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Are We on the Road to War? 

"Are We on the Road to 
War?" is the text of a speech 
which Leo Szilard has recently 
given at nine American colleges 
and universities in order to in
vite students to participate in an 
experiment. The response could 
show whether a political move
ment of the kind described in 
the speech would take off the 
ground provided it were started 
on a sufficiently large scale. 
When the BULLETIN asked Dr. 
Szilard for permission to reprint 
the text of the speech, he agreed 
on condition that he may extend 
the experiment to the readers of 
the BuLLETIN. Accordingly, those 
readers who believe that they 
would be willing to spend two 
per cent of their income for 
campaign contributions-provid
ed that the political obieciives 
formulated meet with their ap
proval-are invited to participate 
in the experiment by writing Dr. 
Szilard before May 31, 1962, at 
the Dupont Plaza Hotel, Wash
ington 6, D.C., giving their name 
and address and briefly indicat
ing the degree of their interest. 
Reprints may be secured from 
the BULLETIN OF THE ATOMIC 

SciENTISTS, 935 E. 60th Street, 
Chicago 37, Illinois. Single cop
ies, 10 cents; 25 or more, seven 
cents each. 

For a number of years now, you 
have had an opportunity to observe 
how we, as a nation, respond to the 
actions of the Russians, and how the 
Russians respond to our responses. 
Those of you who have watched close
ly the course of events in the past 
six months, may have been let to con
clude that we are headed for an all
out war. I myself believe that we are, 
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and that our chances of getting 
through the next ten years without 
war are slim. 

I personally find myself in rebel
lion against the fate that history seems 
to have in store for us, and I suspect 
that some of you may be equally re
bellious. The question is, what can 
you do? 

War seems indeed to be inevitable, 
unless it is possible somehow to alter 
the pattern of behavior which Ameri
ca and Russia are exhibiting at pres
ent. You, as Americans, are not in a 
position to influence the Russian gov
ernment; it follows that you would 
have to bring about a change in the 
attitude of the American government 
which, in turn, may bring about a 
similar change in the attitude of the 
Russian government. 

It is conceivable that if a dedicated 
minority were to take effective politi
cal action, they could bring about the 
change in attitude that is needed. But 
such a minority can take effective ac
tion only if it is possible to formulate 
a set of political objectives on which 
it may unite. 
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Ever since the end of the war, the 
policies of the great powers have con
sistently followed the line of least re· 
sistance, and this line leads to an un
limited arms race. I do not believe that 
America can be made secure by keep
ing ahead in such an arms race. 

There have been repeated attempts 
to stop the arms race by negotiating 
an agreement that would provide for 
some form of arms control. So far, all 
such attempts have failed, and each 
time they were followed by the con
tinuation of the arms race, with re
newed vigor. 

Toward the end of the Eisenhower 
administration, it was generally ex
pected that the next administration 

would adopt a new approach to this 
problem and that a fresh attempt 
would be made to bring the arms race 
under control. 

When Khrushchev was in New 
York a year ago last October, I tried 
to see him, in the hope of finding out 
how responsive he might be to such 
a new approach. I was told that they 
had scheduled fifteen minutes for me 
but, as it turned out, the conversation 
went on for two hours. At that time, 
it was not known whether Kennedy 
or Nixon would get elected, and I 
started off the conversation by saying 
that no matter who is elected, the 
government would try to reach an un
derstanding with Russia on the issue 
of stopping the arms race. Khrushchev 
answered-and he spoke in all serious
ness-that he believed this also. 

A year ago last November, I check
ed out of the hospital in New York, 
where I had been confined for over a 
year, took a taxi to the airport, and 
flew to Moscow to attend the sixth 
Pugwash Conference on Science and 
World Affairs. I was accompanied by 
my wife, who is also my doctor, and 
I stayed on in Moscow for about a 
month beyond the end of the confer
ence. I stayed on in Moscow in order 
to engage in private conversations 
with our Russian colleagues, because 
I knew from experience that only in 
private conversations is it possible to 
get anything across to them or to dis
cover what they really believe to be 
true. 

None of our Russian colleagues 
brought up the issue of bomb tests in 
any of these conversations in Moscow, 
even though two years earlier some of 
them had been passionately interested 
in this issue. I found, however, an un
diminished interest in far-reaching dis
armament which would result in sub
stantial savings. On one occasion, I 
had tea with Fedorov, the General 
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Secretary of the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences, with no one present except 
my interpreter. I had met Fedorov 
before and I always got along well 
with him. On this particular occasion, 
he spoke to me as follows: 

You must really believe me 
when I tell you that we want 
general disarmament. You have 
seen all this construction work 
going on in Moscow; it has been 
going on for many years; still we 
are not able to catch up with 
the housing shortage. If we had 
disarmament, we could not only 
solve this problem, but many of 
our other economic problems as 
well. Also, we could develop 
other nations on an unprece
dented scale. So far, we are 
building only one hydroelectric 
dam in Africa-the Aswan Dam 
in Egypt; if we had disarma
ment, we could, and we would, 
build twenty such dams in Af
rica. 

I tried to impress upon our Russian 
colleagues that the Kennedy adminis
tration would make a serious effort to 
reach an understanding with Russia 
on the issue of arms control, but that 
the new administration would need 
time-six months and more than six 
months perhaps-to find its bearings 
on this issue and to get organized to 
deal with it. 

When I returned to this country in 
February, I decided to stay in Wash
ington for a while. 

In Washington, my friends told me 
that the government was going to 
make a sincere effort to reach an 
agreement with Russia on the cessa
tion of bomb tests and that a reason
able proposal would be made to the 
Russians on this issue. They would 
have liked to hear from me that Rus
sia would be likely to accept such a 
proposal, but coming fresh from Mos
cow, I had serious doubts on this 
score. 

The invasion of Cuba took me by 
surprise. When I first heard about it, 
it was not clear, as yet, whether we 
were going to give air support to the 
invading Cuban exiles and whether 
we would, if necessary, send in the 
Marines also. My immediate reaction 
was that of alarm, for I believed that 
if we did any of these things, we 
would seriously risk war with Russia. 
I did not think that Russia would try 
to intervene in the Caribbean area, 
and I did not think that the Russians 
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would launch long-range rockets aimed 
at our cities. I thought, however, that 
Russia might make some military 
move elsewhere, probably in the Mid
dle East. 

In retrospect, it would seem that I 
was wrong, for Tom Slick of the Slick 
Oil Company, in San Antonio, Texas 
recently set forth, apparently on good 
authority, that, if America had openly 
intervened in Cuba, at that point, 
Russia would have moved into West 
Berlin. 

I would not venture to appraise 
just how close we came to an all-out 
war on the occasion of the Cuban in
cident. I am reasonably certain, how
ever, that if our intervention in Cuba 
had been successful, this would have 
blocked for many years to come any 
possibility of reaching an agreement 
on arms control with Russia. Failure to 
reach an accommodation on the Ber
lin issue might, of course, produce the 
same result. 

I would not entirely exclude the 
possibility of war over Berlin, but to 
me, it seems more probable that this 
crisis will be resolved by some uneasy 
compromise, and that it will not lead 
to an all-out war. Russia may bring 
pressure on West Berlin in order to 
promote any one of a number of her 
foreign policy objectives, but on the 
larger issue, the issue of Germany, the 
true interest of America and Russia 
is the same. The true interest of both 
countries is to have Europe politically 
as stable as possible. 

I am convinced that the Berlin is
sue could be satisfactorily resolved by 
negotiations, but this conviction is 
based on the belief that there is some
thing that the Russians want that we 
should be willing to give them, and 
that there is something that we want 
that the Russians should be willing to 
give us in return. 

There are many people who do not 
share this belief. They hold that the 
Berlin issue was artificially created by 
Russia for the purpose of humiliating 
America, for breaking up NATO, and 
for converting West Germany into a 
communist state. 

Many people, perhaps the majority, 
believe that the Russians are very 
much like the Nazis; that they have 
concrete plans for bringing about, one 
way or another, our total defeat in 
Europe, and also for subjugating the 
whole world to their rule. 

Many people have a black and 
white picture of the world; they be
lieve that the nations fall into two 
classes: the peaceloving nations, and 
those who are not peaceloving. Amer-

ica, France, England, and generally 
speaking our allies, including Germany 
and Japan, are peaceloving nations. 
Russia and China are not peaceloving 
nations. Twenty years ago, the situa
tion was somewhat different: at that 
time, Russia was a peaceloving nation, 
but Germany and Japan were not. 

Many people believe that ever since 
the atomic bomb forced the uncondi
tional surrender of Japan, America has 
unceasingly tried to rid the world of 
the bomb, and that Russian intransi
gence, alone, blocked progress in this 
direction. 

When I listen to people who hold 
such views, I sometimes have the feel
ing that I have lived through all this 
before and, in a sense, I have. I was 
sixteen years old when the first World 
War broke out, and I lived at that 
time in Hungary. From reading the 
Hungarian newspapers, it would have 
appeared that whatever Austria and 
Germany did was right and whatever 
England, France, Russia, or America 
did was wrong. A good case could be 
made out for this general thesis, in 
almost every single instance. It would 
have been quite difficult for me to 
prove, in any single instance, that the 
newspapers were wrong, but some
how, it seemed to me unlikely that 
the two nations, located in the center 
of Europe, should be invariably right, 
and that all the other nations should 
be invariably wrong. History, I rea
soned, would hardly operate in such 
a peculiar fashion, and gradually I 
was led to conclusions which were 
diametrically opposed to the views 
held by the majority of my school
mates. 

Many of my schoolmates regarded 
me as something of an oracle because 
I was able to cope with the mysteries 
of lower arithmetic which baffled 
them and one of them asked me one 
day quite early in the war who would 
lose the war. I said that I didn't know 
who would lose the war, but that I 
thought that I knew who ought to 
lose the war; I thought that Austria 
and Germany, as well as Russia, ought 
to lose the war. Since Austria and 
Germany fought on one side, and Rus
sia on the other side, it was not quite 
clear how this could happen. The fact 
is, of course, that it did happen. 

I am not telling you this in order 
to impress you with how bright I am. 
Nobody at sixty can claim to be as 
bright as he was at sixteen, even 
though in most cases it is not the in
telligence that deteriorates, but the 
character. The point I am trying to 
make is that even in times of war, 

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 

.. 



you can see current events in their 
historical perspective, provided that 
your passion for the truth prevails 
over your bias in favor of your own 
nation. 

After the first World War, when I 
lived in Berlin, a distinguished friend 
of mine, Michael Polanyi, asked me 
one day what I thought ought to be 
the rule of human conduct regulating 
the behavior of an individual in so
ciety. "Clearly," he said, "you cannot 
simply ask a man to be generous to 
other people, for if the other people 
are mean to him, and if he follows 
your rule, he may starve to death." 
"But," said Polanyi, "perhaps the rule 
ought to be 'Be one per cent more 
generous to people than they are to 
you.'" This should be sufficient, he 
thought, because if everyone were to 
follow this rule, the earth would, step 
by step, turn into a livable place. 

I told him that, to my mind, this 
would not work at all, because if two 
people behave the same way toward 
each other, each is bound to think 
that he is 30 per cent more generous 
than the other. Clearly, the rule would 
have to allow for this bias. Perhaps if 
we were to stipulate as the rule of 
conduct, "Be 31 per cent more gen
erous to the others than they are to 
you" such a rule might work. 

America and Russia are not follow
ing any such rule of conduct. More
over, their bias greatly exceeds 30 per 
cent. 

Most Americans apply a yardstick 
to America's actions which is very dif
ferent from the yardstick which they 
apply to Russia's actions. Whenever 
their bias in favor of their own na
tion gets into conflict with the truth, 
the odds are that the bias will pre
vail. As a result of this, they are not 
capable of seeing current events in 
their historical perspective. They may 
well realize that we are in trouble, 
but they cannot correctly diagnose the 
cause of the trouble and therefore, 
they are not in a position to indicate 
what the right remedy might be. 

The people who have sufficient pas
sion for the truth to give the truth a 
chance to prevail, if it runs counter to 
their bias, are in a minority. How im
portant is this minority? It is diffi
cult to say at this point, for, at the 
present time, their influence on gov
ernmental decisions is not perceptible. 

If you stay in Washington, you may 
gain some insight into the manner in 
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which governmental decisions come 
about; you may get a feel of what 
kind of considerations enter into such 
decisions, and what kind of pressures 
are at work. 

With President Kennedy, new men 
moved into the administration. Many 
of them understand the implications 
of what is going on and are deeply 
concerned. But, they are so busy try
ing to keep the worst things from 
happening, on a day-to-day basis, that 
they have no time to develop a con
sensus on what the right approach 
would be, from the long-term point 
of view. 

There are also a number of men in 
Congress, particularly in the Senate, 
who have insight into what is going 
on and who are concerned, but most
ly they lack the courage of their con
victions. They may give a lucid analy
sis of the trouble in private conversa
tions and then at some point or other, 
they will say: "Of course, I could not 
say this in public.'' 

In Washington, wisdom has no 
chance to prevail at this point. 

Last September, Life magazine 
printed an article about me which 
said that I was in Washington trying 
to find out if there was a market for 
wisdom. Thereupon, I received a 
flood of letters from colleges and uni
versities inviting me to give lectures. 
Most people get some pleasure out of 
hearing themselves talk, and so do l; 
yet I did not see much point in going 
around the country giving talks, if all 
I had to say was that there was no 
market for wisdom. Therefore, I de
clined all these invitations; that is, I 
declined them all, until Brandeis Uni; 
versity invited me to attend a special 
convocation and receive an honorary 
doctor's degree. At that point, my 
vanity got the better of me, and I ac
cepted. At Brandeis, I spoke at din
ner informally to the trustees and fel
lows of the university, and this was 
my closest contact with grass roots 
since I moved to Washington-if, in
deed, you may regard the trustees 
and fellows of Brandeis as grass roots. 

I told them at Brandeis that I 
thought we were in very serious trou
ble; people asked me what there was 
that they could do about it, and I had 
no answer to give. 

Is there, indeed, anything that these 
people-and for that matter I, myself 
-could do at this point that would 
make sense? 

When I got back to Washington, I 
started to think about this, and I be
lieve it will be best now if I simply 
recite to you how my thoughts devel
oped from this point on. 

The first thought that came to my 
mind was that in cooperation with 
others, I could try to set up an organi
zation in Washington-a sort of lobby, 
if you will-which would bring to 
Washington, from time to time, schol
ars and scientists who see current 
events in their historical perspective. 
These men would speak with the 
sweet voice of reason, and our lobby 
could see to it that they be heard by 
people inside the administration, and 
also by the key people in Congress. 

The next thing that occurred to me 
was that these distinguished scholars 
and scientists would be heard, but 
that they might not be listened to, if 
thev were not able to deliver votes. 

W auld they be listened to if they 
were able to deliver votes? 

The minority for which they speak 
might represent a few per cent of 
the votes, and a few per cent of the 
votes alone would not mean very 
much. Still, the combination of a few 
per cent of the votes and the sweet 
voice of reason might tum out to be 
an effective combination. And if the 
minority for which these men speak, 
were sufficiently dedicated to stand 
ready not only to deliver votes, but 
also to make very substantial cam
paign contributions, then this minor
ity would be in a position to set up 
the most powerful lobby that ever hit 
Washington. 

The problem which the bomb poses 
to the world cannot be solved except 
by abolishing war, and nothing less 
will do. But first of all, we must back 
away from the war to which we have 
come dangerously close. 

Could such a dedicated minority 
agree not only on the long-term po
litical objectives which need to be 
pursued in order to abolish war, but 
also on the immediate political objec
tives, the objectives which must be 
pursued in the next couple of years, 
in order to make the present danger 
of war recede to the point where at
tention can be focused on the task of 
abolishing war? 

America cannot be made secure by 
keeping ahead in an atomic arms race 
and an agreement providing for arms 
control is a necessary first step toward 
abolishing war. 

An agreement on arms control does 
not seem to be, however, "around the 
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corner." It might very well be, there
fore, that in the immediate future 
America would have to take certain 
unilateral steps. Some of the steps 
would be taken in order to reduce the 
present danger of war; other steps 
would be taken so that if a war breaks 
out, which neither America nor Rus
sia wants, it may be possible to bring 
hostilities to an end before there is an 
all-out atomic catastrophe. 

Such unilateral steps are not ade
quate substitutes for negotiated agree
ments, and they can carry us only 
part of the way, but still there are 
some unilateral steps which should be 
taken at the present time and I pro
pose to discuss at this point what these 
steps may be. 

The issue of bomb tests and the is
sue of bomb shelters are peripheral is
sues; they are more the symptoms of 
the trouble we are in than the cause 
of the trouble, and I propose to turn 
now to issues which I believe to be 
more relevant. 

1.) Nothing is gained by America's 
winning meaningless battles in the 
cold war, and a change of attitude in 
this regard is urgently needed. Take 
the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in Vienna, for instance. This 
organization has at present no func
tion whatsoever, and if it is main
tained in existence at all, it should be 
maintained as an exercise in coopera
tion among nations. 

The first director of this agency was 
an American, and his term expired re
cently. Since, next to America, the So
viet Union is the most important 
atomic power, America could have 
proposed that the next director of the 
agency be a Russian. Instead, Amer
ica proposed a Swede, who was not 
acceptable to the Russians, and since 
America had the votes she was able to 
win one more victory in a meaning
less battle of the cold war. 

All this "victory" accomplished was 
to reduce the chances of finding some 
useful function for this agency, be
cause the Russians resent being pushed 
around in this agency and there is no 
way for us to force them to play ball. 

I believe that it would be important 
for the government to reach a major 
policy decision, and for the President 
to issue an executive order against 
fighting meaningless battles in the 
cold war. 

We have a cultural exchange pro
gram with the Russians but their State 
Department and our State Depart
ment are playing a game of "if you 
hit our scientists, we shall hit your sci
entists ." Accordingly, our State De-
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partment imposes senseless travel re
strictions on our Russian colleagues 
who visit this country. These travel 
restrictions are not aimed at the safe
guarding of any secrets, but are mere
ly a way of hitting back at travel 
restrictions which the Soviet govern
ment occasionally imposes on Ameri
can scientists who travel about in 
Russia. 

I believe that representations ought 
to be made, at as high a level of the 
administration as is necessary, for the 
Secretary of State to find some other 
assignment in the State Department 
for those wlw have, up till now, han
dled the East-West Cultural Exchange 
Program. 

2.) I believe that America could 
and should make unilaterally two cru
cially important policy decisions and 
that she should proclaim these deci
sions. 

