of these 
more 

much I seriously. If we were to rid the world of the bomb, we 

should be essentially back to where we were in the period between 

the two world wars, and it is difficult to see what would prevent 

except perhaps the memory of the bomb -- wars from occurring for 

exactly the same reason for which they have occurred in the past. 
one 

Unless one were to assume that 1 not only rid:! the world of the 

bomb, but also of the knowledge how to mak~omb -- a major war 

~-would of necessity end up as an atomic war. rrEven though I am 

inclined to take this argurnent ve~y seriously, I personally 

should be reluctant to oppose getting rid of the bomb if America 

and Russia were willing to take this crucial step towards far
Rightly or wrongly, 

reaching disarmament at an early date. ITsbould p1n my hope on 

the possibility that if the world may go through another 25 years 

without a major war, in that period of time -- which after all 

represents a whole generation -- it might be possible to build up 

a world community th~t will make it unnecessary to resort to the 

threat of the use of force.or the threat of the use of force. 
~ well as 

But a.ue Russia as ?America willing to rid the world of the 

bomb in the near future? I believe it should be possible by now 

to answer this question with a reasonable degree of ~ssurance, 
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and if the answer is in the negative, then we should lose no time 

to see how: it may be possible to make a virtue out of necessity. 

ment, 

HYDROGEN BOMBS OF HIGH POWER MAY REMAIN WITH US 

FOR A LONG TIME TO COME 

I shall now attempt to appraise the chances that an agree-

to· rid the world of the bomb, might be reached, in 

the foreseeable future,by Russia and America. 

In principle, almost everybody in America is in favor of 

disarmament -- scientists, the general publ:c, the Pdministration, 

and Congress. I believe that at present the Administration might 

be divided on the issue of far-reaching disarmament which would 

include the elimination of the bomb. Sometimes I have the impres-

sion that there may be,within the Administration, powerful in-

fluences at work in favor of such far-reaching disarmament, and 

that these influences might include the President himself. 
qow 

But even if the Administration were;veering towards full-scale 

atomic disarmament, we must remember that the Administration is 

only one branch of the government; Congress is another branch. 

I might, of course, be wrong, but the way I assess the balance of 

forces, the outcome of the struggle inside the American Govern-

ment is going to be won by those who -- while they might be in 

favor of some sort of disarmament -- would wish to stop short of 

the elimination of the bornb,as a major factor in the power 

balance. 

I am basing this prediction on the record of the post-war 
Governments being what they are, 

period./ it is quite understandable that at first, as long as 

Russia did not have the bomb,· 

considerations of expediency were given more weight than moral 
t[\e.t considerations, and;the American Government found it expedient to 

rely on the threat of "mass retaliation" in order to counter the 

desire for expansion which it imputed to Russia. For this 

reason,the fact that during th~se early years no progress was 

made in any of the disarmament negotiations affords no basis for 

concluding that atomic disarmament may not become acceptable to 
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America in the near future:~But mnce 1949, it was clear that 

Russia knows how to make atomic bombs, and since 1954, it was 

clear that she knows how to make hydrogen bombs of high power. 

Thus, at least since 1954, the American Government had a strong 

incentive for discussing with Russia in earnest ways and means 

for getting rid of the bombs. It is obvious that if these dis-

forward 
cussions were moving / at all, the arms race wasgoing ahead 

much faster. 
Therefore, 

I I believe- that 
itself 

rid I::Jf the bomb in 

more likely than not, the world will not 
foreseeable 

the I future, and if this appraisal is 

correct, then we had better begin to think in earnest of how to 

live with the bomb. 

Scientists are keenly aware of the need of stopping the 
some 

arms race somewhere and the need to begin to reachlagreement 

with Russia on arms limitations. But I submit that the present 

stage of the stalemate is a precarious stage and that it i~ just 

about the worst point at which "to stop" the arms race. Having 
mo~t scientis.ts 

gotten the world in a mess by producing the oomo 7 tnougnt -- in 

the past 12 years -- that the way to Get the world out of this 

mess may lie in turning the clock back, by getting rid of the 

bomb. I · submit that the time has now come to ask whether we were 

right and whether it might not perhaps be easier to get the world 

out of its present predicament not by attempting to turn the clock 

back -- which might be impossible -- but by. doing just the oppo-

site, i~e., by advancing the clock just as fust as we can. 

As I stated above, such elements of inherent stability, 

which are contained in the first stage of the atomic stalemate, 

b b t h th of phe ~tomic sfalemate is within the may e a sen wen .e second svage;1s reac~~ea. I~ 

setting of this second stage that I propose 
one must 

to discuss -- what ( now regard as the overriding problem: \','hat 

miy policy America or qussia . adopt in order to render the atomic 

stalemate stable?~Since one may expect several years to pass 
_probable 

between the first tentative formulation o! ~ 1 policy and 
a 

its public discussion, until sucrypolicy may be 

4I!derstood :a.1d . 
;adopted by either the Russian or American Government, and since 
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we are now moving fairly rapidly towa~ds the s&cond stage of the 

atomic stalemate, it would seem reasonable to discuss the problem 
the of the stalemate not 

of/stability /on this occasion ;in the setting of the present stage 
sec9nd 

of . the stalemate, .but in the setting of the approachingtstage. 

In that setting the power conflict in which Russia and 

America found themselves caught in the post-war years, may have 

entirely disappeared. While America and Russia may each still 

desire to bring about certain changes in the present status quo, 

neither of them may be willing to make substantial economic 

sacrifices in order to bring about, forcibly, any of these changes. 

Therefore, they may both be content with modifying the status quo, 

where this is desirable, only with the approval and consent of 

both nations, as well as with the consent of the ot l1er major 
setting of the second 

powers involved.1fMy main point is, that ih the'/ stage of the 

stalemate, America's and Russia's real interests will closely 

coincide; these will consist in preserving the status quo, elimi-

nate all risks of an atomic war, and maintain or achieve economic 

prosperity. 

But if it be true that Russia and America will have nothing 

to fear from each other at this stage, there will still remain 

fear to be feared. Such fear must necessarily be engendered by 

the existence of large stockpiles of "clean" hydrogen bombs of 

high powe~ at least in the absence of a satisfactory philosophy 

as to how such bombs might be employed in any hypothetical' --

and be it ever so unlikely eventuality. 

Could this fear be removed by the adoption of a satisfactory 

rule of behavior by Russia or America? 
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HOW EITHER AMERICA OR RUSSIA COULD, BY UNILATERAL DECLARA

TION, ENSURE THE STABILITY OF THE SECOND STAGE OF THE 

STALEMATE 

Let us examine now what would happen if aither America or 
oohavier 

Russi a were.- ..... ~.a.eopt a se:t-:htf-act-ory rur of / and we-re 17c pro- -f /4~ 
--f :/r-1 ~ • <"/ ' .....,...., ___ •.( 

claim ~t by unilateral declaratip n. . , r , , ~ , , Let us assume ~n; d'' 

tha-t Russia tei e tf issue1 ~ proclamation 

"There are certain areas in the world which Russia is com-

mitted to protect from armed 
~ 

ction ,Mrected agains~ ~ · ''"' v a n l.-fl 

In the atomic stalemate, any such commitment must 
~v f 

~f necessity be a limited commitment, , Russia and America 
to any desired degree 

are in a position to destroy each other/and {·~-'- t,C(.. 

cannot be expected 
.R..u.s.,tia/to enter into a rmmi tmen ~ that }'7ould involve 

J_.,.... :\ f I ft. 1 1 
l r 

her total destruction. Russia ~n a ositionr hGwever, ~e liv~ 

a -J=4Jit4.t,a-A. and yet t-o extend 1 ' 
uyr to · ;commitment/ effective protection , 

tlie-Pe-f..e.pe-al-s{) 
~a.use ~ is /wvilling to pay a 

..) . ._ L I 

reasonable price in economic sacrifice, and f s a'b~/ to exact a sim-

ils:r ·, price ~onl1 c.r-i 1...c4 from America. 

"M~e~er, Russia can do this without r.esortinf, to atomic 

ar, ...and she is ." · renounc-ing such a war as a means of ful-
<-~. f ~; r , 'l 

filling her commitments. Russia will not use atomic or hydrogen 

bombs against soldiers in combat or frS a moa~s ~ 
I 

cur 
lt.l 

· the civilian population y dropp~ng bombs op non-evacuated 
r I , • .• t' , , ~ , ~ 

cities. But -eh'e-mtty use "clean" hydrogen bombsJ.-1f need ~ for 

I~ tl Y} I • 
J 

rtngled -out' for de-struction would be g iverl four weeks' warning 
to permit 1:m orderly evacuation of the population and in order trc:.) 

~/to allow the American Government to make provisions for the avJ 
tul{ 

housing and f eeding of tne refugees. 
1..\ -

"Accordingly, ~ia issuing a price list 

C tv r .... " ~ t 
,. protection, she will specify '".l-

area under he.r / . r.xxxxxm:. a ~, as -Ne 
number and size of e 

I ' t<,/ 

and for each 

as ~ maximum, 

price in terms of/American cities to be demolished /\ 

"Attached t,o...the price list is a list of American citi~ 
divided into ~ifferent categories, according to ~ a-s ) 

lf the number of inhabitants, 
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X~~~xRi~KXXxm~~X~OC~~XXm~X~XX~~X~~X~~~MX~~~X~~~MX~ftX~~~~ 

®fXN~N~XXXXNOCXOCXK«~~XX~KX0gxK*«XKXXX~XXNMX~XKR~XX~XM~X~~~~X~h~~. 

"Russia will in no circumstances exact a price in excess of 
I I 

the maximum price specified. &he has barefull~ appraised wha~ ~ 

~ce America may be willing ?r unwillin~ to pay, and ~h~ be-
, I 

lieve} that he ~as set the prices high enough for ~e a~equ~te 

protection of all x~g~~ areas listed. Should subsequent events, 
.L-' .f " -however, prove that her apprais f America's willingness to 

pric~ t-. • ,... ;jtfi'.L 

pay ~ ~X~ sp~cified/was wron$~~ may ~ isfru ~ new 

price ~~&t in which she may revis~ upward ~he pricas~k«oc 
I 

~ t-he old list 

"Russia realizes that it is necessary to render the stalemate 

stable, and she knows that this requires her to impose certain 
adoots restraints on herself. Therefore, Russia ~~xoc~0~kococ the principle 

,J 

of "one for one". Accordingly, if she is i'orcec:l--;to demolish' a 

number of American cities of certain size -a-t-eg.Grie~, she will 

tolerate America's demolishing an equal number of Russian cities 

of the same ~iz~ categories. For any additional city which 

America might demolish in Russia, Russia would demolish -- accord

ing to the principle of "one for one" -- one American city of the 

same ize category. 

"'Russia has no intention to take armed action1or support 

anyone else's armed action directed against a territory which 

America is committed to protect; but there might be unforesee~·ble 
l I I' 

contingen.cies where Russia might l'fiav ~ take such action. For 

this reason Russia would welcome, if America were to issue a 

price list similar to one issued by herself, covering ~ areas 

which America is committed to protect ) and specifying the price 
minimum and maximum 

for each area in terms of the/number and size categories of 

Russian cities that America would want to demolish. 