First of all, America should resolve 
and proclaim that she would not re
sort to any strategic bombing of cities 
or bases of Russia (either by means 
of atomic bombs or conventional ex
plosives), except if American cities or 
bases are attacked with bombs, or if 
there is an unprovoked attack with 
bombs against one of America's allies. 

Further, America should make a 
second policy decision and should 
proclaim this decision. In order to un
derstand the meaning ·and relevance 
of this second decision, it is necessary 
to consider the following: 

Soon after the war, when Russia 
did not as yet have any atomic bombs, 
she proposed that the bomb be out
lawed. This could take the form of a 
unilateral pledge, given by each atom
ic power, that it would not resort to 
the use of atomic bombs, either for 
the purpose of attacking cities or 
bases, or as a tactical weapon to be 
used against troops in combat. 

Recently, Sulzberger of the New 
York Times discussed with Khru
shchev the possibility of such unilat
eral pledges, renouncing the use of 
the bomb. Khrushchev said, on this 
occasion, that if there were a war, 
even if at first only conventional weap
ons were used, subsequently the side 
which is about to lose the war would 
find it impossible to abide by its 
pledge and would resort to the use of 
the bomb. 

This brings out what I believe to 
be the crux of the issue, that today it 
might still be possible to resist force 
with force, but the objective of the 
use of force must no longer be vic
tory. The objective must only be to 

make a conquest difficult and expen
sive. 

If force is used then an all-out war, 
which neither side wants, can be 
avoided only if both sides recognize 
that the use of force must not be 
aimed at victory, or anything ap
proaching victory. 

Keeping this point of view in mind, 
America could and should adopt the 
policy that, in case of war, if she were 
to use atomic bombs against troops in 
combat, she would do so only on her 
own side of the prewar boundary. 

In case of war America would then 
be bound by a pledge to this effect 
as long as Russia imposed a similar 
restraint on her conduct of the war. 

Manifestly, this type of use of 
atomic bombs would be a defensive 
operation and moreover, it would be a 
very effective defensive operation, ei
ther on the part of Russia or on the 
part of America, as long as the re
straints remain in effect on both sides. 

Such a pledge would be no less 
clear than the simple pledge renounc
ing the use of the bomb, but it would 
be much easier to keep and therefore 
it would be a more believable pledge. 
And if neither side aimed at anything 
approaching victory, then it would 
substantially reduce the danger of an 
all-out war. 

When I discussed this issue in Ger
many three years ago, people there 
said that if the ground forces of the 
allies were pushed back to the Rhine, 
and America used atomic bombs 
against troops in combat between the 
Rhine and the Oder-Neisse line, many 
West German cities might be de
stroyed by American bombs. I do not 
know to what extent West German 
cities could be spared by a judicious 
tactical use of atomic bombs by 
American forces, but I do know that 
if America were to use bombs beyond 
the prewar boundary, West German 
cities would be destroyed by Russian 
bombs. 

Recently, the United Nations As
sembly vetoed with a more than two
thirds majority, 55 against 20, to out
law the use of atomic bombs in war. 
The use of atomic bombs in warfare 
was declared by the Assembly to be a 
crime and a violation of the United 
Nations Charter. 

Since the machinery of the United 
Nations was set up for the purpose of 
maintaining peace among the smaller 
nations, assuming the cooperation of 
the great powers to this end, attempts 
to regard a two-thirds vote of the As
sembly as legally binding must neces
sarily fail. Still the United States must 
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not fly in the face of world opmwn 
and simply disregard the vote of the 
General Assembly, when a two-thirds 
vote of the Assembly expresses the le
gitimate concern of the great majority 
of the nations that the use of atomic 
bombs in warfare might lead to a 
world catastrophe. Rather, out of re
spect for world opinion and in its own 
interest, the United States ought to go 
as far toward complying with it, as 
valid considerations for its own secu
rity permit. The restrictions on the 
use of atomic bombs in case of war 
which I am advocating, are advocated 
with this end in view. 

Western Europe is not inferior to 
Russia either in manpower or in re
sources and it would be possible for 
Western Europe to build up within 
five years conventional forces to the 
point where it could renounce the use 
of atomic bombs against troops in 
combat in case of war. But even this 
would be to no avail unless the na
tions involved give up any thought of 
fighting limited wars for "limited ob
jectives" and resort to force only to 
make a conquest difficult and, with 
luck, to prevent it. 

As long as there is no agreement 
providing for arms control, and Rus
sia remains in possession of large 
stockpiles of bombs, America has no 
choice but to maintain a strategic 
atomic striking force. However, it 
should maintain such a force only as 
protection against America or her al
lies being attacked with bombs. The 
number of bombs retained for this 
purpose need not be very large, and 
more important than the number of 
bombs retained is the invulnerability 
of the bases from which they would 
be launched. If these bases are invul
nerable, so that no single massive at
tack against them could substantially 
damage America's ability to retaliate, 
then America needs to retain only 
enough bombs to be able to destroy 
in retaliation a substantial number of 
Russia's cities, after giving due notice 
to permit their orderly evacuation. 

It must be made clear, however, 
that if America adopts the policy here 
advocated, she thereby renounces the 
threat of strategic bombing as a gen
eral deterrent because she could then 
make this threat only in case Russia 
would drop bombs, and drop them on 
our side of the prewar boundary. 

I, personally, do not believe that 
America would lose much by giving 
up the threat of strategic bombing, 
because the deterrent effect of such a 
threat is negligible unless the threat 
is believable. 
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If America were to threaten to drop 
bombs on a large number of Russian 
cities in case of war, knowing full 
well that Russia would retaliate by 
dropping bombs on a large number 
of American cities , such a threat would 
be tantamount to a threat of murder 
and suicide. The threat of murder and 
suicide would not be a believable 
threat, in the context of the so-called 
Berlin Crisis, nor would it be a be
lievable threat in the context of any 
other similar conflict in which Amer
ica's rights and interests may be at 
stake, but not America's existence as 
a nation. 

Those responsible for the planning 
of strategy in the Department of De
fense would concede this much. 

According to persistent press re
ports there is, however, an increasing
ly influential school of thought in the 
Department of Defense which holds 
that, in case of war with Russia, 
America may engage in strategic 
bombing, aimed at the destruction ol 
Russian rocket bases and strategic air 
bases. America would not bomb anv 
of Russia's cities if she can help it, 
as long as Russia did not bomb any of 
America's cities. 

This school of thought holds that, at 
present, Russia does not have many 
long-range rocket bases and strategic 
air bases, that the location of many of 
these bases is known, and that most of 
them are vulnerable and could be 
destroyed by attacking them with 
bombs. By building enough long
range solid-fuel rockets (Minutemen) 
and submarines capable of launching 
intermediate range solid-fuel rockets 
(Polaris) America may be able to 
keep ahead in this game for the next 
five years. 

Those who advocate such a policy 
believe that if America should suc
ceed in knocking out, say, 90 per cent 
of Russia's strategic atomic striking 
forces, then the Russians would prob
ably speak to us as follows: "We have 
enough rockets left to destroy a large 
number of American cities, but we 
know that if we did this America may 
retaliate by destroying all of our cities. 
Therefore, we are going to hold our 
fire and we propose to negotiate peace. 
We concede that the power balance 
has now shifted in America's favor and 
we are now willing to yield on a 
number of issues on which we took an 
inflexible stand prior to the outbreak 
of hostilities." If this were to happen 
America would have won a victory 
even though it may be a victory in a 
limited sense of the term only. 

Naturally if there is a war and 
America resorts to the bombing of 
bases in Russia, one could not expect 
the Russians to sit idly by and watch 
America picking up step by step one 
base after another. It follows that 
America would have to start the stra
tegic bombing of Russian bases with a 
sudden, massive attack and to try to · 
destroy all vulnerable Russian bases 
of Jr.nown location, in the first attack. 

There are, of course, people in the 
Department of Defense who have se
rious doubts that America would ac
tually carry out such a first strike 
against bases, in case of war, yet they 
believe that-at the present juncture
it is a good thing to threaten to bomb 
Russian bases in case of war because 
this is a more believable threat than 
the threat of "murder and suicide." 

I do not know just how believable 
this threat is, but I do know that at 
best we are purchasing an increased 
restraint on Russia's part for a year or 
two, and that we are purchasing it at 
a very high price. For whether we 
adopt such a strategy or merely give 
Russia the impression that we have 
adopted such a strategy, we are pro
voking an all-out atomic arms race 
and may within a very few years 
reach the point of no return, in this 
regard. 

Therefore, 1 believe that it is im
perative to oppose: (a) the adoption 
of plans which call for a first strike 
against Russian rocket and strategic 
air bases in case of war, and (b) the 
adoption of the policy of "deterring" 
Russia, with the threat that America 
would resort to such a first strike in 
case of war. I believe that the rejection 
of both these policies is an attainable 
political objective because there is 
considerable doubt within the admin
istration of the wisdom of these pol
icies. 

3.) America could and should re
solve that atomic bombs and the 
means suitable for their delivery, 
which are supplied by her and which 
are stationed in Europe, shall remain 
in the hands of American military 
units which are under American com
mand, rather than be placed under the 
control of NATO. As long as America 
is committed to defend Western Eu
rope, there is no valid argument for 
turning over bombs to the control of 
other Western European nations. 

Germany is going to put increas
ingly strong pressure on the United 
States government to turn over such 
equipment to NATO control, and I 
would be in favor of balancing any 
such pressure by bringing domestic 
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political counterpressure to bear on 
the government. 

America should stand firm in op
posing the production of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs by Germany as well 
as the production of means suitable 
for their deliverv. 

It is conceivable, of course, that all 
· attempts to achieve arms control may 
fail and that in the end it will not be 
within the power of the United States 
to prevent Germany from producing 
its own bombs and rockets. At about 
the same time the United States may 
however also free herself from her 
commitments to defend Germany 
against external military intervention. 
But we are not concerned at this point 
with developments that may conceiv
ably occur in the unpredictable future. 

4.) Not every issue can be solved 
by Congress passing a law, and there 
are borderline issues where political 
action alone can bring no solution be
cause the specific knowledge is lack
ing of how to go about the solution. 
The issue of general disarmament 
seems to be such a borderline issue. 

I believe that, at the present time, 
little could be gained by bringing 
pressure on the administration to en
ter into formal negotiations with Rus
sia on the issue of general disarma
ment, because-as they say, "You can 
lead a horse to the water, but you 
can't make him drink." 

I believe that no substantial prog
ress can be made toward disarma
ment until Americans and Russians 
first reach a meeting of the minds on 
the issue of how the peace may be 
secured in a disarmed world. 

American reluctance to seriously 
contemplate general disarmament is 
largely due to uncertainty about this 
point. If it became clear that a satis
factory solution of this issue is possi
ble, many Americans may come to 
regard general disarmament as a high
ly desirable goal. 

On the issue of how to secure the 
peace in a disarmed world, progress 
could probably be made reasonably 
fast, through nongovernmental discus
sions among Americans and Russians. 
I believe that such discussions ought 
to be arranged through private initia
tive, but with the blessing of the ad
ministration. 

The Russians know very well that 
America is not ready seriously to con
template general disarmament and 
this, to my mind, explains why, in 
spite of being strongly motivated for 
disarmament, the Russian government 
displays in its negotiations on this is
sue much the same attitude as does 
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the American government. As far as 
negotiations on disarmament are con
cerned, hitherto both governments 
have been mainly guided by the pub
lic relations aspect rather than by the 
substantive aspect of the issue. 

The Soviet Union's attitude might 
change overnight, however, if it be
came apparent that America was be
coming seriously interested in dis
armament. 

The Russians are very much aware 
of the economic benefits they would 
derive from disarmament, and I be
lieve that the Soviet Union would be 
willing to pay a commensurate price 
for obtaining it. It stands to reason 
that this should be so for the Soviet 
Union spends on defense an even 
larger fraction of her industrial output 
than America does. 

America is at present committed to 
protect certain territories which are 
located in the geographical proximity 
of Russia. In the case of general dis
armament, America would not be able 
to live up to any such commitments. 
Disarmament would therefore be po
litically acceptable to America only if 
it is possible for her to liquidate 
her present commitments-without too 
much loss of prestige and without 
seriously endangering the interests of 
the other nations involved. 

Khrushchev seems to be very much 
aware of this. Therefore, if it came to 
serious negotiations on the issue of 
disarmament, and if it became mani
festly necessary to reach a political 
settlement in order to permit America 
to liquidate her military commitments, 
then the Soviet Union might go a long 
way toward seeking an accommoda
tion. 

5.) General disarmament may, if we 
are lucky, eliminate war, but it would 
not end the rivalry between America 
and Russia. 

It is a foregone conclusion that 
American efforts toward creating an 
orderly and livable world will be frus
trated. in Southeast Asia and Africa 
because of our failure to devise forms 
of democracy which would be viable 
in these regions of the world. The 
task of devising forms of democracy 
which would be suitable to the needs 
of such areas is not a task that the 
government can handle. Various 
forms of democracy may have to be 
devised which are tailor-made to fit 
the various areas. A mafor private 
group could tackle and ought to tackle 
this problem. If it is not solved, more 
and more underdeveloped nations may 
become dictatorships; some of them 

may have a rapid succession of dicta
tor after dictator and, in the end, the 
people may have to choose between 
chaos and communism. 

It is a foregone conclusion that 
America's efforts to raise the standard 
of living of underdeveloped nations 
may be frustrated in those areas where 
the birth rate is high, infant mortality 
is high, and there is little arable land 
left. Improvement in the standard of 
living will initially lead to a fall in 
infant mortality, and if the birth rate 
remains high, the population will 
shoot up so rapidly that economic 
improvements will not be able to 
catch up. 

Our failure to develop biological 
methods of birth control, suitable for 
the needs of such areas, is responsible 
for this state of affairs. The develop
ment of such methods is not a task 
which the government can undertake. 
The government could not create re
search institutes which would attract 
scientists who are ingenious and re
sourceful enough to come up with an 
adequate solution. A mafor private 
group could and should tackle this 
problem. 

If it should turn out that it is possi
ble to formulate a set of political ob
jectives on which reasonable people 
could generally agree, and if these ob
jectives could count on the all-out 
support of a sizable and dedicated mi
nority, then I should be impelled to go 
further, and I would plan to go fur
ther along the following lines: 

I would ask about fifteen distin
guished scientists to serve as fellows 
of a council which might be called 
Council for Abolishing War or perhaps 
Council for a Livable World. The fel
lows (who are all scientists) would 
elect the board of directors, but mem
bership on the board would not be 
restricted to scientists . 

This council would, first of all, as
semble a panel of political advisors, 
and then in close consultation with 
these advisors, it would formulate two 
sets of objectives. To the first set be
long those objectives which cannot be 
attained at the present time through 
political action because it would take 
further inquiry, and perhaps even real 
research to know, in concrete terms, 
what needs to be done. To the second 
set belong those objectives which can 
be pursued through political action 
because it is clear what needs to be 
done. 

The fellows of the council would 
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set up a research organization aimed 
at the pursuit of the first set of ob
jectives, and they would elect the 
trustees of that organization. The fel
lows of the council would also set up 
a political organization aimed at the 
pursuit of the second set of objectives, 
and they would elect the board of 
directors of that organization. Because 
one of the major functions of the sec
ond organization would be to lobby, 
we may refer to it for our purposes 
as the lobby. 

The council would hold hearings, 
perhaps one every four months, and 
would subsequently proclaim in detail 
the immediate political objectives it 
proposes to advocate. It would com
municate these objectives, perhaps in 
the form of a series of pamphlets, to 
all those who are believed to be seri
ously interested. Those who regularly 
receive the communications of the 
council would be regarded as members 
of the movement, if they are willing 
actively to support at least one of the 
several specific objectives proclaimed 
by the council. 

It seems to me that there is no need 
to enlist those who are interested as 
members of an organization. What one 
needs to create is not a membership 
organization, but a movement. 

The articulate members of the 
movement would be expected to dis
cuss the relevant issues with editors 
of their newspaper and various colum
nists and other opinion makers in their 
own community. They would be ex
pected to write to, and in other ways 
keep in touch with, their congressman 
and the two senators of their own 
state. 

One of the functions of the lobby 
would be to help the members of the 
movement clarify their own minds on 
the political objectives they wish ac
tively to support. 

The members of the movement 
would be regarded as pledged to vote 
in the primaries as well as in the elec
tions. As far as federal elections are 
concerned, they would be pledged to 
cast their vote, disregarding domestic 
issues, solely on the issue of war and 
peace. 

The members of the movement 
would be regarded as pledged annual
ly to spend two per cent of their in
come on campaign contributions. The 
members would be asked to make out 
a check payable to the recipient of 
the campaign contribution but to mail 
that check to the Washington office 
of the lobby for transmission. In this 
manner the lobby would be in a po-
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sition to keep track of the How of 
campaign contributions. 

Those in high income brackets may 
be left free to contribute three per 
cent after taxes rather than two per 
cent before taxes. 

All members of the movement 
would be free to wear an emblem 
that would identify them as members 
of the movement, if they wish to do so. 

Those who can not spend two per 
cent of their income on campaign con
tributions may regard themselves as 
supporters of the movement if they 
spend either one per cent of their in
come or $100 per year, according to 
their preference. Such supporters of 
the movement may receive the advice 
and guidance of the lobby on the 

same terms as the members of the 
movement. 

So that each member of the move
ment may know where his contribu
tion should go, in order to be most 
effective in furthering the political ob
jectives which he has chosen to pur
sue, the lobby would keep in touch 
with each member. The lobby would 
keep the members informed about the 
particular contests for seats in Con
gress which are of interest to the 
movement; but it may advise one 
member to take an interest in one of 
these contests and another member to 
take an interest in another of these 
contests. 

For covering the operating expenses 
of the lobby and the research organi-
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zation (which would be maintained 
independently from and operated par
allel to the lobby), one would look 
to the members of the movement. 
Each year a certain group of the mem
bers would be asked by the lobby to 
contribute two per cent of their in
come to it, rather than to spend it 
for political contributions. One year 
this group might be composed of those 
whose names start with the letter "C." 
Another year it might be composed 
of those whose names start with the 
letter "R," etc. 

The movement must not wield the 
power that it may possess crudely. 
People in Washington want to be con
vinced, they do not wan t to be bribed 
or blackmailed. He who gives con
sis tently financial support to certain 

If 
you're not 
already 
subscribing, 
why not 
ioin us? 

key members of Congress, may evoke 
their lasting friendship and may count 
on their willingness to listen to him 
as long as he talks sense. He who 
talks to members of Congress, but 
does not talk sense, will not accom
plish anything of lasting value, even 
if he temporarily sweeps some mem
bers of Congress off their feet by mak
ing huge political contributions to 
them. 