"Russia would expect America to give four weeks' notice to 

the Russian cities which she may single out for destruction and, 

naturally, Russia would demolish -- according to the principle of 

"one for one" -- one American city of the same size category for 

each Russian city destroyed by America, after having given four 

weeks' notice. 
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-r-

"Rus~J ieve.s .that i his matter may be p~ 
rJ'( , I ~ 

handled by means of unilateral declarations, and ~s no rearon 
v J 

~Gr ing . 
x~ propu~ th~ America and Russ1a ~nter into an agreement in 

F I 

regard to it. j How-ever, for the sake 

talemate -- which to main~n is as 

erica as \t is l in the nter~~t of 

,... 
of the stability of the 

much t~;nterest of 

~~ -- Ru~·a proposes to 

America on the division of 

. p&rticularly 
S.t~xa"Russia knows that the American people would not / 

thereforE;, 
cherish losing any of their cities, she proposes 1 XNX~~xocx«x«~N~XX~K 

a conflict arise that Russia 
shouldlthreatensto engulf an area protected by Russia, XNXN~~ 

would name 
/several American cities, from among which the cities singled out 

for destruction will be selected In this manner the inhabitants 

of the several cities named by Rus. ia will have an opportunity to 

known to their government/ what ey_think of 
make ~ocxxx~xococx~~xk~x~~~~~x~ ~~~~x~~~~x~ the merits 

I 
getting involved 1 

of AmericancxicooltacXiK:~ in lthe :pcOOKkk"" .... ~~ 

~x~~lXlc.&.xooxxsmooxxpax:<Xtcecactcooix'bcycxooxxxmx 

has !:'risen. 
conflict thatj~ocococ 

~ v<J" .-·-1 

"Russia i-s not fH'epared to divert an appreciable fraction of 
and~ 

her national income into arms expenditure, xSclxoc is ocococticocmx~C 

greatly reducing her army, navy, and air force. Russia may, 

therefore, not be in a position to defend an area she is committed 

. ordinarv 
to protect, by fighting a war 1n the ac~~~~ sense of the 

term.. tl').n·t -"'I 
.xvx~JC Accordingly, all/Russia~ corn_rnit herself to do is to exact 

from America a reasonable prlce for which Russia,IX.1XOCtc in turn,b.m:is 

willing to pay an equal price. 
:f~_these circumstances, 
~~~~America could -- if inde~d she were willing to 

pay the spa~~ price -- conquer (or have an ally of hers 

some 
conquer) ~ specific area under Russian protection. America and 

then-J J,. 
Russia wouldjOoth lose an equal number of cities~ ~~~America 
wJJ.. d'md 
~d derive no benefit from having demolished cities in Russia/~~ 

~odx .J~ 

.i~~~;ocrutx~~Y~ll<Xie ~.I!at:.e-re :Aln'errca would 
L. 1 {< ~ 1 a given 

have to ~lance f ~e gain of the conquest of ~ area ~~~~~, 
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(I U 
again~t the loss which she would incur, by aa~in£ a certain number 

of ~ cities demolished. Russia does not believe that America 

has ~h interest in any of the areas listed by Russia, which is 
' ~ 

sufficiently great to justify/~g- the loss of even one cit 1 

of half a million inhabitants, ~ e ake-: o-f ge:4&tng O'S se s-

~:uua-{.o_r }:}a.v{ng an a ly ~f hers -eain possessi.on) oUCxKlll~ of the 
whi.oh is under Russia prO'tEJ_(}t4.on .. 

are~~ XXKK~~x~~x~~KXK~ For t h is rearon, Russia believes that the 
price list proclaimed by her affords 
kocxx~x~OCkocmockx~x~xkocococK adequate protection to all the areas 

listed." 

xkxkK~x~~kococki~x~ocxxif Russia were to issue a proclama-

tion of this sort, it would be greatly to America' s interest to I 
fU\ 

adopt the same ~~ hy ~Rnin8-t~ r 
11 cie'Ul" .h¥-droge-n bombs of ·'l'ff gh p-owei'. Ev-1~1:-y; .-iif both America - - -~.tt S, • at least and Russia adopt ~ philosophy, the stalemate will be stable / 

in the sense that no initial disturbance would lead to a chain of 

ever-increasing destruction. Moreover, it would be ~ 

unlikely that any city would ever be actually demolishedt rf tl~s 

~hilosophy were adopted. 

Quite similarly, if America were to issue a proclamation of 

this sort, it would be in the interest of Russia to embrace the 

same philosophy. 
/ 

It is my contention tpat in the second stage of the atomic 
verifiable 

stalemate -- even in the abs~nce of any/limitation on the number 
available to 

of bombs bhGxt America and Russ~ IOOlW-~7-.zbhm±x~.JOe 

~~JW<ixbhc~~~-- the sta.lemate ~be 
stable •. 

Americans might want to know what ;a. ssurance they would have 

that Russia would not be tempted to resort to the dropping of 

hydrogen bombs on cities t have ~ot been evacuated, in devia-
B~t just tion from hef.Proclaimed inte tio?s• 1~ what interest would 

i:ussia have to do such a thin· Leavj ng aside the condemnation 

of the whole world, which sh wo ld incur, and leaving out of 

consideration of erican retaliation in kind, 

Russia may be assumed to e following fact: If 

Russia were .to drop hydrogen bombs on a, few American cities 
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without warning, demolishing the city as well as killing the 

inhabitants, she would thereby not create as much trouble for 

the American Government as if she were to demolish the same 

cities without killing the inhabitants. Just imagine the position 

facing the American Government if a few large cities were demol-

ished, and the Government would have to house and feed millions 

of refugees. Why should the Russi~n Government oblige the 
tre coping with 

American Government by sparing her ~~~ such a calamity? 

It is conceivable t hat we r e the Russian Government to issue 

the kind of proclamation I de scribed, the American Government, 
somew.ha..t · / American 

be-cau.se of the~ e.tn6tional/attitude towards pr..operty, 

would revise ~8:oc position/ on atomic disarmament and prefer to 

reach an agreement wit~ Russia on r idding the world of the bombs. 

Russia may or may not have a similar emotional attitude 

towards property, and micht or might not also prefer to rid the 

world of the bomb, ~~xbbmx~xbhe:<~~~~ 

~ All I can say with reasonable assurance is that he choice 

:Lies between ridding . the world of th~ bomb and renderin.0 the~ 
The. "rule of conduct" hero_2!'~sented 

atomic stale~ate stable. xxxxf£x~~~rExx~xBX~E±x~~x~~~£xrE~~ 

would render the stalemate stable, . and at the same time, eliminate 
~~nfl ~ i~~±ooXX~~xooXEX~X~~X~~~~~~pXX~X~Xr~EXD£XE~~± 
~ ~/~ atomic war ~s a means of r~solving conflict s . 

~~~x~~~~~f~~~4xxx~~»X~xxx~xt~x~xx~~x~x~~~x 
d-1~ - ~ -

f~~x~x~x~£x~~~n»~*4~~x~~~~~~4;suffers from a serious 
fl '" ~·--1 1 • • . £ ..... f . 

defect --- !~·unprecedented; s o "' / is the atomic stale-

mate. And · f I were asked to propose a rule of conduct which 

would not suffer from this defect and yet ~£~~~~~~~i~jt~ffi»~~~E£ 

i£ix~~~~~iiixi~~~ ~0~bg~ld have to reply: ' m 

unable. to - e&-1 ige-;-f' 

A~roposal t~ ~precedente d) is not easy to accept, and 

a rule of conduct must be politically acceptable ~f it is to be 

adopted by t Government 
,. 

But fortunate4~~ measures that~ 

become acceptable ~o the~ 

time to see th~ necessity 

The thought that cities might be demolished is, of course, 
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hard to take. And· it will not be easy to ~rairr to the public, 
, '· a~ 

and possibly even harder to explain to statesmen, that;no cities 

need to be demolished /if the rule of 
1
conduct ~e ropose~were 

adopted. The stability of a mechanical system which is subjected 

to certain constraints, is determined by the conceivable motions 
fairly 

~~e permitted by these constraints, But if the system is / 

stable, it remains at rest and the conceivable motions do not 

actually take place. Tbis is~ Qf cours~, s~metbing that the 
~ ' r J tqey 

hysicists learn in the freshman course9 But will I be able to 

explain to statesmen that in a stable stalemate, cities might 

need b be conceivably demolished, but no city ~x~ e actually 

demolished? 
Let me now, for 
1X.ocxXlx.rR:kx~~n~~~~xx§tkxm§t~xK9tR the salw of argument 1/!'(_ 

;t~ast, assume that the atomic st·alemate has been rendered stable 

by the adoption ~ppropriate rulex of conduct, and ~ try to 
~ ;, / I ,.,.,.. ,~ ,""" ~ 

visualize the 6i17-d of a world wo should ha , fet 
~, I 

· Clearly, it shouldn't take long until Russia and America 
~'-th-ough ___ 111gx ..... 

would discover, that ~~k~ tbey~;XX rem,~n rree to. maintain an 

air force, r~ army, and ~ navy, t ld not add appreciably 

to their security,~~ey w~~l~ ~~apprec bly to their 
then 

~e~re. Be~a ~' America and Russia could/be 
And 

expected to reduce these forces .lit~o'tJ:&f.i-f t-l:le eq_pnd stage of the' 

s:ta"i'ema-te=-eoH-t.inu...e..s in existenc~ for an aprrretitrble per-i""'d-ol' 
fh. ,n } 

t~ the arms expenditure\ bf these two nation~ sh~~•d fall to a 
I 

small fraction of ~s present level. 

Let us now compare fut e: mefltest such a stable f.o . e 

atomic stalemate with the situation ~~~ would prevail in the 

world if America and Russia had agreed to rid the world of the 

bomb at an early date. 

~ ontent-.:L t-htrt {Jnless, in addi ti n 

wi t x' the/~1/, the wo-rld somehow als did away w 
" I i, ~ then 1 if there 
to make tbe-bdmb/~~ should ~~ be 

be fought 1 after a comparatively 

vent onal warfa~e j with atomic bombs. 

- 23 -

the knowled e 

ocit it 



In the absence of general principles universally acceptable , 
nations, it is not possible to adjudica.t ' ~onflicts between 

"' tionsl' and it is 

arguments that appea uniformly the sense 

t f!e people all nat ens. 
S~e- w-e got :.-
lOtxtKGtxgcQCt- r 1 d of the 

\ 
\) > ....... ~ 

th~n prevent nations from attempting ~ore to settle conflicts 

by resor~~ to arms-~ perhaps the emor7 he bomb? 

Would the memory of the bomb be strong enough and jaet how long 

COUld ~hiS memory be kept a.liv ;).) r I f ,- ~~ 
t~ is rue ~hat the ~reat powers, if they act in concert 
I 