There are many intelligent men in 
Congress who have insight into what 
goes on; the movement could help 
these men to have the courage of their 
convictions. There are others in Con
gress who are not capable of such in
sight; the only thing to do with them 
is not to return them to Congress, and 
to replace them with better men. This 
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may make it necessary to persuade 
better men to run in the primaries and 
to stand for election . To find such 
better men must be one of the main 
tasks of the movement, and the lobby 
must be prepared to help members of 
the movement to perform this task. 

I did not come here to enlist any 
of you in such a movement or to 
launch such a movement. I came here 
to invite you to participate in an ex
periment that would show whether 
such a movement could be success
fully launched. 

First of all, I ask each of you to 
look into your own heart and try to 
discover ~hether you yourself would 
wan t to participate in a political move
ment of the kind described, provided 
the objectives-as formulated from 
time to time-appeal to you and you 
thought that the movement could be 
effective. 

Those of you who wish to partici
pate in the experiment are asked to 
show a copy of this speech to people 
in your home community who might 
be interested and to dete1mine who of 
these would be likely to be part of a 
dedicated minority that would give 
all-out support to a movement of the 
kind I have described. 

I would appreciate your wri ting 
me, as soon as possible, how many 
people you have talked to and how 
many of these and who of these (name 
and address) , you think, could be 
counted upon. 

If the result of this experiment in
dicates that such a movement could 
get off the ground, provided it were 
started in the right way and on a 
sufficiently large scale, then the Coun
cil for Abolishing War would be con
stituted. Presumably the council would 
attempt to identify' 25,000 individuals 
who would be willing to make cam
paign contributions in the amount of 
two per cent of their income. Pre
sumably, if the council is successful in 
this, the fellows of the council would 
proceed to establish the lobby. 

By the time the movement attains 
150,000 members it would presumably 
represent about $20 million per year 
in campaign contributions or $80 mil
lion over a four year period. 

Whether such a movement could 
grow further and cpme to represent 
not only a decisive amount in cam
paign contributions but also a signifi
cant number of votes, would then pre
sumably depend on the future course 
of world events. 
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ARE WE ON THE ROAD TO WAR? 

by Leo Szilard 

For a number of years now, you have had an opportunity to observe how we, 
as a nation, respond to the actions of the Russians, and how the Russians re
spond to our responses. Those of you who have watched closely the course of 
events in the past six months may have been led to conclude that we are headed 
for an all-out war. I myself believe that we are, and that our chances of 
getting through the next ten years without war are slim. 

I, personally, find myself in rebellion against the fate that history 
seems to have in store for us, and I suspect that some of you may be equally 
rebellious. The question is, what can you do? 

War seems indeed to be inevitable, unless it is possible somehow to 
alter the pattern of behavior which America and Russia are exhibiting at 
present. You, as Americans, are not in a position to influence the Russian 
government; it follows that you would have to bring about a change in the 
attitude of the American Government which, in turn, may bring about a similar 
change in the attitude of the Russian Government. 

It is conceivable that if a dedicated minority were to take effective 
political action, they could bring about the change in attitude that is 
needed. But such a minority can take effective action only if it is possible 
to formulate a set of political objectives on which it can unite. 

I shall try to outline to you tonight a set of political objectives and 
you shall be the judges of how satisfactory these objectives may be. 

Next, I would like to discuss with you what kind of political action it 
would take to alter the course of events; cause the present danger of war to 
recede, and to open the door to a constructive effort to abolish war. 

To abolish war is a tall order, and I speak of it therefore with reluc
tance. It has been apparent, however, ever since the end of the war, that 
the bomb would pose a problem to the world for which there is no precedent 
and which cannot be solved short of abolishing war. 

Ever since the end of the war, the policies of the great powers have 
consistently followed the line of least resistance, and this line leads to an 
unlimited arms race. 

There have been repeated attempts to stop the arms race by negotiating 
an agreement that would provide for some form of arms control. So far, all 
such attempts have failed, and each time theywere followed by the continu
ation of the arms race, with renewed vigor. 

Towards the end of the Eisenhower Administration, it was generally ex
pected that the next administration would adopt a new approach to this prob
lem and that a fresh attempt would be made to bring the arms race under con
trol. 

When Khrushchev was in New York last October, I tried to see him, in the 
hope of finding out how responsive he might be to such a new approach. I was 
told that they had scheduled fifteen minutes for me but, as it turned out, 
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the conversation went on for two hours. At that time, it was not known 
whether Kennedy or Nixon would get elected, and I started off the conversa
tion by saying that no matter who is elected, the Government would try to 
reach an understanding with Russia on the issue of stopping the arms race. 
Khrushchev answered--and he spoke in all seriousness--that he believed this 
also. 

On November 25 of last year, I checked out of the hospital in New York, 
where I had been confined for over a year, took a taxi to the airport, and 
flew to Moscow to attend the 6th Pugwash Conference. I was accompanied by my 
wife, who is also my doctor, and I stayed on in Moscow for about a month be
yond the end of the conference. I stayed on in Moscow in order to engage in 
private conversations with our Russian colleagues, because I knew from experi
ence that on~ in private conversation is it possible to get anything across 
to them or to discover what they really believe to be true. None of our 
Russian colleagues brought up the issue of bomb tests in any of these conver
sations in Moscow, even though two years earlier some of them had been pas
sionate~ interested in this issue. I found, however, an undiminished inter
est in far-reaching disarmament which would result in substantial savings. 
On one occasion, I had tea with Fedorov, the General Secretary of the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences, with no one present except my interpreter. I had met 
Fedorov before and I always got along well with him. On this particular 
occasion, he spoke to me as follows: 

"You must really believe me when I tell you that we want general dis
armament. You have seen all this construction work going on in Moscow; it 
has been going on for many years; still we are not able to catch up with the 
housing shortage. If we had disarmament, we could not only solve this prob
lem, but many of our other economic problems as well. Also, we could develop 
other nations on an unprecedented scale, So far, we are building on~ one 
hydro-electric dam in Africa--the Aswan Dam in F€fpt; if we had disarmament, 
we could, and we would, build twenty such dams in Africa. 11 

I tried to impress upon our Russian colleagues that the Kennedy Adminis
tration would make a serious effort to reach an understanding with Russia on 
the issue of arms control, but that the new Administration would need time-
six months and more than six months, perhaps--to find its bearings on this 
issue and to get organized to deal with it. 

When I returned to this country in February, I decided to stay in Wash
:ington for a while. 

In Washington, my friends told me that the Government was going to make 
a sincere effort to reach an agreement with Russia on the cessation of bomb 
tests and that a reasonable proposal would be made to the Russians on this 
issue. They would have liked to hear from me that Russia would be like~ to 
accept such a proposal, but coming fresh from Moscow, I had serious doubts on 
this score. 

The Cuban invasion took me by surprise. When I first heard about it, it 
was not clear, as yet, whether we were going to give air support to the invad
ing Cuban exiles and whether we would, if necessary, send in the Marines also. 
My immediate reaction was that of alann, for I believed that if we did any of 
these things, we would serious~ risk war with Russia. I did not think that 
Russia would try to intervene in the Caribbean area. Nor did I think that the 
Russians would launch long-range rockets aimed at our cities. I thought, how
ever, that Russia would make some military move elsewhere, perhaps in the 
Middle East. 
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In retrospect, it would seem that I was wrong, for Tom Slick of San 
Antonio, Texas recently disclosed, apparently on good authority, that , if 
America had openly intervened in Cuba at that point, Russia would have moved 
into West Berlin. 

I would not venture to appraise just how close we came to an all-out war 
on the occasion of the Cuban incident. I am reasonably certain, however, that 
if our intervention in Cuba had been successful, this would have blocked for 
w~ny years to come any possibility of reaching an agreement on arms control 
with Russia. Failure t o r~ach an accommodat ion on the Berlin issue might, of 
course, produce the same result. 

I would not entirely exclude the possibility of war over Berlin, but, to 
me, it seems more probable that this crisis will be resolved by some uneasy 
compromise, and that it 1-dll not lead to an all-out war. Russ ia may bring 
pressure on West Berlin, in order to promote any one of a number of her for
eign policy objectives, but, on the lar ger issue, the issue of Germany, the 
true interest of America and Russia is the same. The true interest of both 
is to have Europe politically as stable as possible, 

Neither Russia nor America really knows how to accomplish this goal. 
America may favor certain solutions and Russia may favor certain other solu
tions; still, it would be rather odd if America and Russia went to war with 
each other over the issue of what is the best solution for securing the peace 
in Europe. 

I am convinced that the Berlin issue could be satisfactorily resolved by 
negotiations, but this conviction is based on the belief that there is some
thing that the Russians want that we should be willing to give them, and that 
there is something that we want that the Russians should be willing to give us 
in return. 

There are many people who do not share this belief. They hold that the 
Berlin issue was artifically created by Russia for the purpose of humiliating 
America, for breaking up NATO, and for converting West Germany into a Com
munist state. 

Many people, probably the majority, believe that the Russians are very 
much like the Nazis; that they have concrete plans for bringing about, one 
way or another, our total defeat in Europe, and also for subjugating the 
whole world to their rule. 

Many people have a black and white picture of the world; they believe 
that the nations fall into two classes: the peace-loving nations; and those 
who are not peace-loving. America, France and England, and generally speak
ing our allies, including Germany and Japan, are peace-loving nations. Russia 
and China are not peace-loving nations. Twenty years ago, the situation was 
somewhat different; at that time, Russia was a peace-loving nation, but 
Germany and Japan were not. 

Many people believe that Russia, by supplying arms on a vast scale to the 
Chinese Communists, managed to take control of China. They recollect, fur
ther, that when American troops, fighting under the flag of the United Na
tions, crossed the 38th parallel, ~oved up across North Korea to the Yalu 
River, and destroyed the hydro-electric pQWer plant which supplied Manchuria 
with elect~icity, all at once--and without any provocation--Chinese Communist 
hordes crossed the Yalu River and thus frustrated the efforts of the United 
Nations to unify Korea under free elections, 

Many people believe that ever since the atomic bomb forced the uncon
ditional surrender of Japan, America has unceasingly tried to rid the world 
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of the bomb, but that all her efforts were frustrated by Russian intransi
gence . 

vfuen I listen to people who hold such views, I sometimes have the feel
ing that I have lived through all this before and, in a sense, I have. I was 
sixteen years old when the first iVorld \1/ar broke out, and I livAd at that time 
in Hungary. From reading the newspapers in Hungary, it would have appeared 
that, whatever Austria and Germany did was right and whatever England, France, 
Russia, or America did was wrong. A good case could be made out for this 
general thesis, in almost every single instance . It would have been dif
ficult for me to prove, in any single instance, that the newspapers were 
wrong, but somehow, it seemed to me unlikely that the two nations located in 
the center of Europe should be invariably right, and that all the other 
nations should be invariably wrong . History, I reasoned, would hardly oper
ate in such a peculiar fashion, and it didn ' t take long until I began to hold 
views which were diametrically opposed to those held by the majority of rrry 

schoolmates. 
Many of rrry schoolmates regarded me as something of an oracle because I 

was able to cope with the mysteries of lower arithmetics which baffled them; 
some of them asked me one day quite early in the war who would lose the war. 
I said that I didn ' t know >lho would lose the war, but that I thought that I 
knew who ought to lose the war. I thought that Austria and Germany, as well 
as Russia, ought to lose the war. Since Austria and Germany fought on one 
side and Russia on the other side, it was not quite clear how this could 
happen. The fact is, of course, that it did happen. 

I am not telling you this in order to impress you with how bright I am. 
Nobody at sixty can claim to be ' as bright as he was at sixteen, even though 
in most cases it is not the intelligence that deteriorates, but the character. 
The point I am trying to make is that even in times of war, you can see cur
rent events in their historical perspective, provided that your passion for 
the truth prevails over your bias in favor of your own nation. 

After the war, when I lived in Berlin, a distinguished friend of mine, 
Michael Polanyi, asked me one day what I thought ought to be the rule of 
human conduct regulating the behavior of an individual in society . "Clearly," 
he said, "you cannot simply ask a man to be generous to other people, for if 
the other people are mean to him, and if he follows your rule, he will starve 
to death." "But, 11 said Folanyi, "perhaps the rule ought to be 1 Be l percent 
more generous to people than they are to you. '" This should be sufficient, 
he thought, because if everyone were to follow this rule, the earth would, 
step by step, turn into a livable place, 

I told him that, to rrry mind, this would not work at all, because if two 
people behave the same way toward each other, each is bound to think that he 
is 30 percent more generous than the other. Clearly, the rule would have to 
allow for this bias. Perhaps if we were to stipulate as the rule of conduct, 
"Be 31 percent more generous to the others than they are to you, 11 such a rule 
might work. 

America and Russia are not following any such rule of conduct. r·1oreover, 
their bias greatly exceeds 30 percent. 

Most Americans app~ a yardstick to America's actions which is very dif
ferent from the yardstick which they apply to Russia 's actions. \1/henever 
their bias in favor of their own nation gets into conflict with the truth, the 
odds are that the bias will prevail. As a result of this, they are not capa
ble of seeing current events in their historical perspective , They may well 
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realize that we are in trouble, but they cannot orrectly diagnose the cause 
of the trouble and therefore, they are not in a position to indicate what 
the right remedy might be. 

The people who have sufficient passion for the truth to give the truth a 
chance to prevail, if it runs counter to their bias, are in a minority. How 
important is this "minority?" It is difficult to say at this point, for, at 
the present time, their influence on governmental decisions is not percepti
ble. 

If you stay in Washington, you may gain some insight into the manner in 
which important governmental decisions come about; you may get a feel of what 
kind of considerations enter into such decisions, and what kind of pressures 
are at work. 

With President Kennedy, new men moved into the Administration. Many of 
them fully understand the implications of what is going on and are deeply 
concerned. But, they are so busy trying to keep the worst things from hap
pening, on a day-to-day basis, that they have no time to develop a consensus 
on what the right approach would be, from the long-term point of view. 

There are also a number of men in Congress, particularly in the Senate, 
who have insight into what is going on and who are deeply concerned, but they 
lack the courage of their convictions, They may give a lucid analysis of the 
trouble in private conversations and then at some point or other, they will 
say : "Of course, I could not say this in public." 

In "tlashington, wisdom has no chance to prevail at this point. 

Life ~agazine printed an article about me in September which said that I 
was in nashington trying to find out if there was a market for wisdom. There
upon, I received a flood of letters from colleges and universities inviting 
me to give lectures. Most people get some pleasure out of hearing themselves 
talk, and so do I, yet I did not see much point in going around the country 
giving talks, if all I had to say was that there was no market for wisdom. 
Therefore, I declined all these invitations; that is, I declined them all, 
until Brandeis University invited me to attend a Special Convocation and to 
receive an honorary doctor's degree, At that point, my vanity got the better 
of me, and I accepted . At Brandeis, I spoke at dinner informally to the 
Trustees and Fellows of the University, and this was my closet contact with 
the grass roots since I moved to Washington--if indeed, you may regard the 
Trustees and Fellows of Brandeis as grass roots. 

I told them at Brandeis that I thought we were in very serious trouble; 
people asked me what they could do about it, and I had no answer to give. 

Is there, indeed, anything that these people--or for that matter I, 
myself--could do that would make sense? 

When I got back to Washington, I started to think about this, and I be
lieve it will be best now if I simply recite to you how my thoughts developed 
from this point on. 

The first thought that came to my mind was that--in cooperation with 
others--I could try to set up an organization in Washington-- a sort of lobby, 
if you Hill--which would bring to Washington, from time to time, scholars and 
scientists who see current events in their historical perspective. These men 
would speak with the sweet voice of reason, and our lobby could see to it that 
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they shall be heard by people inside the Administration and also by the key 
people in Congress. 

The next thing that occurred to ~e was that these distinguished scholars 
and scientists would be heard, but that they would not be listened to, if 
they were not able to deliver votes. 

Would they be listened to if they were able to deliver votes? 
The minority for which they speak might represent perhaps ten percent of 

the votes, and ten percent of the votes alone would not mean very much, just 
as the sweet voice of reason alone would not mean very much. still, the com
bination of ten percent of the votes and the sweet voice of reason might turn 
out to be an effective combination. And, if the minority for which these men 
speak were sufficiently dedicated to stand ready not on~ to deliver votes, 
but also to make substantial political contributions, then this minority 
oould be in a position to set up the most powerful lobby that ever hit Wash
ington. The problem which the bomb poses to the world cannot be solved ex
cept by abolishing war, and nothing less will do. But first of all, we must 
back away from the war to which we have come dangerously close. 

Could such a dedicated minority agree not only on the long-term politi
cal objectives which need to be pursued in order to attain a livable world 
but also on the immediate political objectives which must be pursued in the 
next couple of years in order to make the present danger of war recede to the 
point where attention can be focused on the task of abolishing war? 

I do not propose to say here much about the long-term objectives, but I 
want to discuss now a set of immediate political objectives on which a dedi
cated minority could perhaps unite. Please keep in mind, however, that this 
is just a first try. 

The issue of bomb tests and the issue of bomb shelters are peripheral 
issues; they are more the symptoms of the trouble we are in than the causes 
of the trouble. 

I would not want to say that a foolish large-scale shelter program might 
not also become the cause of serious trouble. But still I think that politi
cal pressure should not be focused on this issue, and the same holds for the 
issue of bomb tests. 

The central issue which will face the Kennedy Administration is, whether 
America shall try to retain her strategic striking forces as a deterrent, or 
whether she shall retain them mere~ as protection. This issue has been 
brought into focus by the current Berlin crisis. 

Currently, voices are heard demaming that free access to \-lest Berlin 
shall be defended at all cost. Spokesmen of the Administration emphasize 
that, if necessary, we would drop the bomb on Russia. We are told that our 
atomic striking forces are far superior to those of Russia, that, at this 
time, Russia has only 50 long-range rockets and only 150 long-range bomber 
planes, and that we have many more than that, and many people believe that 
this threat deters Russia from contesting our rights in Berlin. 

If we intend to drop our bombs on Russia in case of war and expect Russia 
to drop her bombs on us, so that both countries would be wholly devastated, 
then our threat to drop bombs on Russia is tantamount to a threat of murder 
and suicide. 

The threat of murder and suicide is not a believable threat, in the 
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context of the Berlin conflict, and it would not be a believable threat in 
the context of any other similar conflict. 

The threat of dropping banbs on Russia, in case of war, would be a be
lievable threat however if Americats strategic striking forc~s were able to 
cripple most, if not all, of Russia's rocket and bomber bases by one sudden 
single blow, and if it were America's intention to "strike first" in case of 
war. 

Opinions differ on how successful such a first strike against bases would 
be today, arrl whether the Russian counterblow would demolish twenty, ten, one, 
or none of our cities. 