w~h~~h~ther, might use something like the machinery of tfi 

ed Nations oRg&n-4;-zatton for preventing ~ smaller powers 1 

disturbing the peace. But the United Nations organizatiod 
I 

ca not keep ·~ peace among bR& great powers, ]fer time 
J 

~~~~~~J!~J!XEXBd>oqxo~llKersc') Russi.a and Amer ca. _could. JLarllaps 

their possessions1without having £o~r~~--~~ 
1 I against E{gypt 

and France just recently resorted to the ~se of forc~;in 
I I 

what they regarded as their vital interest~. 

Is it not likely that if the bomb is abolished., armed conflicts 
v.A J' I 
may continue to occur between nations,· that s~C'U!If-H:-2ts 

n:ra:y-'Ehrea'&en £0 change her 1'0Wer -of--h-a:-3:ances~-y, either 
I 

~om the point o view of-Russ-{a. or from- the 
~ ' ' ' ' t . f ,...., t'c [ L/ 

An'l~a, and that these -two ~tions-i&igl"l.t then be drawn into the ) ,...,..., 
cvf Ch .. t< , 

t~4~t? If this should happen, before long atomic bombs would 

reappear on the scene and m~ break 

loose, 

In this century the United States entered the war twice 

a.ga~s..t €1-e.l:!lD.a.Ily, not in o.rder to make the world safe for democ-

racy, ner in oraor. to establish the Four Freedoms 
as some might choose to believe, but mainly 
~~Jbee~.,x.IDud:x for the :maiDa purpose .cf 

/ 

in the world, 

preventii)g; a 
I I 

German victory T~he Unrted States --wa.s forced to .enter the war 
I 

tor~s=r~ason, since a German victory would have produced a 

major shift in the power ba.lancejl, X«KKC that ~ wo-yld have 

Ct • , threatened America's security. Indeed, had Germany won ~r 

might 
the First or the Second i·~orld War, :KlJleXJK she ~have become 
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rtfi:a--;.4;.8.-ri:l.y so strong as to be able to vanq-uish the United States --
/ another 

if no utomic bombs existed, -- in t ~World War. 

Similarly 
~NX~~~x~~~t~x~tx~NX~~x~~~~~~~x~~~~ta~~~~~~~~ Russia ra~ 

impelled to go to war with Finland just prio'r to the onset of 

the Second World War in order to improve her strategic position 
I 

I ""1/ t._l ,_. ,/ 
in the R:i nt dfflaPt, ~e war with Germany. 

IA,~/f fy 

If Russia and America ~e able to maintain the atomic stale-
~ need 

mate in a stable form, then neither of them KiXxx»xXH to be con-

cerned about their security
1
or fi ght a preventive war gai~ for 

the sake of their security. China might become a great indus-

trial power; Germany might become economically far stronger than 
111_ 

England or any othe r nation OR &h~ &on~nen~nf Europe; Japan 
I 

might be~ome a great industrial nation with an orientation of her 

trade towards China . -- none of this need to concern either 

Russia or America from the point of view of the:i.r security. In 
a stable atomic aq' increase in / / 

tho setting ef K*~XXX®:X~« stalemate,/the so-called war potential 

of any nation or combination of nations, resulting from their 
) ai}d per)mps 

industrialization,;accompanied/by a conspicuous rise of their 
"" {' 

production of steel, coal, or oil, become l irrelevant from the 
·I. 

point of view of the security of R1,1ssia, America and s)..l...cl'l other 

nations which in time mi ght acquire a position similar to that 

of Russia and America the e ~ in the setting of ocx~kococx~xockooxx« stalemat:;; 
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Britain The 11 n thn Power Problem, and the Security of the 
fi~~j~~Xx~~WE~X~~~BKX~X~~~x~~~~~~~*X®RxXM~~~t~Mx&zg~Xx~Y. 
EUropean Continent 
We have so far not discussed the effect on the stalemate 

of nations other than Russia and America, which may have available 

"clean" hydrogen bombs of high power or may acquire such bombs in 

foreseeable 
the ~Er future. In polite diplomatic language, this problem is 

sometimes referred to as the "Nth, power problem. 

At the moment the only power falling in this category is 

Great Britain. In a recent white paper the British Government 

has indicated that in case of a major war in which Russia is in-

volved, England would use hydrogen bombs against Russia -- pre-

sumably dropping them on Russian cities and killing millions of 

civilians, men, women, and children, even if Russia were willing 

to fight the war with conventional weapons. Since there is no 

reason why England should not expect Russia to retaliate in kind, 

the statement of the British white paper is tantamount to a 

threat of "murder and suicide". :i&btiJXlla>Ooen~Yintx:))otbex~ 

'Fhe threat of murder and suicide might or migh.t _not be be
JtxixncXDfx~JOhex~Xl:x:w~x:mEl$C:X:rex~~~~ 

2~~~~<t~~~nd such a threat can t;berefor:-e ~11ot $e.rve th~, purp~ose 
~~.Jbox:maXoox:XJX.llCXKxuc~<~~x~~ 

of stabilizing the stalemate • 
.JtM'Jf~~x~x~xx~IDc:lx~Jd:Xxotx~JOhex~xM'x~~ 

~.x:MXJtbex~~xmxbc~~JOfxJtXre.xX®~~x~ 

FM..~~JID(~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~Jd.Jt~Jdxx~~ 

This does not mean, however, that England would have to de

prive herself of the protection which the possession of "clean" 

hydrpgen bombs of high power and solid-fuel-long-range rockets 

might afford her. England mi ght well retain the bomb as an in-

strument .of power if she adopts the same rule of behavior concern-

ing the hypothetical use of her bombs as Russia and America. 

England mi ght well proclaim a price list and set a reasonable 

price on each of the territories, Vlfhich she is comr.1i tted to defend~ 

It istrue that the loss of a city of a half-million inhabitants 
to 

would be a far greater loss ~ Britain than, say , for Russia, but 
being deprived of 

on the other hand, it is also true that lcoc~ the possession of 

some of her colonies would be a far greater loss to Britain than 



would be the gain that tl~ acquisition of such a colony would 

represent for Russia -- and I am adopting here for the sake of 

argument, the manifestly absurd premise that some of the British 
may be seriously 

colonies~ coveted by Russiae 

Perhaps Britain, by threatening "murder and suicide" in the 

recent white paper, has rendered a service to the world; for by 

doing so, she drew attention to a danger that still lies in the 

future, but nevertheless may require watchfulness and early 

action on the part of the great powers. Britain did not threaten 

murder and suicide for the purpose of acquiring new possessions. 

She has used this threat only for the sake of preserving what 

she now possesses. But why shouldn't in the future some small 

nation, under a government more irresponsible than that of 

Britain and perhaps ruled by a dictator -- about whose mental 

sanity the world may have legitimate doubts -- use the threat of 

murder and suicide for the purpose of acquiring a coveted pos-

session of some other nation? 
the probability 

I have discussed abovejthat in some regions of the world 

the status quo may be preserved by maintaining an inter-govern-

mental armed force equipped with conventional weapons. The 

nations located in such areas do not need atomic or hydrogen 

bombs for their security, and the great powers ha.ve means to 

bring , in such circumstances, pressures on such nations to re

nounce the possession of such bombs.fi'But what about the nations 

of Europe, such as France or Germany? If any of these need 

~~rot~~~ hydrogen bombs for their security, or if they have 

some other strong incentive for having such bombs available to 
- in the loflg run 

them, it will be very difficult, and perhaps impossible,/~o pre-

vent them from acquiring such bombs~ 

Prior to the onset of the atomic stalemate, both Rusma and 