Be that as it may, the Administration will have to decide whether the 
strategic striking forces of America shall be maintained in the long run at a 
level where they would have an adequate first strike capability, and whether 
America should adopt a "first strike against bases if necessary" policy. 

Let us pause for a moment to examine what such a policy would involve. 
It would involve, first of all, a great increase in the projected number of 
solid fuel long-range rockets, and the development of more powerful hydrogen 
warheads for these rockets. This would be necessary because the Russians 
would, of course, harden their rocket bases. 

Secondly, it would involve the manufacture of a large number of rockets 
that would function as decoys, in order to neutralize the anti-missile mis
siles, by means of which the Russians may be expected to defend their rocket 
bases. 

Further, since we could not expect to destroy every single Russian base 
and submarine in a first strike, we would have to embark on a major develop
ment program in order to have adequate anti-missile missiles available for 
the defense of our cities. 

And lastly, we would be more or less forced to embark on a shelter pro
tram involving an annual expenditure of perhaps $20 billion. The shelters 
would have to protect not only against fall-out, but also against heat and 
blast. The problem of getting the people into the shelters at the right time 
would probably offer no major obstacle, since if we plan to strike first, the 
Government should be in a position to get the people to take shelter at the 
right time. 

On~ if such defensive measures were included in the program would the 
maintenance of a first strike against bases capability permit America to re
tain the bomb as a deterrent. 

To me it seems conceivable that America's strategic striking forces 
could be boosted to the level where, for a limited period of time, they would 
be capable of an adequate first strike against bases. It is not likely, how
ever, that they could be maintained indefinite~ at such a level. Presumably 
periods when America has a first strike capability would alternate with peri
ods when she does not have such a capability. And if there were a major in
ternational crisis during one of the periods when we have a first strike 
capability, the Government would be under strong pressure to start a pre
ventive war. 

The decision to start a preventive war would always be a hard decision 
for any President to take, particularly since he would never be quite certain 
just how many of our own cities would be hit. But in certain circumstances, 
his hand could be forced by a commander of an overseas strategic base, or a 
submarine capable of launching rockets. 

If a commander of a strategic base or a submarine were to drop bombs on, 
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say, three Russian cities, then the Russians would be expected to strike back 
with all they have, and the President would have no choice but to order an 
all-out first strike against the bases of Russians. 

A 11first strike if necessary" policy would mean an atomic arms race, with 
the Sky as the limit. I do not believe that America could be made secure by 
trying to keep ahead in such an arms race, and I would be in favor of resist
ing the adoption of such a policy, if necessary through vigorous political 
action. 

In deciding against such a policy, we must, however, recognize, that if 
America renounces the 11first strike if necessary" policy, she loses the deter
rent effect of her strategic striking forces. For, clearly, if these forces 
are not capable of a first strike against Russian bases, then any threat that 
America would attack Russia with bombs, in case of war, would be tantamount 
1D a threat of murder and suicide and would, therefore, not be believable. 

If America renounces the first strike policy, then the strategic striking 
forces of America could thereafter function only as protection. If these 
forces are arranged in such a manner that a sudden attack on th~n could not 
substantially reduce their ability to strike a major counter-blow, then these 
forces may be looked upon as protection against the possibility that America 
might be attack~d with bombs. 

A clear policy decision to the effect that America is going to maintain 
an invulnerable second strike, but would not adopt a 11 first strike if neces
sary" policy would leave open the door to an agreement on arms control. This 
is important, because an agreement on arms control (providing for far-reach
ing disarmament) is a necessary first step towards abolishing war. 

An agreement on arms control would have to involve, however, not only 
Russia but also China, and it is not likely that negotiations including China 
may get under way within the next twelve months. It might very well be, 
therefore, that in the immediate future America would have to take unilateral 
steps in order to reduce the present danger of an all-out war. 

Such unilateral steps are not adequate substitutes for negotiated agree
ments, and they can carry us only part of the way, but still there are some 
unilateral steps which need to be taken at the present time. I propose to 
discuss with you at this point what unilateral steps America could and should 
take at the present time. 

(1). I believe that America could and should make unilaterally two 
crucially important policy decisions and that she should proclaim these deci
sions. 

First of all, America should proclaim that she would not resort to apy 
strategic bombing of cities or bases (either by means of atomic bombs or con
ventional explosives), except if American cities or bases are attacked with 
bombs, or if there is an unprovoked attack with bombs on cities or bases of 
one of America's allies. 

Further, America should make a second policy decision and should proclaim 
this decision. In order to understarrl the meaning and importance of this 
second decision, it is necessary to consider the following: 
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Soon after the war, the Soviet Union proposed that the atomic bomb be 
outlawed. This could take the form of a unilateral pledge, given by each 
atomic power, that it would not resort to the use of atomic bombs either for 
the purpose of attacking cities or bases or as a tactical weapon to be used 
against troops in combat. 

Recently Sulzberger discussed with Khrushchev the possibility of uni
lateral pledges, renouncing the use of the bomb. Khrushchev said on this 
occasion that if there were a war, and if at first only conventional weapons 
were used, subsequently the side which is about to lose the war would find it 
impossible to abide by its pledge and would resort to the use of the bomb. 

This brings out, what I believe to be the crux of the issue, that today 
it might still be possible to resist force with force, but the objective of 
the use of force can no longer be victory. The objective can only be to exact 
a price. 

As long as force is used at all, an all-out war which neither side wants, 
can be avoided only if both sides recognize that the use of force must not be 
aimed at victory, or anything approaching victory. 

Keeping this point in mind, America could and should proclaim that if, in 
case of war , she were to use atomic bombs against troops in combat, she would 
do so only on her own side of the pre-~ar boundary. America would be bound by 
this pledge in case of war, as long as Russia imposes a similar restraint on 
her conduct of the war. Manifestly, this type of use of atomic bombs would be 
a defensive operation. 

Such a pledge would be no less clear than the simple pledge renouncing 
the use of the bomb, but it would be much easier to keep and therefore it 
would be a more believable pledge . And if neither side aims at anything 
approaching victory, then the pledge would greatly reduce the danger of an 
all- out war . 

When I discussed this issue in Germany three years ago, the people there 
said that if the ground forces of the allies were pushed back to the Rhine, 
and America used atomic bombs against troops in combat between the Rhine and 
the Oder Neisse line, many West German cities might be destroyed by ~~erican 
bombs . I do not know to what extent West German cities could be spared by a 
judici ous tactical use of atanic bombs by American forces, but I do know that 
if America were to use bombs beyond the pre-war boundary, \-Jest German cities 
would be destroyed by Russian bombs , 

(2) . America could and should resolve that atomic bombs and the means 
suitable for their delivery , which are supplied by her and which are stationed 
in Europe , shall remain in the hands of ~~erican military units which are 
under ~erican command, rather than be placed under the control of NATO. As 
long as we are committed to defend ·.-.restern Europe, there is no valid argument 
for turning over bombs to the control of other I-./estern European nations. 

Germany is going to put increasingly strong pressure on the United States 
Government to turn over such equipment to NATO control, and I would be in 
favor of counterbalancing any pressure by bringing political pressure to bear 
on the Government . 

(3) . Nothing is gained by ~erica winning meaningless battles in the 
cold war and a change of attitude in this regard is urgently needed. Take the 
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, for instance . This organization 
has at present no function whatsoever, and if it is maintained in existence at 
all, it should be maintained as an exercise in cooperation among the nations. 

The first director of this Agency, Sterling Cole, is an American, and his 



10 Leo Szilard, "Are We on the Road to 11'lar?" 

term expired recently. Since next to America, the Soviet Union is the most 
important atomic power, we could have proposed that the next director of the 
Agency be a Russian. Instead, we proposed a Swede, who was not acceptable to 
the Russians, and since we had the votes we were able to win a victory in a 
meaningless battle in the cold war. 

This "victory" has reduced the chances of finding some useful function 
for this Agency, because the Russians resent being pushed around and there is 
no way for us to force them to play ball in this Agency. 

I believe that it would be important for the Government to reach a major 
policy decision, and for the President to issue an Executive Order against 
fighting meaningless battles in the Cold War. Some political action in sup
port of such an Executive Order might be necessary. 

(4). We have a cultural exchange program with the Russians but their 
State Department and our State Department are playing a game of 11if you hit 
our scientists, we shall hit your scientists." Accordingly, our State De
partment imposes senseless travel restrictions on our Russian colleagues who 
visit this country. These travel restrictions are not aimed at the safeguard
ing of any secrets, but are merely one way of hitting back at travel restric
tions which the Soviet Government occasionally imposes on American scientists 
who travel about in Russia. 

The Russians have opened up their country to tourist travel to a con
siderable extent, and if we wish to encourage this development, as we proba
bly ought to, then American tourists should not be given spying assignments. 
Tourists make poor spies, and we are losing more than we are gaining by try
ing to use them as spies. 

I believe that representations ought to be made, at as high a level of 
the Administration as is necessary: 

(a) for the Secretary of State to find some other assignment in the 
State Department far those who have, up till now, handled the East-West 
Cultural Exchange Program; 

(b) for the President to issue an Executive Order to the CIA directing 
it to refrain from approaching those who go to Russia as tourists. 

(5). Not every issue can be solved by Congress passing a law, and there 
are borderline issues where political action alone can bring no solution be
cause the specific knowledge is lacking of how to go about a solution. The 
issue of general disarmament seems to be such a borderline issue. 

I believe that, at the present time, little could be gained by bringing 
pressure on the Administration to enter into formal negotiations with Russia 
on the issue of General Disarmament, because--as they say, "You can lead a 
horse to the water, but you can't make him drink.'' 

I believe that no substantial progress will be made towards disarmament 
until Americans and Russians first reach a meeting of the minds on the issue 
of how the peace may be secured in a disarmed world. 

American reluctance to seriously contemplate general disarmament is 
large~ due to uncertainty about this point. If it became clear that a satis
factory solution of this issue is possible, many Americans may come to regard 
general disarmament as a high~ desirable goal. 

On the issue of how to secure the peace in a disarmed world, progress 
could probably be made reasonably fast through non-governmental discussions 
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among Americans and Russians. I believe that such discussions ought to be 
arranged through private initiative, but with the blessing of the Administra
tion. 

It does not seem likely that the newly created Disarmament Agency will 
be in a position to mobilize the imagination and resourcefulness which is re
quired, and I believe that it may be necessary for a major private group to 
help them out or to prod them along--as the case may be. This may or may not 
require political action of on~ sort or another. 

The Russians know very well that America is not ready seriously to con
template general disarmament and this, to my mind, explains why, in spite of 
being strongly motivated for disarmament, the Russian Government displays in 
its negotiations on this issue much the same attitude as does the American 
Government. As far as negotiations on disarmament are concerned, hitherto 
both governments have been mainly guided by the public relations aspect 
rather than by the substantive aspect of the issue. 

The Soviet Union's attitude might change overnight, however, if it be
came apparent that America was becoming seriously interested in disarmament. 

The Russians are very much aware of the great economic benefits they 
W)Uld derive from disarmament, and I believe that the Soviet Union would be 
willing to pay a commensurate price for obtaining it. It stands to reason 
tr.at this should be so. The Soviet Union spends on defense a much larger 
fraction of her industrial output than America does. 

America is at present committed to protect certain territories which are 
located in the geographical proximity of Russia, In the case of general dis
armament, America would not be able to live up to any such commitment. Dis
armament will, therefore, be politically acceptable to America only if it is 
possible for her to liquidate her present commitments--without too much loss 
of prestige and without seriously endangering the interest of the other 
nations involved. 

Khrushchev seems to be very much aware of this. Therefore, it is possi
ble that if it came to serious negotiations on the issue of disarmament, and 
if it became manifestly necessary to reach a political settlement in order to 
permit America to liquidate her military commitments, then the Soviet Union 
would go a long way towards seeking an accommodation. 

The so-called Berlin Crisis, which centers around the commitments which 
America made to West Berlin, might very well be a case in point. 

(6). General disarmament will, if we are lucky, eliminate war, but it 
"Wi 11 not end the rivalry between Am~rica and Russia, 

It is a foregone conclusion that American efforts towards creating an 
orderly and livable world will be frustrated in Southeast Asia and Africa be
cause of our failure to devise forms of democracy which would be viable in 
these regions of the world, The task of devising forms of democracy which 
.ould be suitable to the needs of such areas is not a task that the Govern
ment can handle. Various forms of democracy may have to be devised which are 
tailo:r-made to fit the various areas. A major private group could tackle and 
ought to tackle this problem. If it is not solved, more and more under
developed nations will become dictatorships; some of them may have a rapid 
succession of dictator after dictator and, in the end, the people may have to 
choose between Chaos and Communism. 

It is a foregone conclusion that America's efforts to raise the standard 
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of living of underdeveloped nations may be frustrated in those areas where 
the birth rate is high, infant mortality is high, and there is little arable 
land left. Improvement in the standard of living will initially lead to a 
fall in infant mortality, and if the birth rate remains high, the population 
will shoot up so rapidly, that economic improvements will not be able to 
catch up. 

Our failure to develop methods of birth control,suitable for the needs 
of such areas, is responsible for this state of affairs. The development of 
such methods is not a task which the Government can undertake. The Govern
oo nt could not create Research Institutes which would attract scientists who 
are ingenious and resourceful enough to come up with an adequte solution. 
The amount of money which would be involved is not much, and a ma,ior private 
group could and should tackle this problem. 

If it should turn out that it is possible to formulate a set of political 
objectives on which reasonable people could generally agree, and if these 
objectives could count on the all-out support of a sizable minority--admitted
ly a very big 11 if"--then I should be inclined to go further, and I would go 
further along the following lines: 

I would ask seven to twelve distinguished scientists to form a Council, 
which might be called the Council for Abolishing \Var or perhaps better, Coun
cil for a Liveable \V orld. This Council would, first of all, assemble a panel 
of political advisers, whose identity would be public knowledge and formulate 
in close consultations vrith those advisers two sets of objectives. To the 
first set belong those objectives which cannot be attained at the present 
time through political action because it would take further inquiry, and per
haps even research, to know, in concrete terms, what needs to be done. To 
the second set belong those objectives which can be pursued through political 
action, because it is clear what needs to be done. 

The members of the Council would set up a Research Organization aimed at 
the pursuit of the first set of objectives, and they would serve as the 
Trustees of that organization. 

The members of the Council would also set up a political organization 
aimed at the pursuit of the second set of objectives, and they would serve 
as ~~e Board of Directors for that organization. Because one of the func
tions of the second organization would be to pursue political objectives we 
may refer to it for our purposes here as "The Lobby". 

It seems to me that there is no need to create a membership organization 
and to enlist those who are interested as members of such an organization. 
What one needs to create is not a membership organization, but a !1ovement. 

The Board of the LObby would hold hearings, perhaps once every four 
months, and would subsequently procla~~ in detail the immediate political 
objectives it proposes to support. It would communicate these objectives 
perhaps in the form of a series of pamphlets, to all those who are believed 
to be seriously interested. Those who regularly receive the communications 
of the Board would be regarded as me~bers of the Movement, if they agree with 
the general aims pursued by the Board, and if they are willing actively to 
support at least one of the several specific objectives proclaimed by the 
Board. 

The articulate members of the Movement would be expected to discuss the 
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relevant issues with the editors of their newspapers and various columnists 
and other opinion makers in their own community. They would be expected to 
write to, and in other ways keep in touch with, their Congressman and the two 
Senators of their own State. Also each articulate member would be expected 
to keep in touch with at least one key member of the House or the Senate, 

One of the main functions of the Lobby would be to help the members of 
the Movement clarify their own minds on the political objectives they wish 
actively to support and to help arrange appointments for those members who 
come to Washington to see Congressmen, Senators and certain key menmers of 
the Administration. 

The members of the Movement would be regarded as pledged to vote in the 
primaries as well as in the elections. As far as federal elections are con
cerned, they would be pledged to cast their vote, disregarding domestic 
issues, solely on the issue of war and peace. The members of the Movement 
would be further regarded as pledged annually to spend 2 per cent of their 
income on political contributions. 

So that each m8TIIDer of the Movement may know where his contribution 
should go in order to be most effective in furthering the political objec
tives which he has chosen to pursue, the Lobby will keep in touch with each 
member. The Lobby would keep the members informed not only in general about 
the particular contests for seats in Congress which are of interest to the 
Movement, but it may advise one member to take an interest in one of these 
contest and another member to take an interest in another of these contests. 

This does not mean the Lobby would explicitly endorse anyone running for 
office. It may be assumed that if the importance of a given contest is 
brought to the attention of a member, the member will have no difficulty fig
uring out for himself which of the two opposite candidates for office he 
would want to support. 

For covering the operating expenses of the Lobby and the Research Organ
ization (which would be maintained independently and operated parallel to the 
Lobby), one would look to the members of the Novement. Each year a certain 
group of the members would be asked by the Board of the Lobby or the Trustees 
of the Research Organization to contribute for 2 per cent of their income to 
them, rather than to spend it for political contributions. One year this 
group might be canposed of those whose name starts with the letter 11P11 and 
another year it might be canposed of those whose name starts with the letter 
11 C11 , etc. etc. 

The influence of the 1Vfovement would be greatly enhanced if the Lobby 
were able to say not only how many votes it represents, in toto, but also how 
many votes it represents in each state and in each congressional district, So 
that the Lobby may not make false representations, concerning the votes it may 
be able to deliver, the Board shall from time to time ask all those who regu
larly receive its communications, to say which of the political objectives 
proclaimed by the Board they propose to support and if they intend to perform 
with respect to those objectives as members of the Movement are expected to 
perform. 

The 11ovement must not wield the power that it may possess crudely. 
People in ·:~ashington want to be convinced, they do not want to be bribed or 
blackmailed, He who gives consistently financial support, to certain key 
members of Congress, may evoke their lasting friendship and may count on 
their willingness to listen to them, as long as they talk sense. He who talks 
to menmers of Congress, but does not make sense, will not accomplish anything 
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of lasting value, even if he temporarily sweeps some members of Congress off 
their feet by making huge political contributions to them. 

There are many intelligent men in Congress who have insight into what 
goes on. The Movement could help these men to have the courage of their con
victions. There are others in Congress who are not capable of such insight. 
The on~ thing to do with them is not to return them to Congress, and to re
place them with better men. This may make it necessary to persuade better 
men to run in the primaries and to stand for election. To find such better 
men, must be one of the tasks of the Movement, and the Lobby must be prepared 
to help the members of the Movement to perform this task. 

I did not come here to enlist any of you in such a Movement or to launch 
such a Movement. I came here to invite you to participate in an experiment 
that ought to show whether such a movement could be successfully launched. 

First of all, I ask each of you to look into your own heart and try to 
discover whether you yourself would want to participate in a political move
ment of the kind described, provided the objectives -- as formulated from 
time to time appealed to you and you thought that the movement could be effec
tive, 

Next, you may want to ask others -- within this University community -
whether they might not wish to participate in the experiment also. 

Those of you who wish to participate in the experiment are asked to show 
a copy of my speech to people in your home community who might be interested 
and to determine which of these would be likely to form part of a dedicated 
minority that would give all-out support to a movement of the kind I have 
described, 

I would appreciate your writing me in about four to six weeks to how 
many people you have talked and how many of these and who of these (name and 
address), you think, could be counted upon, 

Those to whom you talk in your home community should not go and recruit 
still others. They may, however, put you into contact with others who might 
be interested, and you will be then in the position to evaluate their inter
est and to report back. 

This experiment is meant to be based on the communities centered on 
Harvard University, Swarthmore College, Western Reserve University, the Uni
versity of Chicago, Stanford University, the University of California at 
Berkeley, Reed College, and the University of Oregon. 

If enough of you collaborate in this experiment, with luck we might be 
in a position to know within two months whether a movement of the kind I have 
described could get off the ground . 

Those of you who participate in this experiment may need to have a copy 
of this speech, and we can discuss later on just how I can get a copy to you , 

If the result of this experiment indicates that such a movement could get 
off the ground, then perhaps one would want to start the Movement with talks, 
in front of large student audiences across the country, from coast to coast. 
If within the next 12 months one could find 20 thousand students who would go 
all-out in support of the Movement, and if each student would, directly or 
indirectly, bring ten other people into the Movement, then the Movement could 
rapidly attain 200,000 members . This would represent about 20 million dollars 
per year in political contributions, or 80 million dollars for a four-year 
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period, and this is probably as much as one would want to have. 
Whether such a movement could grm1 further an:i could come to represent 

one or two million votes would then probab~ depend on the future course of 
world events. 

The End 
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"ARE WE ON THE ROAD TO WAR?" 

by Leo Szilard 

Ladies and gentlemen, I am here under false pretenses, 

and since I am about to be found out, I might as well confess 

at once, and throw myself upon your mercy. I am not here to 

deliver the kind of lecture which you may expect from me. I 

came here in order to invite those of you who are adventurous 

to participate in an experiment that might show that I am all 

wrong. And, it might well be that something of a more serious 

nature is at issue also. 

For a number of years now, you have had an opportunity 

to observe how we, as a nation, respond to the actions of the 

Russians, and how the Russians respond to our responses. Those 

of you who have watched the course of events in the past six 

months may have been led to conclude that we are headed towards 

an all-out war. I myself believe that we are and that our 

chances of getting through the next ten years without war are 

slim. 

I, personally, find myself in rebellion against the fate 

that history seems to have in store for us, and I suspect that 

some of you may be equally rebellious. The question is, what 

can you do? 
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War would indeed seem to be inevitable, unless it is 

possible somehow to alter the pattern of behavior which America, 

as well as Russia, is exhibiting at present. You, as Americans, 

are not in a position to influence the behavior of the Russian 

Government. It follows that you would have to bring about an 

adequate change in the attitude of the American Government which, 

in turn, may bring about a similar change in the attitude of the 

Russian Government. 

It is conceivable, that if a rebellious minority were 

to take effective political action, they could bring about such 

a change in the attitude of the American Government. But such 

a minority could take effective action only if it were possible 

to formulate a set of political objectives on which they may 

enthusiastically agree. 

I shall try to outline to you today a set of political 

objectives and you shall be the judges of how satisfactory it 

may be. 

Next, I would like to discuss with you what kind of po

litical action it would take to attain political objectives 

which would alter the course of events; cause the present dan

ger of war to recede, and open the door to a constructive effort 

to abolish war. 

To abolish war is a tall order and I speak of it with 

considerable reluctance. It has been apparent, however, ever 
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since the end of the war, that the bomb would pose a problem 

to the world for which there is no precedent, and the truth is 

that it cannot be solved short of abolishing war. As E. B. 

White once said, "It might be advisable to compromise with 

the Russians, but it is not advisable to compromise with the 

truth." 

Ever since the end of the war, the policies of the great 

powers have consistently followed the line of least resistance, 

and this line leads to an unlimited arms race. 

There have been repeated attempts to stop this arms race 

by negotiating an agreement that would provide for some form 

of arms control. So far, all such attempts have failed, how

ever, and each time they were followed by the continuation of 

the arms race, with renewed vigor. 

Towards the end of the Eisenhower Administration, it 

was generally expected that the next administration would adopt 

a new approach to this problem, and that a fresh attempt would 

be made to bring the arms race under control. 

When Khrushchev was in New York last October, I tried 

to see him in the hope of finding out how responsive he might 

be to such a new approach. I was told that they had scheduled 

fifteen minutes for me but, as it turned out, the conversation 

went on for two hours. At that time, it was not known whether 
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Kennedy or Nixon would get elected, and I started off the con

versation by saying that no matter who gets elected, the American 

Government would try to reach an understanding with Russia on 

the stopping of the atomic arms race. Khrushchev answered 

and he spoke in all seriousness -- that he believed this also. 

On November 25 of last year, I checked out of the hospital 

where I had been confined for over a year, took a taxi to Idlewild 

Airport, and flew to Moscow in order to attend the Pugwash Con

ference. I was accompanied by my wife, who is also my doctor, 

and I stayed on in Moscow for about a month beyond the end of 

the conference. I stayed on in Moscow because I wanted to engage 

in private conversations with our Russian colleagues, since I 

knew from experience that only in private conversation is it 

possible to get anything across to them or to discover what they 

really believe to be true. None of our Russian colleagues 

brought up the issue of bomb tests in any of these conversa

tions, even though, two years earlier , some of them had been 

passionately interested in this i ssue. I found , however , a 

strong interest in far-reaching disarmament which would lead 

to substantial savings. On one occasion, I had tea with 

Feodorov, at present Secretary General of the Soviet Academy 

of Sciences, at his home, with no one present except my inter

preter. I had met Feodorov before and I always got along with 

him well. On this particular occasion, he spoke to me about 

as follows: 
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"You must really believe me when I tell you that we want 

general disarmament. You have seen all this construction work 

going on in Moscow, it has been going on for many years; still 

we are not able to catch up with the housing shortage. If we 

had general disarmament, we could not only solve this problem, 

but many of our other economic problems as well. Also, we 

could develop other nations on an unprecedented scale. So far, 

we are building only one hydro-electric dam in Africa - the 

Aswan Dam in Egypt. If we had disarmament , we could and we 

would build twenty such dams in Africa . " 

I tried to impress upon our Russian colleagues, as did 

some of the other Americans who participated in the Pugwash 

Conference, that the Kennedy Administration would make a serious 

effort to reach an understanding with Russia on the issue of 

arms control, but that the new Administration would need time -

six months and more than six months, perhaps - to find its 

bearings on this issue, and to get organized to deal with it. 

When I returned to this country in February, I decided 

to stay in Washington for a while. 

In Washington , some of my friends told me that the 

Government was going to make a sincere effort to arrive at an 

agreement with Russia on the cessation of bomb tests and that 

a reasonable proposal would be made to Russia on this issue. 

They would have liked to hear from me that I thought Russia 
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from Moscow, I had serious doubts on this scoreo 

6. 

The Cuban invasion took me by surpriseo When I first 

heard about it, it was not clear, as yet, whether we were going 

to give the invading Cuban exiles air support and whether we 

would, if necessary, send in the Marines alsoo My immediate 

reaction was that of alarm, for I believed that if we did any 

of these things, there would be an acute danger of war with 

Russiao I did not think that Russia would try to intervene 

in the Caribbean area; this I did not think Russia would be in 

a position to do. Nor did I think that the Russians would 

launch long-range rockets aimed at our citieso I thought, how

ever, that Russia would make some military move elsewhere, per

haps in the Middle Easto 

In retrospect, it would seem that I was wrong, for (at 

the Strategy of Peace Conference held recently in Warrenton, 

Virginia) Tom Slick of San Antonio , Texas, recently related, 

on what he believed was good authority , that , if America had 

intervened in Cuba with her own armed forces, Russia would 

have moved into West Berlino 

I would not venture to appraise just how close we have 

been to an all-out war on the occasion of the Cuban incident. 

(I am neither in the position to appraise how close President 

Kennedy came to giving air support to the invading Cuban exiles, 

nor to predict how Kennedy would have responded to a Russian 
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however, that if our intervention in Cuba had been successful, 

this would have blocked for many years to come any possibility 

of reaching an agreement on arms control with the Soviet Union that 

would put an end to the atomic arms race. Failure to reach 

an accommodation on the Berlin issue might, of course, produce 

the same kind of block. 

I would not entirely exclude the possibility of war over 

Berlin but, it seems more probable that this crisis will be 

resolved by some uneasy compromise than that it will lead to 

an all-out war. Russia may bring pressure on West Berlin, in 

order to promote any one of a number of her foreign policy ob

jectives but 9 on the larger issue, the issue of Germany, the 

true interest of America and Russia is very similar. The true 

interest of both is to have Europe politically as stable as 

possible. 

Neither Russia nor America really knows how to accom

plish this goal. America may favor certain solutions and Russia 

may favor certain other solutions; still 9 it would be rather 

odd if America and Russia went to war with each other over the 

issue of what may be the best solution for securing the peace 

in Europe. 

I 9 personally, am convinced that the Berlin issue could 

be satisfactorily solved by negotiations, but this conviction 

is based on my belief that there is something that the Russians 
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want that we should be willing to give them, and that there is 

something that we want that the Russians should be willing to 

give us in return. 

There are many people who do not accept this assumption; 

they believe that the Berlin issue was artificially created by 

Russia for the purpose of humiliating us, for breaking up the 

NATO alliance, and for converting West Germany, as well as East 

Germany , into a Communist stat e , that is subservient to Russia. 

Many people, probably the majority, believe that the 

Russians are very much like the Nazis; that they have plans not 

only for bringing about, one way or another, our total defeat 

in Europe, but also for subjugating the whole world to their 

rule. 

Many people have a black and white picture of the world; 

they believe that the nations fall into two classes ~ the peace

loving nations, and those who are not peace-loving . America, 

France and England, and generally speaking our allies, including 

Germany and Japan , are peace- loving nations o Russia and China 

are not peace-loving nations. Twenty years ago , the situation 

was somewhat different; at that tim~, Russia was a peace- loving 

nation, but Germany and J apan were not. 

Many people believe that Russia, by rendering military 

assistance to the Chinese Communists , made it possible for them 

illegally to take control of China. And, American troops fight 

ing under the flag of the United Nations, had hardly crossed 
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the 38th parallel in Korea, moved up to the Yalu River and 

destroyed the hydro - electric power plant which supplied Manchuria 

with electricity, when Chinese Communist hordes crossed the Yalu 

River into North Korea and frustrated the efforts of the United 

Nations to unify Korea under free elections. 

Many people believe that ever since the atomic bomb forced 

the unconditional surrender of Japan , America has unceasingly 

tried to rid the world of the bomb , but that all her efforts were 

frustrated by Russian intransigence. Many people believe that, 

in putting forth the Baruch Plan, America made a generous and 

reasonable offer for atomic disarmament, and that for reasons 

which are not understandable, Russia wantonly rejected this offer. 

They believe that at the London conference America made reason

able proposals for the stopping of the arms race, and that these 

were rejected out of hand by Russia. In Geneva, America put 

forward the so-called open sky proposal, which was meant to pre

vent a surprise attack, and this proposal was also wantonly re

jected by Russia. 

When I listen to people who hold such views , I sometimes 

have the feeling that I have lived through all this before and, 

in a sense, I have. I was sixteen years old when the first World 

War broke out, and I lived at that time in Hungary . From reading 

the newspapers in Hungary, it would have appeared that, whatever 

Austria and Germany did was right , and whatever England, France, 

Russia, or America did was wrong. A good case could be made out 
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for this general thesis, in almost every single instance. 

(Thus, newspapers were able to show, for instance, that the war 

was forced upon Austria and Germany, by the treachery of England, 

and that Germany had no choice, and was fully justified in insti

tuting the unrestricted submarine warfare.) It would have been 

difficult for me to prove, in any single instance, that the 

newspapers were wrong, but somehow, it seemed to me unlikely 

that the two nations located in the center of Europe should be 

invariably right, and that all the other nations should be in

variably wrong. History, I reasoned, would hardly operate in 

such a peculiar fashion, and thereafter, it didn't take long 

until I began to hold views which were diametrically opposed 

to those held by the majority of my schoolmates. 

Many of my schoolmates regarded me as something of an 

oracle because I was able to cope with the mysteries of lower 

arithmetics which baffled them, and one of them asked me quite 

early in the war who I thought would lose the war. I said 

that I didn't know who would lose the war, but that I knew who 

ought . to lose the war. I thought that Austria and Germany, as 

well as Russia, ought to lose the war. Since Austria and 

Germany fought on one side, and Russia on the other, it was 

not quite clear how this could happen. The fact is, of course, 

that it did happen. 

I am not telling you this in order to impress you with 

how bright I am. Nobody at sixty can claim to be as bright as 
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he was at sixteen, even though in most cases it is not the in

telligence that deteriorates, but the character. The point I 

am trying to make is that even in times of war, you can see 

current events in their historical perspective, provided that 

your passion for the truth prevails over your bias in favor of 

your own nation. 

After the war when I lived in Berlin, a friend of mine, 

Michael Polanyi, asked me one day what I thought ought to be 

the rule of human conduct, regulating the behavior of an in

dividual in society. 11 Clearly, 11 he said, 11 you cannot simply 

ask a man to be generous to other people, for if the other peo

ple are mean to him, and if he follows your rule, he will starve 

to death. 11 11 But, 11 said Polanyi, 11 perhaps the rule ought to be 

'Be 1% more generous to people than they are to you. '" This 

should be sufficient, he thought, because if everyone were to 

follow this rule, the earth would, step by step, become a 

livable place. 

I told him that ~ to my mind, this would not work at all, 

because the yardstick people apply to their own actions is not 

the same as the yardstick which they apply to other people's 

actions. If two people behave the same way toward each other, 

each may think that he was 30% more generous to the other than 

the other was to him, and the rule would have to allow for this 

biaso Perhaps if we wer e to stipulate as the rule of conduct 
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a rule might work. 
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Neither America nor the Soviet Union is following any 

such rule of conduct. Moreover, their bias greatly exceeds 30%. 

Most Americans apply a yardstick to America's actions 

which is very different from the yardstick which they apply to 

Russia's actions. Whenever their bias in favor of their own 

nation gets into conflict with the truth, the odds are that 

the bias will prevail. As a result of this, they are not 

capable of seeing current events in their historical perspec

tive. They may well realize that we are in trouble, but they 

cannot correctly diagnose the trouble and therefore, they are 

not in a position to see what the right. remedy might be. 

The people who have sufficient passion for the truth 

to give the truth a chance to prevail, if it runs counter to 

their bias, are in a minority. They alone are capable of 

seeing current events in their historical perspective. 

How important is this 11 minority? 11 It is difficult to 

say at this point for, at the present time, their inf l uence 

on governmental decisions is not perceptible. 

If you stay in Washington, you may gain some insight 

into the manner in which important governmental decisions come 

about, and you may get a feel of what kind of considerations 

enter into such decisions, and what kind of pressures are at 
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work. With President Kennedy, new men moved into the Admin

istration, and many of them fully understand the implications 

of what is going on, and are deeply concerned . They are so 

busy trying to keep the worst things from happening, on a day

to-day basis, that they have no time to develop a consensus 

on what the right approach would be from the long term point 

of view. 

There are also a number of men in Congress, particularly 

in the Senate, who have insight into what is going on, and who 

are deeply concerned, but they do not have the courage of their 

convictions . They may give an admirable analysis of the trouble 

in private conversations, then, at some point or other, they 

will say: 11 0f course, I could not say this in public." 

In washington, wisdom has no chance to prevail at this 

point. 

Life Magazine printed an article about me in September 

which said that I was in Washington trying to find out if there 

is a market for wisdom . Thereupon, I received a flood of letters 

from colleges and universities inviting me to give lectures . 

Most people get some pleasure out of hearing themselves talk, 

and so do I, yet I did not see any point in going around the 

country giving talks, if all I had to say was, that there is 

no market for wisdom. Therefore, I declined all these invita

tions; that is, I declined them all, until Brandeis University 

invited me to attend a Spec i al Convocation and to receive an 

honorary doctor's degree . At that point, my vanity got the 

better of me, and I accepted . At Brandeis, I spoke at dinner 
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informally to the Trustees and Fellows of the University, and 

this was my closest contact with the grass roots since I moved 

to Washington - if indeed, you may regard the Trustees and 

Fellows of Brandeis as grass roots. 

I told them at Brandeis that I thought we were in serious 

trouble; people asked me what there was that they could do about 

it, and I had no answer to give. 

Is there, indeed, something that these people - or for 

that matter I, myself - could do that would make sense? 

When I got back to Washington, I started to think about 

this, and I believe it will be best now if I simply recite to 

you how my thoughts developed from this point on. 

The first thought that came to my mind was that - in 

cooperation with others - I could try to set up an organization 

in Washington - a sort of lobby, if you will - which would bring 

to Washington, from time to time, scholars and scientists who 

see current events in their historical perspective. These men 

would speak with the sweet voice of reason, and our lobby could 

see to it that they shall be heard by the people within the 

Administration, and also by the key people in Congress. 

The next thing that occurred to me was that these dis

tinguished scholars and scientists would be heard, but that 

they would not be listened to, if they were unable to deliver 

the votes . 
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Would they be listened to if they were able to deliver 

the votes? 

The minority for which they speak might represent per

haps ten per cent of the votes, and ten per cent of the votes 

alone would not mean very much, just as the sweet voice of 

reason alone would not mean very much. Still, the combination 

of ten per cent of the votes and the sweet voice of reason 

could turn out to be a formidable combination. And, if the 

minority for which these men speak, were sufficiently aroused 

to stand ready not only to deliver votes but also to make sub

stantial political contributions, then it would indeed be in 

a position to set up the most powerful lobby that ever hit 

Washington. 

The problem which the bomb poses to the world cannot 

be solved except by abolishing war, and nothing less will do, 

but first of all, we must back away from the war to which we 

have come uncomfortably close. Could such an aroused minority 

agree on the political objectives which must be attained in 

order to make the present danger of war recede to the point 

where people could begin to focus their attention on the task 

of abolishing war? 

I propose tentatively to sketch out for you what these 

political objectives might be. 