America had a vital and opposite inte rest in the distribution of 

military power on the Continent of Europ e . This made it impos

sible to bring about in the post-war period, any change s in 

Europe with the consent and approval of both America and Russia. 

At the same time, the nations in Europe did not lack se curity, 



for the map of Europe was frozen just because Russia and America 

had vital, and opposite, interests. 

In the atomic stalemate, and particularly as the second stage 

of the stalemate approaches, America and Russia are going to be 

increasingly indifferent to any of the changes that mi ght take 

place on the Continent of Europe. In this stage of the stalemate, 

there is no important reason why the United States should wim to 

maintain any military bases on forei gn soil, and a military 

alliance with the nations of West ern Europe would no longer add 

much to the security of the United States. The United States may 

continue to maintain an alliance with the nat ions of VJe stern 

Europe, but she would increasingly regard these allies as expend-

able. 

~imilarly, Russia may become increasingly indifferent to what 

happens in Europe. 

At this point, it may become possible to bring about changes 

in Europe with the consent and approval of both Russia and 

America, as well as the nations directly involved. What might 

these changes be? 
moving 

One of the hopeful si gns in Europe at the present is the~ 

of Western Europe towards a customs union. The present movement 

toward an economically united Western Europe would be probably 

severely disturbed if a unite d, disarmed, neutral Germany were 

created where France re~ained armed and an ally of the United 

States. The French military needs are clo sely tied to her African 

possessions ~ and it is conceivable,that if the Algerian War is 

brought to an end, most of the continent of Europe might become 
may be 

an area in which arms ~~ maintained at a low level. If it were 

possible to accomplis h this, Europe could reach an unprecedented 

level of prosperity very fast. 

If a nation can divert 10 1~ of its national income from military 
-tncreasing expenditure to the X~~~~~~~ ~f its production capacity, this shift 

result in product {and if alone will ~~~x~~ a 3% increase in the annual nationalj~XE~x~x~~x 
remains 

the population ~XXk~~~ stationery to a 3% increas e in the standard 

of living~ 
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Russia would greatly profit tnrough a flourishing East-V!est 

trade from such an improvement in the economy of Europe, and it 

is conceivable that Russia and America, acting in concert with 

each other, would want to facilitate such a development in the 

foreseeable future. 

But one must not disregard the political problems with which 

Europe may be faced in the not-too-distant future. Right now, the 

nations of Europe are all tired of war and at this time,people 

in Western Germany are more interested in increasing their pros-

perity than in the problem of unifying Germany. But human memory 

is short, and the time might come when unifying Germany may become 

the one over-riding political issue on which all Germans may unite. 

Furthermore, once Germany is unified, the problem of recovery of 
similarly the 

territories lost to Poland mi ght foecome oc~~ over-riding 

issue. Therefore, if it becomes possible to change the map of 

Europe with the consent and app roval of Russia, as well as 

America, it would be very desirable to create, right from the 

start, a situation whicl1 is politically stable. Only in that 

ca8e will it be possible to freeze the status quo without having 
force or the 

to lean on/~ threat of force. 

Perhaps it might be possible to provide Poland with an ade-

quate compensation to induce her to a5ree to the return of former 

German territories possibly accordin~ to some gradual but fixed 

schedule. If this could be done, then one of the valid reasons 

for maintaining Germany divided would disappear. 

There would still remain a major difficulty. Russia can 

agree to the unification of Germany, only when she is ready to 

abandon her political friends in Eastern Germany, who could not 

be expected to retain political office,if Germany were reunited. 

True enough, the political 9arty at present in power in ~estern 

Germany would presumably not remain in office either, if Germany 

were united. But whether Russia would, or should, regard the 

replacement of Adenauer 1 s party by the German Social Democrat:ic 
major 

Party as afchange for the better, is by no means clear. 

Should a political settlement be obtainable on the Continent 
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of Europe that is satisfactory to all nations in that area, then 

the security of the nations which make up the Continent of Europe 

may perhaps not present a major problem. But if no fully satis-

factory settlement can be achieved, then inter-European security 
a 

might well represent/serious problem. 
this 

There are two different approaches to the solution of ~ 

are based on the premise that in the second stage of the stale

mate, neither Russia nor American can be expected to takea/J6tion 

for the ~ake 9!:~ pr.._event in.g 
at an appreciable cost to themselves, ~IDCX~ cnange-s 

in Europe,~~~~~~~ come about, through one 

nation in Europe taking armed action against another nation in 

Europe. 
the 

One of/ two possible approaches to 
of th~ Continent of Europe 

the map;would consist in p~oviding the 

at least some of the nations of Europe 

the problem of freezing 

nations o_fu Europe -- or 

with a limited number 

of "clean" hydrogen bombs of high power. The map of Europe could 

then be stabilized through exactly the same kind of mechanism 

through which Russia and America may protect in the second stage 

of the stalemate -- those areas of the world in which they have a 

vital interest. 

Because in the second stage of the stalemate America and 

Russia may have only a very limited interest in the distribution 

of power in Europe, neither of them can be very well expected to 

protect any nation in Europe against any other nation in Europe 

that has "clean" hydrogen bombs of high power available and solid-

fuel-long-range rockets which can hit either America or Russia. 

It might very well be, of course, that the nations of Europe 

would prefer another approach to the problem of inter-European 

security and that they would want no hydrogen bombs available to 

any of the nations on the Continent of Europe. In this case, 

and Russia, each other would 
America./acting in concert with ococxXXOC¥XOCiM en~er into a commit-

ment tc protect the nations on the Continent of Europe against 

each other. Clearly, no nation on the Continent of Europe ~xxkis 

going to accept the loss of 
Nocx~xkkkN~xk~xxococe an appreciable fraction of her cities for the 
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sake of achieving any territorial ambitions that 
effectively 

Russia, as well as America, could/threaten to do 

she may have. 
provided 

just that ~/ 
tnat . . . 
;the offend1ng nat1on 1s in no position to exact from America and 

Russia the same price. 

If this approach to the problem of inter-European security 

were preferred by the nations of Europe, then Europe would become 
\ 

part of the security system based on a Pax Russo-Americana. 

- 3] -



HALTING THE ARMS RACE; AT WHAT POINT AND HOW? 

~.\.WM - f the arms race i...i Jde-Pmit~.d.-to continue..s unchecked, l!!'both rll ,_,. 