The issue of bomb tests and the issue of bomb shelters 

are peripheral issues; they are more symptoms of the trouble 

we are in, than the causes of this trouble. 
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To me, personally, it seems that shelter building may 

be the co~rP ct answer to the wrong question, and I would not 

want to say that a foolish large- scale shelter program might 

not also become the cause of serious trouble . But still I 

would say that political pressure should not be focused on 

this issue, and the same holds for the issue of bomb t ests . 

(1). The central issue which will face the Kennedy Adminis

tration is whether America shall try to retain her strategic 

striking forces as a deterrent , or whether she is going to 

retain them merely as an insurance . This i ssue has been 

brought into focus by the present Ber lin cr isis . 

At present , voices are heard demanding that free access 

to West Berlin shall be defended at all cost. Spokesmen of 

the Adminis t ration emphas i ze that ~ if necessary , we would drop 

the bomb on Russia. We are told that our atomi c s triking 

forces are far superior to those of Russia, that ~ a t t his time ~ 

Russia has only 50 long- range rockets and only 150 long- range 

bomber planes , and that we have many mor e than t hat . There 

fore , many people believe that the super iority of our str ate

gic striking fo r ces may deter Russia from disregarding what we 

claim to be our rights in Ber lin . 

If we intend to drop our bombs on Russia in case of war 1 

and expect Russia to drop her bombs on us, so that both coun

tries would be wholly devastated, then our threat to drop bombs 

on Russia is tantamount to a threat of murder and suicide. 
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A threat of murder and suicide is not a believable 

threat, in the context of the Berlin conflict, and it would 

not be a believable threat in the context of any similar con

flict. 

The threat of dropping bombs on Russia, in case of war, 

would be a believable threat only if America's strategic 

striking forces were able to cripple most, if not all, of 

Russia's rocket and bomber bases by one sudden single blow, 

and if it were America's intention to strike first, in case 

of war. 

Opinions differ on how successful such a first strike 

would be today, and whether the Russian counterblow would de

molish none, one, ten or twenty of our cities. 

Be that as it may, the Administration will have to 

decide in the next few years whether the strategic striking 

forces of America shall be maintained at a level where they 

would have an adequate first strike capability, and whether 

America should adopt a "first strike if necessary" policy. 

Let us pause for a moment to examine what such a policy 

would involve. It would involve, first of all, a great increase 

in the number of solid fuel long-range rockets, and the develop

ment of more powerful hydrogen warheads for these rockets. This 

would be necessary because the Russians would, of course, harden 

their rocket bases. 
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Secondly, it would involve the manufacture of a large 

number of rockets that would function as decoys, in order to 

neutralize the anti-missile missiles, by means of which the 

Russians may be expected to defend their rocket bases. 

Further, since we could not expect to destroy every 

single Russian base and submarine in a first strike, we would 

have to embark on a major development program in order to have 

adequate anti-missile missiles available for the defense of 

our cities. 

And lastly, we would be more or less forced to embark 

on an adequate shelter program involving an annual expenditure 

of perhaps $20 billion. The shelters would have to protect 

not only against fall-out, but also against heat and blast. The 

problem of getting the people into the shelters at the right 

time would offer no major obstacle, since if we plan to strike 

first, the Government may be in a position to give adequate 

warning and to get the people to take shelter at the right time. 

Only if such measures of defense are included in the 

program, would the maintenance of a first strike capability 

permit America to retain the bomb as a deterrent. 

It is conceivable that America ' s strategic striking forces 

could be boosted to the level where, for a limited period of 

time, they would be capable of an adequate first strike. It 

is not likely that they could be maintained indefinitely at 

such a level. Presumably periods when America has a first strike 
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capability would alternate with periods when she does not have 

such a capability. And if there were a major international 

crisis during a period when our strategic forces have a first 

strike capability, the Government would be presumably under 

strong pressure to start a preventive war. 

The decision to start a preventive war would always be 

a very hard decision for any President to take, particularly 

since he would never be quite certain just how many of - our 

cities would be hit. But in certain circumstances, his hand 

could be forced by a commander of an overseas strategic base, 

or a submarine capable of launching rockets. 

"A general," Enrico Fermi once said, "is a man who takes 

chances; usually, he takes a fifty-fifty chance; if he is suc

cessful on three successive occasions, he is regarded as a 

great general." 

If a commander of a strategic base or a submarine were 

to drop bombs on, say, three Russian cities, then - in the 

absence of any clear understanding between America and Russia 

of how to cope with such an unauthorized attack - the Russians 

would be expected to strike back with all they have, and the 

President would have no choice but to order an all-out first 

strike against the bases of the Russians. 

A "first strike if necessary" policy would mean an 

atomic arms race, with the sky as the limit, and I do not be

lieve that America could be made secure by trying to keep 
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ahead in such an arms race. I would be in favor of resisting 

the adoption of such a polic~ if necessary through political 

action. 

In deciding against such a policy, we must, however, 

recognize, that if America renounces the ''first strike if 

necessary'' policy, she loses the deterrent effect of her stra

tegic striking forces. For, clearly, if the forces are not 

capable of a first strike against Russian bases, then any 

threat that, in case of war, America would attack Russia with 

bombs,would be tantamount to a threat of murder and suicide 

and would therefore be not believable. 

If America renounces the first strike policy, then the 

strategic striking forces of America could thereafter function 

only as an insurance. If these forces are arranged in such a 

manner that a sudden attack on them could not substantially 

reduce their capability to strike a major counterblow, then 

they could be looked upon as an insurance against the possi

bility that Russia might attack America with bombs. 

A clear policy decision to the effect that America is 

going to maintain an invulnerable second strike (but would not 

try to maintain her strategic striking forces at a level where 

they could knock out in a first strike most of Russia's bases) 

would open the door to an agreement on arms control. This 

does not mean, however, that there would be a good prospect 

for the conclusion of such an agreement in the near future. 
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It is true that if America and Russia were to retain no 

more than, say, fifteen large hydrogen bombs each, and if the 

bases from which these bombs might be launched were invulnerable, 

America and Russia each could be reasonably sure that it would 

not be attacked by the other; neither of them could be assumed 

to be willing to sacrifice fifteen of their cities for the sake 

of attaining any of the controversial political objectives. An 

agreement on arms control would have to involve, however, not 

only Russia, but also China, and, as far as cities go, China 

is very much less vulnerable than either America or Russia. 

In the present circumstances, it might very well be that 

in the immediate future, we ought to look to unilateral steps 

that America might take, in order to have the danger of war 

recede, rather than to an agreement on arms control. 

What are, then, the unilateral steps that America could 

and should take? 

(2). I believe that America could and should make two impor-

tant unilateral pledges. 

First of all, America should unilaterally proclaim that 

she would not resort to any strategic bombing of cities or 

bases (either by means of atomic bombs or conventional explo

sives), except if American cities or bases are attacked by 

Russia, or if there is an unprovoked attack on cities or bases 

of one of America's allies. 
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Further, America should make a second unilateral pledge. 

In order to elucidate the meaning and relevance of this 

second pledge, I must first say the following: 

Soon after the war, the Soviet Union proposed that 

the atomic bomb be outlawed. Such an outlawing of the bomb 

could take the form of a unilateral pledge, given by each 

atomic power, that it would not resort to the use of atomic 

bombs, either for the purpose of attacking cities or bases, 

or as a tactical weapon to be used against troops in combat. 

In discussing with Sulzberger the possibility of uni

lateral pledges, renouncing the "fi rst use" of the bomb, 

Khrushchev stressed that if there were a war, and if at first 

only conventional weapons were used ., subsequently the side 

which is about to lose the war would find it impossible to 

abide by its pledge and would resort to the use of the bomb. 

What Khrushchev said brings out what I believe to be 

the crux of the issue. The crux of the issue is, that today 

it might still be possible to resist force with force, but 

the objective of the use of force can no longer be victory. 

The objective can only be to exact a price (and of course , in 

order to exact a price, one must be willing to pay a price). 

As long as force is used at all, the danger that we 

may have an all-out war which neither side wants , can be 

reduced only if it is generally recognized that the use of 
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If this is generally recognized, then it may be 

possible for America unilaterally to reduce the danger that 

the use of force would end in all-out destruction. To this 

end, America could and should proclaim that if, in case of 

war, she were to use atomic bombs against troops in combat, 

she would do so only on her own side of the pre - war boundary. 

Obviously, this type of use of atomic bombs would be a purely 

defensive operation, and it might be a rather effective 

defensive operation at that . (It would be even better if 

America were additionally to pledge not t o use atomic 

weapons within a twenty- mile zone on her own side of the 

pre-war boundary.) America would be bound by this pledge in 

case of war, as long as Russia would impose a similar re

straint on her conduct of the war. 

Such a pledge would be no less clear and unequivocal 

than the simple pledge of "no first use" but it would be very 

much easier to keep and therefore it would be a more believa

ble pledge. This pledge would impose certai n restrictiohs on 

the conduct of the war , but if neither side would aim at any

thing approaching victory , then the pledge would greatly re

duce the danger of an all - out war . 

When I discussed this issue in Germany, three years 

ago, the people there voiced the fear that if the ground forces 
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of the western allies were pushed back to the Rhine, and 

America used atomic bombs against troops in combat between 

the Rhine and the Oder Neisse line, many West German cities 

would be destroyed by American bombs. I do not know to what 

extent West German cities could be spared by a judicious 

tactical use of atomic bombs by American forces, but I do 

know that if America were to use bombs beyond the pre-war 

boundary, West German cities would be destroyed by Russian 

bombs. 

(I also know - as the result of discussions of this 

sort - that when the West Germans say that West Berlin must 

be protected at all cost, they draw the line at sacrificing 

West German cities. I for one don't blame them for refusing 

to contemplate with equanimity the possibility of having their 

cities demolished by bombs.) 

(3). America could and should unilaterally resolve that 

atomic bombs and the means suitable for their delivery, which 

are supplied by her and which are stationed in Europe, shall 

remain in the hands of American military units which are under 

American command, rather than be ~laced under the control of 

NATO. As long as we are committed to defend Western Europe, 

there is no valid argument for turning over bombs to the con

trol of other Western European nations. 
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There may be increasingly strong political pressure on 

the United States Government, on the part of Germany, to turn 

over such equipment to NATO or to German control, and I would 

be in favor of bringing domestic political pressure to bear on 

the Government, if necessary, to counter-balance the pressure 

coming from Germany. 

(4). Nothing is gained by America winning meaningless battles 

in the cold war and a change of attitude in this regard is 

urgently needed. Take the International Atomic Energy Agency 

in Vienna, for instance. This organization has at present no 

function whatsoever, and if it is maintained in existence at 

all, it should be maintained as an exercise in cooperation a

mong the nations and in the hope that sooner or later some 

function for the organization may be found . 

The first director of this Agency was an American whose 

term recently expired. Since next to America, the Soviet Union 

is the most important atomic power, we ought to have proposed 

that a Russian be the next director of the Agency o Instead , we 

proposed a Swede who was not acceptable to the Russians and 

since we had the votes were able to win a victory in a meaning

less battle in the cold war o 

This "victory" has reduced the chances of finding some 

useful function for this Agency. The Russians resent being 

pushed around in this Agency and there is no way for us to 
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force them to play ball if they don't want to. 

I believe that it would be important for the Govern

ment to reach a major policy decision, and for the President 

to issue an Executive Order against fighting meaningless 

battles in the Cold War . Political action in support of such 

an Executive Order would be desirable. 

(5). We have a cultural exchange program with the Russians 

but their State Department and our State Department are 

playing a game of "if you hit our scientists, we'll hit your 

scientists." Accordingly, our State Department imposes 

senseless travel restrictions on our Russian colleagues who 

visit this country . These travel restrictions are not aimed 

at the safeguarding of any secrets, but are merely one way of 

hitting back at travel restrictions which the Soviet Govern

ment rightly or wrongly imposes on American scientists who 

travel about in Russia. 

The Russians have opened up their country to travel to 

a considerable extent, and if we wish to encourage this de

velopment, as we probably ought to, then American tourists 

should not be approached by the CIA with spying assignments . 

Tourists make poor spies, and we would be losing more than we 

would be gaining by trying to use them as spies. 

I believe that representations ought to be made, at as 

high a level of the Administration as is necessary, for the 

purpose of exploring the possibility: 
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(a) for the Secretary of State to find some other 

assignment in the State Department for those who have, up till 

now, handled the East-West Cultural Exchange Program; 

(b) for the President to issue an executive order to 

the CIA to refrain from approaching those who are about to go 

to Russia as tourists. 

(6). Not every issue can be solved by Congress passing a law 

and there are borderline issues where political action alone 

can bring no solution, because the knowledge is lacking of how 

to go about a solution. The issue of general disarmament 

seems to be such a borderline issue. 

I believe that at the present time little could be 

accomplished by bringing pressure on the Administration to 

enter into formal negotiations with Russia on the issue of 

General Disarmament because - as they say "You can lead a 

horse to the water, but you can't make him drink." 

I believe that no substantial progress will be made 

towards disarmament, until Americans and Russians first reach 

a meeting of the minds on the issue of how the peace may be 

secured in a disarmed world. 

American reluctance to seriously contemplate general 

disarmament is largely due to uncertainty about this point. 

If it became clear that a satisfactory solution of this issue 

is possible, many Americans might come to regard general dis

armament as a highly desirable goal. 
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On the issue of how to secure the peace in a disarmed 

world, progress could probably be made through serious non

governmental discussions among Americans and Russians. I 

believe that such discussions ought to be arranged through 

private initiative, but with the blessing of the Adminis

tration. 

It does not seem likely that the newly created Dis

armament Agency will be in a position to mobilize. the imagi

nation and resourcefulness which is required, and I believe 

that it may be necessary for an influential private group to 

help them out or to prod them along - as the case may be. 

This may or may not require political action of one sort or 

another. 

The Russians know very well that America is not ready 

seriously to contemplate general disarmament and this, to my 

mind,explains why, in spite of being strongly motivated 

toward general disarmament, the Soviet Union displays in its 

negotiations on this issue much the same attitude as does the 

American Government. So far as negotiations on general dis

armament are concerned, hitherto both governments have been 

mainly guided by the public relations aspect, rather than by 

the substantive aspect,of the issue. 

The Soviet Union's attitude in this regard might change 

over night, however, if it became apparent that America was 

becoming seriously interested in general disarmament. 
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The Russians are very much aware of the great benefits 

they would derive from general disarmament, and I believe that 

the Soviet Union would be willing to pay a commensurate price 

for obtaining it. It stands to reason that this should be so. 

The Soviet Union spends on defense a much larger fraction of 

her industrial output than America does. Eliminating the cost 

of armaments would enable the Soviet Union to solve many of 

her domestic economic problems, and also to extend her influ

ence, by giving economic aid to other nations on an unprece 

dented scale. 

(Ever since America has ringed Russia with bomber bases 

in the post-war period, the average Russian has been keenly 

aware of the dangers of the arms race. Most Russians were 

much earlier aware of this danger than most Americans. There 

is less fear in Russia of economic dislocations that might be 

caused by moving too fast towards disarmament than there is in 

America. And, above all, the whole concept of general dis

armament fits in with the set of values generally prevailing 

in the Soviet Union.) 

America is at present committed to protect certain 

territories which are located in the geographical proximity 

of Russia. In the case of general disarmament, America would 

not be able to live up to any such commitment. General dis 

armament will, therefore , be politically acceptable to America 
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only if it is possible for her to liquidate her present 

commitments - without loss of prestige and without seriously 

endangering the interest of the other nations involved. 
,.---

Khrushchev seems to be very much aware of this. There-

fore, it is likely that if it came to serious negotiations on 

the issue of general disarmament, and if it became manifestly 

necessary to reach a political settlement in order to permit 

America to liquidate her military commitments, then, under 

its present leadership, the Soviet Union would go a long way 

towards seeking an accommodation. The so-called Berlin crisis, 

which centers around the commitments which America made to 

West Berlin,might very well be a case in point. 

(7). General disarmament, if we are lucky, will eliminate 

war, but it will not end the rivalry between America and 

Russia. 

It is a foregone conclusion that American efforts 

towards creating an orderly and livable world will be frustrated 

in Southeast Asia and Africa because of our failure to devise 

forms of democracy which would be viable in these regions of 

the world. The task of devising forms of democracy which 

would be suitable to the needs of such areas is not a task 

that the Government could handle. Various forms of democracy 

may have to be devised which are tailor-made to fit the 

various areas. An influential private group could tackle and 

ought to tackle this problem. If it is not solved, more and 
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more underdeveloped nations will become dictatorshipsj some of 

them may have a rapid succession of dictator after dictator 

and, in the end, the people will have to choose between Chaos 

and Communism . 

It is a foregone conclusion that America's efforts to 

raise the standard of living of underdeveloped nations will 

be frustrated in those areas where the birth rate is high, 

infant mortality is high, and there is little arable land 

left. Improvement in the standard of living will initially 

lead to a fall in infant mortality, and if the birth rate 

remains high, the population will shoot up so rapidly, that 

economic improvements will not be able to catch up. 

Our failure to develop methods of birth control, 

suitable for the needs of such areas, is responsible for this 

state of affairs . The development of such methods is not a 

task which the Government could undertake. The Government 

could not create an Institute which would attract the kind of 

scientists who are ingenious and resourceful enough to come 

up with an adequate solution of the problem . The amount of 

money which would be involved is not much, and a major private 

group could and should tackle this problem. 

If it should turn out that it is possible to formulate 

a set of political objectives on which reasonable people could 

generally agree, and if these could count on the all-out 
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support of a sizable minority - admittedly a very big "if" -

then I should be inclined to go further and I would go further 

along the following lines: 

I would ask seven to twelve distinguished scientists 

to form a Council - call it, if you wish, Council for Abolish

ing War. This Council could function as the Board of Di

rectors for a Lobby, which would have a staff of full-time 

employees. The Council (in close consultation with a panel 

of political advisors whose identity would be public knowledge) 

would, from time to time, formulate the political objectives 

that are to be pursued by the Lobby. 

The directives issued by the Council would be communi

cated - perhaps in the form of a series of pamphlets - to all 

those whom the Council has reason to believe may be seriously 

interested. 

It seems to me that there ought to be no attempt to 

create a membership organization and to enlist those who are 

interested as members of such an organization. What one 

needs to create is not a membership organization, but a Move

ment - a Movement for Abolishing War. 

Those who regularly receive the communications of the 

Council would be regarded as members of 'this Movement, pro

vided that they spend two percent of their income in support 

of the Movement. Only a ·small fraction of this amount would 
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go to the Council and would be used for covering the operating 

expenses of the Lobby. The rest of it would be made up of the 

political contributions made directly by the individual in

volved. 