~~~~~~~~--rang&-PO~k~a in fright. ~n elaborate defense 

system ,based on rockets carrying atomic or hydrogen warheads, IM-(1 ~ 
J_e • .-u-r.: ~ r d 11~· _) I .... l- rocJ:~~f3Lx __ :~"" b'1 

m.i8l::it ~ }'~Oviefo 9.n st'fee f ive aofOR:Bflf , 9[piRSt long-rang~:x · V • 
- _ ..... ----·--4> 

---~~XXNXEKX~DUx.tix~q:XXRKXKi.~~K~~;\~ix:;x}(NXXXX.JXK~ 
- ----::.z;=· --X~XXXXXXXNKXX~xxx~i I ~xx~xkKlXxXkxXKxmxxxx«~X~~~~~~KNJ 

--·--·- ·------ -------..... --....... . --· . -=---- ' 
~~~~Kfxx*~~~xi~X*xx~~x~~~~x~xx~k*~~~~v~~~~ 

- ~ D "1 ~---- VI c.e (; tt:J!-'~ 
f.r .il.oth;ing .:i done to kee'tfAme rica and Russia~ en t e r 
r r ~~ 

this)third phase of the arms race, ~ eneither/~vill be able to 
1'1 - 1!J 

limit 'the ~ndee-P Q:f; ~ro e~ or atOl'lrl"c t bombs ~hat the:y maif stock-
~ ' ( 

pile to \M-!'1 '!"mt , which could still be regarded as 

safe from the point of view of the world as a whole. Moreover, "Tho Stc:4_ 

tSz>ongty-nrr=-?o t.he1 first ~ develop an effectiVE? defense against 

~g long-range-rockets, Fhen whichever of them accomplisfte-~ 

this goal firstl, would be in a position \t-o e*e:e~ aHj ~-,sa f!! em- fb 

tf:l~ other ns.t1oA, ..e.-y demolish~ as many cities as it wishes a<-t V'<..C c- r

.s ,o<.a_) without having to pay a similar price herself. Clearly, if this 

happens, the atomic stalemate will become ~~lt unstable. 

WBll a; tQQ Pe~ wurld~ to halt the armR race before any 
'1< c 

nation gets deep into this phase of ~ arms ~· ~c. I</ ''\k"t+ " 
~ p~ao~~, 
I Am9Piea afHil Fh:tBsia ettg:At te ti;, ~a ~nel'tlcle 1 agre~en:e "tth 0 

If America and Russia were to conclude an agreement to this 

end, what kind of a inspection system would g ive them adequate 
t("f n h-1..1 

assurance ~ major1 violations of the '(ilmi 

r agreement? 

I believe that the right approach to this problem ~y ~~ 
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that an agreement is not en-· 

lonf. as America and Russia wish to keep it in force. It mi ght, 

therefore, be best if the ag:r e-ement wo-Pe to provide that 00-t.a- ~or f .>~ett. 
kIt~ 

~~ ~ Hus&~ ha~e the l&g&l right Gpanllf to abrogate the 
~ \v•u r r . , 

agreement a~ ~~ t!me i~ ~hey,rightly or wrongly, p~t that ) +< ~ ~f t 't' I 

major secret violations ~~ ~~d.~ 

If- one apJl!"oacne s the probhmr -in tfti s manne-r~~ it m~ay 
t.u . .u / '/ 1/ ! .J. 

'Qe .see that the pertinent question t: not wh~t ld.:Rd of a-ft : llv"'NI 

inspection system the agreement should specify, but ~~ 
j 

~~Jix:Dcrather ~s~ "'y what means could America 

and Russia convince each other that there are no major secret 

violations of the agreement <XMH:il?PiW:lg?" ( For clearly) unless they c '' ,J o Jq 

boet.Q. .-ma..y~~s, one or the other tS' tbem will be 
-\;'/·:. .• ,1,_./ ~· , - { / 

forced to abrogate the agreement
1 
·and neither of them would want ~ 

~s .. ifa~). 
Tuf}~ 

r.:e., the question 
I..., ... ( 

Q..sad in the.se t.e-rm:s, the. {one might 

perhaps the 

'esearch and development work p.o.-a /t1tajorJ ~-e, 

effective defense against long-range-rockets, could not uccess

fully ~carried out~~~a......Q.J; i:Q. Rus~without the 

enthusiastic cooperation of M thousands of scientis_( s and 

engineers. Should any agency / of eithe r the Russian or~erican 
Government ) keep on with such 12-~eh-and- ae-veLG-pm&n·t work) M1 «-

.A I ' v...iola-t-ton o.~.1~ thetts-an.Qs - ef engineers and scientists 
~ r 

would know about tbi"s ~viol1~tiel'h 

Both t.a-c ;;~tmer1"Ca"h and · RcrsS't-an Governments might obtain 

reasonable assurance that violations would be detected, 

if it were possible to develop between individual Russian ~

hist~ and individual American scientists ) a relationship of mutual 

trust. This would have to come about by a deliberate effort on 
r·/1 ,.. ~ 

the part of their Governments, and might i~lve the creation of 
research 

suH;e:ble' inter-governmentaljinsti tutions ~t wel:l;t'Ei=...ft&rv•e ·to 

opere:te on a rather large scale. 

The word "trust" denotes relationship between human beings. 
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Governments ~-re no~ l'luman~:i:ngs.; tnl}rJ cannot be expected to trust 

each other, and they rarely do. But scientists are human beings, 

and moreover they are drawn to each other by ~r passionate 

' interest in their work. In- tbe poet VHiP yoa;pa., As long as 

America's ln~est and Russia's interests were in conflict , nii~ 
~ - I 

aa~ ota~r~~ionship between Ame~1can and Russian scien-

~ists was of necessity troubled also because both th Russian and 

American scienti.sts found themselves in a conflict of loyalties. 

But as we ~ move into the second stage of the atomic stalemate, 

America's and Russia's interests begin more and more to coincide, 

and scientists, Russians as well as Americans, will be quick to 
t.f...., •• 1.-/ 

perceive that in this stalemate the over-riding interest of 
) 

America and Russia is to make the stalemate stable. 
J I 

Let us try to visualize the President of the United States 

addressing the American people !ilnd speaki--ng as follows: "America 

and Russia have just concluded an agreement for the purpose of 