So that the members of the Movement may know where their 

political contributions should go in order to be most effectiv~ 

they would be pledged to keep in close touch on this score with 

the Lobby. The Lobby would keep them informed about the key 

contests for seats in Congress j and the members should have no 

difficulty in figuring out where their contributions should go, 

even if the Lobby may not explicitly endorse anyone running for 

office. 

The members of the Movement who are articulate would be 

expected to keep in touch not only with their Congressmen and 

the Senators of their own states j but, also, each with at 

least one key member of the House or the Senate. Above all, 

the articulate members of the Movement would be expected to 

discuss the relevant issues with the editors of their news

papers and various columnistsj and other opinion makers, in 

their own community. They would be pledged to vote in tne 

primaries as well as in the elections . And they would be 

pledged to cast their vote - disregarding domestic issues -

solely on the issue of war and peace. 
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The influence of the Lobby would be greatly enhanced if 

it were able to say not only how many votes it represent s , in 

toto, but also how many votes it represents in each state and 

in each congressional dis tricto So t hat the Lobby may not make 

false representations , concerning the votes it may be able to 

deliver, the Council shall from time t o time ask all t hose who 

regularly receive its communications , t o inform the Council if 

they disagree with the pol.itical ob j ectives formulated by the 

Council, or if , for any other r eason , t hey do not intend to 

perform, as members of the Movement are expected to performo 

The Lobby mus t not wie l d the power that it may possess 

crudely. People in Washington want o be convinced, they do 

not want to be bribed or blackmailedo He who gives con

sistently financial support 9 to cer ain key members of Congress, 

may evoke their lasting friendship and may count on their 

willingness to listen t o them, as long as they t alk sense. He 

who talks to members of Congress 9 but does not make sense , 

will not accomplish anything of lasting value 9 even if he 

temporarily sweeps some members of Congress off their feet by 

making huge political contributions t o themo 

There are many intelligent men in Congress who have in

sight into what goes on . The Lobby could help t hese men to 

have the courage of their convictionso There are others in 

Congress who are not capable of such insighto The only thing 
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to do with them is not to return them to Congress, and to re

place them with better men o This may make it necessary to 

persuade better men to run in the primaries and to stand for 

election. To find such better men must be one of the tasks 

that the Movement must pursue , and the Lobby must be prepared 

to help the members of the Movement to perform this tasko 

I did not come here to enlist you in such a Movement 

or to launch such a Movement, I came here to invite you to 

participate in an experiment that ought to show whether such 

a movement could be successfully launched . 

First of all, I want each of you to look into his own 

heart and try to discover whether he himself would be likely 

to be an enthusiastic member of such a movement, if the 

political objectives had his wholehearted support, and if he 

thought that the movement could be effective. 

Secondly, I should like to ask those of you, who are 

willing to participate in the experiment, to try to see 

during the Christmas vacation how many people you might find 

in your own community who would be likely to participate in 

such a Movement ~ at least to the extent of pledging to 

contribute two percent of their total incomeo 

If enough of you collaborate in such an experiment, 

with luck we might be able to apprais~ after Christmas, whether 

or not such a movement could get off the ground. 
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In order to have a sufficiently large sample for this 

experiment, I shall speak,within the ten days allotted for 

the purpose,at the Harvard Law School Forum, at Swarthmore, 

at the University of Chicago , and at Western Reserve Uni

versity. The audiences may vary between a few hundred and 

a few thousand. 

Those of you who are willing to participate in this 

experiment may need to have a copy of this speech, and we 

can discuss later on just how I can get a copy to you. 

If the result of this experiment indicates that such 

a movement could get off the ground, then one might arrange 

for talks in front of large student audiences. If one could 

find fifty thousand students who would go all-out in support 

of this Movement, and if each such student would, directly 

or indirectly, bring in his home community ten other people 

into the Movement, then the Movement would attain five 

hundred thousand members within twelve months. This would 

represent about fifty million dollars per year in political 

contributions, or two hundred million dollars over a four

year period. This is probably as much as one would want to 

have. 

Whether such a movement could grow further and could 

come to represent one or two million votes would then probably 

depend on the future course of world events . 
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Ladies and gentlemen, even though I may have done 

poorly, I have done my best. Now it is up to you to do your 

worst. I have had my say, and it is time for the cross

examination to begin. Thank you. 
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ARE WE ON THE ROAD TO WAR ? 
by Leo Sz1lard 

19 61 

For a numb er of years now . you have had an opportun ity t o observe how 
we, as a n atlon , respond t o the act10ns of t he Russ ians , and how t he Russians 
respond to our r esponses . Thos e of y ou who have watc hed c losely the course 
of events in the pas t s 1x mont hs may have be en led to conclude that we are 
headed for a n all - out war . I myself b e li eve that we are .• and that our c hanc es 
of getting through the next ten year s wi t hout war are sl im. 

I , personally , fmd myself in rebell i on against the fate that history seems 
to have in store for us , and I suspe c t that some of you may be equally rebel 
lious . The ques tion is , what can you do ? 

War seems mdeed to be inevitable .• unless it is possible somehow to alter 
the pattern of behav10r wh1c h Amenca and Russia are exhibit ing at present . 
You , as Amer i cans , are not in a pos1ti on to influence the Russian government ; 
it follows that you would have to bring about a change in the attitude of the 
American Government which .• in turn, may bring about a similar change in 
the attitude of the Russian Government . 

It is conce ivable that if a dedicated minority were to take effective politi 
cal action .• they could bring about the change in attitude that is needed. But 
such a minority can take effective action only if it is possible to formulate a 
set of political objec tives on whi ch it can unite. 

I shall try to outline to you tonight a set of po l itical objectives and you shall 
be the judges of how satisfactory these objectives may be . 

Next .• I would like to discuss with you what kind of political action it would 
take to alter the course of events ; cause the present danger of war to recede, 
and to open the door to a constructive effort to abolish war . 

To abolish war is a tall order, and I speak of it therefore with reluctance. 
It has been apparent . however , ever since the end of the war, that the bomb 
would pose a problem to the world for which there is no precedent and which 
cannot be solved short of abolishing war . 

Ever since the end of the war , the policies of the great powers have c on
sistently followed the line of least resistance , and this line leads to an unlimi
ted arms race . 

There have been repeated attempts to stop the arms race by negotiating 
an agreement tha t would provide for some form of arms control . So far , all such 
attempts have failed , and each time they were followed by the continuation of 
the arms rac e , with renewed vigor . 
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Towards the end of the Eisenhower Adm mistration , it was generally 
expected that the next admmistratwn would adopt a new approach to this 
problem and that a fresh attempt would be made to bring the arms race 
under control . 

When Khrushchev was in New York last October, I tried to see him , in 
the hope of finding out how responsive he might be to such a new approach . 
I was told that they had scheduled fifteen minutes for me but , as it turned 
out, the conversation went on for two hours . At that time , it was not known 
whether Kennedy or Nixon would get elected, and I started off the conversa
tion by saying that no matter who is elected , the Government would try to 
reach an understanding with Russia on the issue of stopping the arms race. 
Khrushchev answered -- and he spoke in all seriousness- - that he believed this 
also. 

On November 25 of last year, I checked out of the hospital in New York, 
where I had been confined for over a year , took a taxi to the airport , and 
flew to Moscow to attend the 6th Pugwash Conference. I was accompanied by 
my wife, who is also my doctor , and I stayed on in Moscow for about a month 
beyond the end of the conference. I stayed on in Mowcow in order to engage in 
private conversations with our Russian colleagues, because I knew from ex
perience that only in private conversation is it possible to get anything across 
to them or to discover what they really believe to be true. None of our 
Russian colleagues brought up the issue of bomb tests in any of these conver
sations in Moscow , even though two years earlier some of them had been 
passionately interested in this issue . I found .• however, an undiminished in
terest in far - reaching disarmament which would result in substantial savings. 
On one occasion, I had tea with Fedorov , the General Secretary of the Soviet 
Academy of Sciences , with no one present except my interpreter. I had met 
Fedorov before and I always got along well with him . On this particular 
occasion , he spoke to me as follows : 

"You must really believe me when I tell you that we want general dis
armament. You have seen all this construction work going on in Moscow; 
it has been going on for many years ; still we are not able to catch up with 
the housing shortage . If we had disarmament , we could not only solve this 
problem~ but many of our other economic problems as well . Also , we could 
develop other nations on an unprecedented scale. So far, we are building 
only one hydro-electric dam in Africa- - the Aswan Dam in Egypt ; if we had 
disarmament , we could , and we would , build twenty such dams in Africa.'' 

I tried to impress upon our Russian colleagues that the Kennedy Admin
istration would make a serious effort to reach an understanding with Russia 
on the issue of arms control, but that the new Administration would need 
time-- six months and more than six months , perhaps- -to find its bearings 
on this issue and to get organized to deal with it . 

When I returned to this country in February, I decided to stay in Washing
ton for a while . 
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In Washington , my frieds told me that the Government was going to make 
a sincere effort to reach an agreement with Russia on the cessation of bomb 
tests and that a reasonable proposal would be made to the Russians on this 
issue . They would have liked to hear from me that Russia would be likely to 
accept such a proposal , but coming fresh from Moscow , I had serious doubts 
on this score . 

The Cuban invasion took me by surprise . When I first heard about it , it 
was not clear , as yet , whether we were going to give air support to the in
vading Cuban exiles and whether we would , if necessary , send in the Marines 
also . My immediate reaction was that of alarm .. for I believed that if we did 
any of these things .. we would seriously risk war with Russia. I did not think 
that Russia would try to intervene in the Caribbean area . Nor did I think 
that the Russians would launch long-range rockets aimed at our cities . I 
thought,. however , that Russia would make some military move elsewhere, 
perhaps in the Middle East. 

In retrospect , it would seem that I was wrong , for Tom Slick of San An
tonio , Texas recently dis closed , apparently on good authority , that , if Ameri
ca had openly intervened in Cuba at that point , Russia would have moved into 
West Berlin . 

I would not venture to appraise just how close we came to an all-out war 
on the occasion of the Cuban incident . I am reasonably certain , however , 
that if our intervention in Cuba had been successful, this would have block.ed 
for many years to come any possibility of reaching an agreement on arms : 
control with Russia . Failure to reach an accommodation on the Berlin issue 
might, of course , produce the same result . 

I would not entirely exclude the possibility of war over Berlin, but to me , 
it seems more probable that this crisis will be resolved by some uneasy com
promise .• and that it will not lead to an all-out war . Russia may bring pres
sure on West Berlin , in order to promote any one of a number of her foreign 
policy objectives, but, on the larger issue, the issue of Germany, the true 
interest of America and Russia is the same. The true interest of both is to 
have Europe politically as stable as possible . 

Neither Russia nor America really knows how to accomplish this goal. 
America may favor certain solutions and Russia may favor certain other 
solutions ; still , it would be rather odd if America and Russia went to war with 
each other over the issue of what is the best solution for securing the peace 
in Europe. 

I am convinced that the Berlin issue could be satisfactorily resolved by 
negotiations, but this conviction is based on the belief that there is something 
that the Russians want that we should be willing to give them , and that there 
is something that we want that the Russians should be willing to give us in 
return . 
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Ther e are many peo ple who do not share this belief. They hold that the 
Berlin issue was artificially created by Russia for the purpose of humiliating 
America .• for breakmg up NATO , and for converting West Germany into a 
Communist state . 

Many people , probably the majority , bel ieve that the Russians are very 
much like the Nazis ; that they have concrete plans for bringing about, one way 
or another , our total defe at in Europe , and a lso for subjugating the whole 
world to their rule . 

Many people have a black and white p1cture of the world ; they believe that 
the nations fall into two c l as s e s : the peace - lovin g nations , and those who are 
not peace -loving , America .• F rance and England , and generally speak ing our 
allies .• including Germany and J a pan , are peace - loving n at ions , Russia and 
China are not pe ace - loving nations . Twenty years ago , t he situation was some
what different : at t h at time .• Russ ia was a peace - loving nation , but Germany 
and Japan were not. 

M any people believe that R uss ia , by supplying arms on a vas t s cale to t he 
Chinese Communists , m anaged to take co ntrol of China, They recollect, 
further .. that when American troops , fighting under the flag of the United 
Nations ., crossed the 38th parallel , move d up across North Korea to the Yalu 
River .• and des troyed the hydro- electri c power plant which supplied Manchuria 
with electricity , a ll at once--and without a ny provocation- - Chinese Communist 
hordes crossed the Yalu R iver and thus fru st rated the effor ts of the United 
Nations to unify Korea under free elect ions . 

Many people bel ieve that ever s ince the atomic bomb forced the uncondi
tional surrender of Japan , Amer ica has unceasingl y tried to r id the world of 
the bomb , but that all her efforts we re frust rate d by Russ ian intransigence. 

When I listen to people who hold sue h vi ews , I sometimes have the feeling 
that I have lived through all this before and , in a sense , I have . I was sixteen 
years old when the first World War b roke out, and I lived at that time in Hungary . 
From reading the newspapers in Hungary , it would have appeared that , what
ever Austria and Germ any did was right and whatever Engl and , F r ance , Russia , 
or America did was wrong , A good case co uld be made out for this general 
thesis , in almost every single insta n ce . It would have been difficult for me to 
prove, in any single instance .• that the newspape r s were wrong , but somehow , 
it seemed t o me unlikely that the two n ations located in the ce nter of Eu rope 
should be invariably right, and that all the other nations should be invariably 
wrong . History, I reasoned .• would hardly operate in such a peculiar fashion , 
and it didn 1t take long until I began to hold views which were diametrically op 
posed to those held by t he m ajority of my s choolmate s . 

Many of my s choolmates r egarded me as something of a n oracle because 
I was able to c ope with the myster ies of lower arithmetics which baffled them ; 
some of t hem asked me one day quite e arl y in the war who would lose t he war. 
I said that I didn 1t know who would lose t he war .• but t h at I t hou ght that I knew 
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who ought to lose the war . I thought that Austria and Germany , as well as 
Russia. ought to lose the war . Since Austria and Germany fought on one side , 
and Russia on the other side, it was not quite clear how this could happen . The 
fact is, of course , that it did happen . 

I am not telling you th1s in order to Impress you with how bright I am . 
Nobody at sixty can claim to be as bright as he was at sixteen, even though in 
most cases it is not the intelligence that deteriorates .• but the character. The 
point I am trying to make is that even in times of war, you can see current 
events in their historical perspective , provided that your passion for the truth 
prevails over your bias in favor of your own nation . 

After the war , when I lived in Berlin , a distinguished friend of mine , 
Michael Polanyi , asked me one day what I thought ought to be the rule of human 
conduct regulating the behavior of an individual in society . "Clearly," he said , 
"you cannot simply ask a man to be generous to other people , for if the other 
people are mean to him , and if he follows your rule .• he will starve to death . " 
"But .• '' sa1d Polani , "perhaps the rule ought to be 'Be l percent more generous 
to people than they are to you . 111 This should be sufficient , he thoughlt .. because 
if everyone were to follow this rule .• the earth would .• step by step , turn into 
a l ivable place . 

I told him that, to my mind , this would not work at all .• because if two 
people behave the s arne way toward each other, each is bound to think that he 
is 30 percent more generous than the other . Clearly, the rule would have to 
allow for this bias. Perhaps if we were to stipulate as the rule of conduct, 
"Be 31 percent more generous to the others than they are to you," such a rule 
might work . 

America and Russia are not following any such rule of conduct. Moreover, 
their bias greatly exceeds 30 percent . 

Most Americans apply a yar:dstick to America's actions which is very 
different from the yardstick which they apply to Russia's actions . Whenever 
their bias in favor of their own nations gets into conflict with the truth, the 
odds are that the bias will prevail . As a result of this .• they are not capable 
of seeing current events in their historical perspective . They may well realize 
that we are in trouble, but they cannot correctly diagnose the cause of the 
trouble and therefore, they are not in a position to indicate what the right 
remedy might be . 

The people who have sufficient pass ion for the truth to g ive the truth a 
chance to prevail, if it runs counter to their bias, are in a minority. How 
important is this "minority?" It is difficult to say at this point , for, at the 
present time , their influence on governmental decisions is not perceptible . 

If you stay in Washington , you may gain some insight into the manner in 
which important governmental decisions come about; you may get a feel of 
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what kind of considerations enter into such decisions .• and what kind of pressures 
are at work . 

With President Kennedy,, new men moved into the Administration . Many 
of them fully understand the implications of what is going on and are deeply 
concerned . But , they are so busy trying to keep the worst t hings from hap
pening , on a day - to - day basis , that they have no time to develop a consensus 
on what the right approach would be , from the long-term point of view . 

There are al so a number of men in Congress .• particular ly in the Senate , 
who have insight into what is going on and who are deeply concerned, but • 
they lack the cour age of their con ictlons . They may give a lucid analysis of 
the trouble in private conversations and then at some point or other , they will 
say : 11 0f course .• I could not say this in public . 11 

In Washington , wisdom has no chance to prevail at this point . 

Life Magazine printed an article about me in September which said that I 
was in Washington trying to find out if there was a market for wisdom . There
upon, I received a flood of letters from colleges and universities inviting me to 
give lectures . Most people get s orne pleasure out of hearing themselves talk, 
and so do I , yet I did not see much point in going around the country giving 
talks , if all I had to say was that there was no market for wisdom . There:fore, 
I declined all these invitations; that is .• I declined them all , until Brandeis· 
University invited me to attend a Special Convocation and to receive an honor
ary doctor 1 s degree . At that point, my vanity got the better of me, and I ' 
accepted . At Brandeis , I spoke at dinner informally to the Trustees and Fel
lows of the University , and this was my closest contact with the grass roots 
since I moved to Washington- - if indeed .• you may regard the Trustees and 
Fellows of Brandeis as grass roots. 

I told them at Brandeis that I thought we were in very serious trouble ; 
people asked me what they could do about it , and I had no answer to give. 

Is there , indeed , anything that these people - - or for that matter I , myself-
could do that would make sense? 

When I got back to Washington .• I started to think about this, and I believe 
it will be best now if I simply recite to you how my thoughts developed from 
this point on . 

The first thought that came to my mind was that- - in cooperation with 
others- - I could try to set up an organization in Washington- - a sort of lobby , 
if you will - -which would bring to Washington .. from time to time . scholars 
and scientists who see current events in their historical perspective . These 
men would speak with the sweet voice of reason, and our lobby could see to it 
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that they shall be heard by people inside the Administration and also by the key 
people in Congress . 

The next t hing that occurred to me was that these distinguished scholars 
and scientists would be heard .• but that they would not be listened to , if they 
were not able to deliver votes . 

Would they be listened to if they were able to deliver votes? 