stabilizing the atomic stalemate. To this end
1
it is necessary for 

~' :{( ) 

both A~Piea &nd R~£ia to refrain from developing ~ syat~M th&t 

may _ppe-vtd' for an effective defense against long-range-rockets , 

'f ; 

~ca hope~ that Russia may be able to convince lhef that 
~A I ..,4 

no such work is being carried out any lcrnger in Russia;~ ~/C 

~ ( 

Amavica ha ~eserved the right ~e gally to abrogate the agreement1 

I> < / i ' 

sac~~ola~ions. Until suefi time a~ AmeP~e~ may epen~y abrogateA ,7 
l-t. ( ~' • 

the 1i1.6Pileme-n:&, Amoriea i-s- pledged to tolerate no ~«~Xadr- riuiatluns 

af t.he a~ement Q~ Am~rre-a • ..fl"'-' ~,.. Lvc r..?r.{ 

It is my duty to see to it that America may hono~ this pledge. 
d( 

I ~ therefore, appeal~ to any American scientis~ and engineer~ 
- I 

.t;_ r~-rt Btt88 o lora~i:'Mte if they • ' , 
ocOC«xmx~k discover that some ill-advised official of the Am&F~~n 

~Q~@nt is bent on evading the ~Fov4~i~s the aereement, xR 7o 
r-{ 0.-( I Tlli I V fJ'c, V' I · 

:KOCIXll.UdtxXIX.amxx.iN:kock:komz:~ Sngh vielat 1 o:Qs rna¥ he P9fH!~rt.ed to an 

inter-governmental control commission i'ilt up fop t.h.a pnP~, or 

,J may 
fiiiiie£e± ably, dire.ct.l{ to the Russian Government which, in turn/lK:k.Xx 

inform the inter-governmental commission. America and Russia have 

jointly set up a fund out of v1hich high rewards may be paid for 
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I' 
information leadine to the discovery of a violation ~e-

e.c...ause th.-B-y re pa1d · by arr= ltrte-r ogov-ePHme- · 

tal agenc7, would b~ f-ree rom .u. S. income -tax." 

I have added the last lines for the benefit of those, who 

believe in the irresistible power of monetary inducements. I, 

myself, believe that in this case monetary inducements ~~19 ao 

The ~fteiee ef the American Government have trouble enough 

as it is to recruit ~/ ableft ~ scientists and engineers ~ 

~h~~~ de-v~&~ff -wQrk ~-s ceeiied a~ p?~t. ,-~~-~~~ ~ ,.~. "'~'" ~ 

What success would any of ~m have in 'kkoc recruiting t.a& engineers 

and scientists t~~ n~ed if the recruitment is for a purpose 

een expressly disavowed by the President? And how would 

such an aeency keep its illicit activities secret? 

After the First Worl d War, the Treaty of Versaille¢"rovided 
/--{1 r v' 11 ~-... 

for the disarmament of Germany ' ·· 'Dh-i-a Trea:ty• was- imp~ tifYOn ~ 

Germany ,+-. a~:1.rJ. ~-~ di. .o .c.onside. in .he.r i-n-te rmre 

t~W 1ts pro~q;t}Qi -Soe;--v~~~ign.e-€1 the Tre--aty'<> ~ail-
~ ri ·~ J <if ~· ~¥ev~revoke~ the ~~ Esp ionnage Law &rmany, ' 

~ema:trre"d-on a:w-te oooks. (German citizens who in-

f ormed the inter-allied control commission of s~.c.Pet violations I // 
,- . or u•rft 

of the disarmament clauses f ~ could be - l{k,/ -;;;-:;_ 

sentenced to prison terms ,uftEioP t1oie -6ermeon :B~lJ'ionnege ~e'!, ena theY'"' 

w.e.r.e in- fMt a enteneed. 

cates thereby that it has no intention of observing the agreement, 

~roviding for ~rms limitations. Should either Russia or America, 
J { J.t; I ,//f f' 

having concluded an agreement, indulge in .t;.fii t'yJre-of inconsistency/ 

this would undoubtedly ~IX lead to prompt abrogation of the agree

ment,r (() J ( 0 r, ''d.r ' 

~ arring such a possibility, can anyone seriously believe 

that American scientists would keep violations of the agreement~ 

~ a\ secret? ~!\eo ls:h:e ·ae'PJ.~ ·~P~{ the second 
wkP " t 1 I v-JI ftc~ ' £-

stage of the stalemate, ~a ~t become} clear what benefit the world 

might derive from a Pax Russo-Americana, American scientistsJ a~A 

engineers, as well-La the American public in general, would realize 
Jvll.. ,tv, ,. , 

that maintaining the s a emate ~e is ~t as imperative for 

America as it is for Russia. Who could seriously believe that in 
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these circumstances American scientists would break faith with 
} 

their Russian colleagues, wm:tl-d fail to do what the President 
J I 

has asked them to do, and endanger the safety of the world .~ 

~~~ I can speak with~ less assurance about the 

IDU<X:i&JStK"S:t· • . f Russian scientists and engineers. I am con-
4o· 

vinced, though, that the e;reat success which nus gl a ~ad in de-

veloping atomic bombs, hydrogen bombs, and inter-continental 

ballistic missiles was due to the enthusiastic work of Russian 
) 

engineers and scientists,._, w.flo were GO;t;JlhJ.n.c.e..Q-.e.._...t.t~~~iM1e-eomme 

ause. And I can't quite see any high official of 

the Russian Government appealing , in secret, to Russian scientists 

and engineers and asti"g »Hm to do somethin~ that the Russian 
) I 1.< ' (, ., 

Government had openly declared sh uld-~ do-particularly 
I 

if ~e Russi~ eto'1errulfen~ ha.s the right ~y to abrogate the 

a g reement. 

However, there is no reason why I should speak here of what 

Russian scientists and engineers may or may not do. They can 

h 
vJill 

very well speak for themselves, and I believe t ey ~ speak for 

them~elves, hf the time should come for them to d o so. 
I 

~HH~ THE END -::--::--: ~ 
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