The minority for which they speak might represent perhaps ten percent of 
the votes , and ten percent of the votes alone would not me an very much , just 
as the sweet voice of reason alone would not mean very much . Still, the com
bination of ten percent of the votes and the sweet voice of reason might turn 
out to be an effective combination . And, if the minority for which these men 
speak were sufficiently dedicated to stand ready not only to deliver votes, but 
also to make substantial political contributions .. then this minority would be in 
a position to set up the most powerful lobby that ever hit Washington . The 
problem which the bomb poses to the world cannot be solved except by abolishing 
war , and nothing less will do. But first of all, we must back away from the 
war to which we have come dangerously close. 

Could such a dedicated minority agree not only on the long- term political 
objectives which need to be pursued in order to attain a livable world but also 
on the immediate po l itical objectives which must be pursued in the next couple 
of years in order to make the present danger of war recede to the point where 
at tent ion can be focused on the task of abolishing war? 

I do not propose to say here much about the long-term objectives, but I 
want to discuss now a set of immediate political objectives on which a dedicated 
minority could perhaps unite . Please keep in mind , however, that this is just 
a first try . 

The issue of bomb tests and the issue of bomb shelters are peripheral 
issues; they are more the symptoms of the trouble we are in than the causes 
of the trouble . 

I would not want to say that a foolish large-scale shelter program might 
not also become the cause of serious trouble . But still I think that political 
pressure should not be focused on this issue .• and the same holds for the issue 
of bomb tests . 

The central issue which will face the Kennedy Administration is .. whether 
America shall try to retain her strategic striking forces as a deterrent, or 
whether she shall retain them me rely as protection. This issue has been 
brought into focus by the current Berlin crisis. 

Currently , voices are heard demanding that free access to West Berlin 
shall be defended at all cost. Spokesmen of the Administration emphasize 
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that, if necessary , we would drop the bomb on Russia . We are told that our 

atomic strikmg for c es are far super ior to those of Russia , that, at this time , 

Russia has only 50 long- range rockets and only 150 long - range bomber planes , 

and that we have many more than that, and many people believe that this threat 

deters Russia from contesting our nghts in Berlin . 

If we intend to drop our bombs on Russia in case of war and expect 

Russia to drop her bombs on us , so that both countries would be wholly deva

stated, then our threat to drop bombs on Russia is tantamount to a threat of 

murder and suicide . 

The threat of murder and suicide is not a believable threat . in the context 

of the Berlin conflict , and it would not be a believable threat m the context of 

any other similar conflict . 

The threat of dropping bombs on Russia , in case of war , would be a 

believable threat however if America ' s strategic striking forces were able to 

cripple most , if not all .• of Russia's rocket and bomber bases by one sudden 

single blow , and if it were America's intention to "strike first" in case of war . 

Opinions differ on how successful such a first strike would be today , and 

whether the Russian counterblow would demolish twenty , ten , one , or none 

of our cities . 

Be that as it may , the Administration will have to decide whether the 

strategic striking forces of Arne rica shall be maintained in the long run at a 

level where they would have an adequate first strike capability, and whether 

America should adopt a "first strike if necessary" policy. 

Let us pause for a moment to examine what such a policy would involve . 

It would involve .• first of all ., a great increase in the projected number of solid 

fuel long - range rockets , and the development of more powerful hydrogen war 

heads for these rockets. This would be necessary because the Russians would, 

of course, harden their rocket bases . 

Secondly , it would involve the manufacture of a large number of rockets 

that would function as decoys, in order to neutralize the anti - missle 

missiles .• by means of which the Russians may be expected to defend their 

bases . 

Further .• since we could not expect to destroy every single Russian base 

and submarine in a first strike .. we would have to embark on a major develop

ment program in order to have adequate anti-missile missiles available 

for the defense of our cities . 

And lastly , we would be more or less forced to embark on a shelter pro

gram involving an annual expenditure of perhaps $20 billion . The shelters 

would have to protect not only against fall - out, but also against heat and blast. 
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The problem of getting the people into the shelters at the right time would 

probably offer no major obstacle , since if we plan to strike first , the Govern

ment should be in a position to get the people to take shelter at the right time. 

Only if such defensive measures were included in the program would the 

maintenance of a first strike c a pability permit Arne rica to r etain the bomb 

as a deterrent . 

To me it seems conceivable that America's strategic striking forces could 

be boosted to the level where .• for a limited period of time .. they would be 

capable of an adequate first strike . It is not likely , however , that they could 

be maintained indefinitely at such a level. Presumably periods when America 

has a first strike capability would alternate with periods when she does not 

have such a capability. And if there were a major international crisis during 

one of the periods when we have a first strike capability , the Government 

would be under strong pressure to start a preventive war . 

The decision to start a preventive war would always be a hard decision 

for any President to take .. particularly since he would never be quite certain 

just how many of our own cities would be hit . But in certain circumstances .. 

his hand could be forced by a commander of an overseas strategic base , or 

a submarine capable of launching rockets . 

If a commander of a strategic base or a submarine were to drop bombs 

on. say .• three Russian cities. then the Russians would be expected to strike 

back with all they have .. and the President would have no choice but to order 

an all - out first strike against the bases of the Russians . 

A "first strike if necessary" policy would me an an atomic arms race , with 

the sky as the limit . I do not believe that America could be made secure by 

trying to keep ahead in such an arms race , and I would be in favor of resisting 

the adoption of such a policy, if necessary through vigorous political action . 

In deciding against such a policy , we must, however .. recognize , that if 

America renounces the "first strike if necessary" policy, she loses the 

deterrent effect of her strategic striking forces. For .• clearly , if these 

forces are not capable of a first strike against Russian bases , tre n 

any threat that America would attack Russia with bombs , in case of war, 

would be tantamount to a threat of murder and suicide and would , therefore , 

not be believable. 

If America renounces the first strike policy, then the strategic striking 

forces of America could thereafter function only as protection . If these forces 

are arranged in such a manner that a sudden attack on them could not sub

stantially reduce their ability to strike a major counter - blow , then these forces 

may be looked upon as protection against the possibility that America might 

be attacked with bombs . 
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A clear policy decision to the effect that America is going to maintain 

an invulnerable se ond str1ke, but would not adopt a ''first strike if necessary'' 

policy would leave open the door to an agreement on arms control . Th1s is 

important .• be ause an agreement on arms control (providing for far-reaching 

disarmament lS a necessary irst step towards abolishing war . 

An agreement on arms control would have to involve , however, not only 

Russia but also Ch ina , and it is not likely that negotiations including China may 

get under way within the next twelve months . It might very well be , therefore , 

that in the 1mmediate future America would have to take unilateral steps in 

order to reduce the present danger of an all - out war. 

Such unilateral steps are not adequate substitutes for negotiated agree

ments , and they can carry us only part of the way .. but still there are som-e 

unilateral steps which need to be taken at the present time . I propose to dis

cuss with you at this point what unilateral steps America could and should take 

at the present time . 

(l). I believe that America could and should make unilaterally two crucially 

important policy decisions and that she should proclaim these dec is ions. ; 

First of all, America should proclaim that she would not resort to any 

strategic bombing of cities or bases (either by means of atomic bombs or 

conventional explosives) , except if American cities or bases are attacked with 

bombs ., or if there is an unprovoked attack with bombs on cities or bases of 

one of America ' s allies. 

Further, America should make a second policy decision and should pro

claim this decision . In order to understand the meaning and importance of 

this second decision , it is necessary to consider the following: 

Soon after the war .• the Soviet Union proposed that the atomic bomb be out

lawed. This could take the form of a unilateral pledge , given by each atorhic 

power, that it would not resort to the use of atomic bombs either for the purpose 

of attacking cities or bases or as a tactical weapon to be used against troops in 

combat . 

Recently Sulzberger discussed with Khrushchev the possibility of unilateral 

pledges .. renouncing the use of the bomb . Khrushchev said on this occasion 

that if there were a war, and if at first only conventional weapons were used, 

subsequently the side which is about to lose the war would find it impossible to 

abide by its pledge and would resort to the use of the bomb . 

This brings out, what I believe to be the crux of the issue .. that today it 

might still be possible to resist force with force, but the objective of the use 

of force can no longer be victory . The objective can only be to exact a price. 
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As long as force is used at all , an all - out war which neither side wants , 
can be avoided only i f both sides recognize that the use of force must not be 
aimed at victory , or anything appro a ching victory . 

Keeping this pomt in mind , America could and should proclaim tha t if, 
in case of war, she were to use atomi bombs a gainst troops in combat , she 
would do so only on her own side of t he pre - war boundary. Americ a would be 
bound by this pledge in case of war ., as long as Russia imposes a similar 
restraint on her conduct of the w a r . Manifestly , this type of use of atomic 
bombs would be a defensive operation . 

Such a pledge would be no less clear than the simple pledge renouncing the 
use of the bomb, but it would be much easier to keep and therefore it would be 
a more believable pledge . And i f neither side aims at anything approaching 
victory, then the pledge would greatly reduce the danger of an all - out war , 

When I discussed this issue in Germany three years ago , the people there 
said that if the ground forces of the allles were pushed back to the Rhine .• and 
America used a tomic bombs against troops in combat between the Rhine and 
the Oder Neisse line _, many West Ge r man cities might be destroyed by Ameri
can bombs . I do not know to what extent West German cities auld be spared 
by a judicious tactical use of atomic barns by American forces, but I do know 
that if America were to use bombs beyond the pre-war boundary, West German 
cities would be destroyed by Russian bombs. 

(2), America could and should resolve that atomic bombs and the means 
suitable for their delivery_, which are supplied by her and which are stationed 
in Europe, shall remain in the hands of American military units which are 
under American command, rather than be placed under the control of NATO. 
As long as we are committed to defend Western Europe , there is no valid ar
gument for turning over bombs to the control of other Western European 
nations . 

Germany is going to put increasingly strong pressure on the United States 
Government to turn over such equipment to NATO control. and I would be in 
favor of counterbalancing any pressure by bringing political pressure to bear 
on the Government . 

(3). Nothing is gained by America winning meaningless battles in the cold 
war and a change of a ttitude in this regard is urgently needed. Take the inter
national Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna , for instance. This organization 
has at present no function whatsoever , and if it is maintained in existence at 
all, it should be maintained as an exercise in cooperation among the nations. 

The first director of this Agency, Sterling Cole, is an Arne ric an, and his 
term expired recently . Since next to America , the Soviet Union is the most 
important atomic power, we could have proposed that the next director of the 
Agency be a Russian . Instead , we proposed a Swede , who was not acceptable 
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to the Russians , and since we had the votes we were able to win a victory 
in a meaningless battle in the cold war 0 

This "victory" has reduced t he chances of finding some useful function 
for this Agency .• because the Russians resent being pushed around and there 
is no way for us to force them to play b all in this Agency 0 

I believe that it would be important for the Government to reach a major 
policy de cis ion , and for the President to issue an Executive Order against 
fighting meaningless battles in the Cold War . Some political action in~
port of sue h an Executive Order might be necessary . 

(4) . We have a cultural exchange program with the Russians but their: 
State Department and our State Department are playing a game of "if you hit 
our scientists , we shall hit your scientists . 11 Accordingly , our State Depart
ment imposes senseless travel restrictions on our Russian colleagues who 
visit this country . These travel restrictions are not aimed at the safe
guarding of any secrets .• but are merely one way of hitting back at travel re
strictions which the Soviet Government occasionally imposes on American 
scientists who travel about in Russia . 

---- ---- ---- -----

The Russians have opened up their country to tourist travel to a considerable 
extent .• and if we wish to encourage this development, as we probably ougl}t to , 
then American tourists should not be given spying assignments . Tourists 
make poor spies .• and we are losing more than we are gaining by trying to:use 
them as spies . 

I believe that representations ought to be made .. at as high a level of t'he 
Administration as is necessary. 

(a) for the Secretary of State to find some other assignment in the State 
Department for those who have .• up till now .• handled the East - West Cultur:al 
Exchange Program; 

(b) for the President to issue an Executive Order to the CIA directing it 
to refrain from approaching those who go to Russia as tourists . 

(5). Not every issue can be solved by Congress passing a law .• and there 
are borderline issues where political action alone can bring no solution be
cause the specific knowledge is lacking of how to go about the solution. The 
issue of general disarmament seems to be such a borderline issue . 

I believe that, at the present time , little could be gained by bringing pres
sure on the Administration to enter into formal negotiations with Russia on the 
issue of General Disarmament .. because - -as they say, "You can lead a ho r se 
to water, but you can't make him drink . " 
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I believe that no substantial progress wi ll be made towards disarmament 
until Americans and Russ ians first reach a meeting of the minds on the issue 
of how the peace may be secured in a disarmed world. 

American reluctance to seriously contemplate general disarmament is 
largely due to un ert ainty about this point . If it became clear that a satisfactory 
solution of this issue is possible . many Americans may come to regard general 
disarmament as a highly desirable goal. 

On the issue of how to secure the peace in a disarmed world, progress could 
probably be made reasonably fast through non-governmental discussions among 
Americans and Russians. I believe that such discussions ought to be arranged 
through private initiative, but with the blessing of the Administration. 

It does not seem likely that the newly created Disarmament Agency will be 
in a position to mobilize the imagination and resourcefulness which is required., 
and I believe that it may be necessary for a major private group to help them 
out or to prod them along -- as the case may be. This may or may not require 
political action of one sort or another . 

The Russians know very well that America is not ready seriously to contem
plate general disarmament and this .• to my mind, explains why .• in spite of 
being strongly motivated for disarmament, the Russian Government displays 
in its negotiations on this issue much the same attitude as does the American 
Government. As far as negotiations on disarmament are concerned, hitherto 
both governments have been mainly guided by the public relations aspect 
rather than by the substantive aspect of the issue. 

The Soviet Union's attitude might change overnight .• however .. if it became 
apparent that America was becoming seriously interested in disarmament. 

The Russians are very much aware of the great economic benefits they 
would derive from disarmament, and I believe that the Soviet Union would be 
willing to pay a commensurate price for obtaining it. It stands to reason that 
this should be so. The Soviet Union spends on defense a much larger fraction 
of her industrial output than America does. 

America is at present committed to protect certain territories which are 
located in the geographical proximity of Russia. In the case of general dis
armament .. America would not be able to live up to any such commitment. 
Disarmament will, therefore., be politically acceptable to America only if it 
is possible for her to liquidate her present commitments- - without too much 
loss of prestige and without seriously endangering the interest of the other 
nations involved . 

Khrushchev seems to be very much aware of this. Therefore, it is pos
sible that if it came to serious negotiations on the issue of disarmament, and if 
it became manifestly necessary to reach a political settlement in order 
to permit America to liquidate her military commitments, then the Soviet 
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Union would go a long way towards seeking an accommodation. 

The so - alled Berlin Cr is is .. which centers around the commitments which 

America m a de to West Berlin . m ight very well be a case in point . 

6), Gene ral disarmament will . if we are lucky _, eliminate war , but it 
will not end t he r ivalry between America and Russia . 

It is a foregone conclusion t hat Amer ican efforts towards creating an order

ly and livable world will be frustrated in Southeast Asia and Africa because of 

ou r fa ilure to dev ise forms of democracy which would be viable in these regions 
of the world . The t ask of dev ising forms of democracy which wouLd be suitable 

to the needs of such areas i s not a task that the Government can handle. 
Various forms of democracy may have to be devised which are tailor - made to 

fit the var ious areas . A m aj or pr ivate group could tackle and ought to tackle 

this probl em . If it i s not solved, more and more under - developed nations will 

become d "ctat ors hips ; some of them may have a rapid succession of dictator 

a fte r d ictator and _, in the end. the people may have to choose between Chaos 

and Communis m . 

· is a foregone conclusion that America 1s efforts to raise the standard of 

living of underdeveloped nations may be frustrated in those areas where the 
birth rate is hi gh. infant mortal ity is high. and there i s little arable land left. 

Improvement in t he standard of living will in itially lead to a fall in infant mor 

tality_, and if the b irth rate remains high_, the population will shoot up so 
rapidl y . that economi c improvements will not be able to catch up. 

Ou r fa ilure to develop methods of birth control , suitable for the needs of 

such areas ·' is responsible for this state of affairs. The development of such 

methods is not a task whi ch the Government can undertake. The Government 

could not create Research Institutes which would attract scientists who are 

ingemous and resourceful enough to come up with an adequate solution . The 
amount of money which would be involved is not much, and a major private 

group could and should tackle this problem . 

---- ---- ---- ----- - --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----

If it should t u r n out that it is possible to formulate a set of political objec

tives on whi ch reasonable people could generally agree . and if these objectives 

could count on the all - out support of a s i zable minority -- admittedly a very big 

" i f" -- then I should be incl ined to go further . and I would go further along the 

follow ing lines : 

I would ask seven to twelve d istinguished scientists to form a Council , 
which m i ght be called Coun cil for Abol ishing War or perhaps better, Council 

for a L ivable World . This Council would, first of all , assemble a panel of 
political advisors . whose identity would be public knowledge _, and then it would 

formulate . in close consultat i on with these advisors .• two sets of objectives. 
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To the first set belong those objectives which cannot be attained at the present 
time through pol itical action because it would take further inqmry and research 
to know, in concrete terms what needs to be done. To the second set belong 
those objectives which can be pursued through political action because it is 
clear what needs to be done. 

The members of the Council would set up a research organization aimed 
at the pursuit of the first set of objectives , and they would serve as the 
Trustees of that organization . The members of the Council would also set up 
a political organization aimed at the pursuit of the second set of objectives, 
and they would serve as the Board of Di rectors for that organization. Because 
one of the functions of the second organization would be to lobby , we may 
refer to it for our purposes tonight as the Lobby . 

The Board of the Lobby would ., from time to time , revise the political 
objectives which it proposes to pursue and it would communicate these objec 
tives - -perhaps in the form of a series of pamphlets -- to all those whom the 
Board believes to be seriously interested . 

1 t seems to me that there is no need to enlist those who are interes 
memb rs of an organization . What one needs to create is not a mem rship 
organiz tion , but a Movement. 

Those ho regularly receive the communications of the Bo rd would be 
regarded as embers of the Movement, provided that they s end ., say , two 
percent of thei income in support of the Movement. A s all fraction of this 
amount would go o the Board for covering the operatin~xpenses of the 
Lobby; the rest of · would go for political contributi s made directly by each 
individual involved . 

y know where their political contri
b utions would be most effec ·ve, they wou have to keep in close touch with 
the L obby. The Lobby would :K ep the informed about the key contests for 
seats in C ongress , and the memb should have no difficulty in figuring out 
where their contributions should g , ven if the Lobby may not explicitly en 
dorse anyone running for offic . 

ovement who are rticulate would be expected to 
communicate not only th their own. Congress en and the Senators of their 
own states .• but ., als , each with at least one key 
Senate. Above al , the articulate members of the vement would be expected 

evant issues with the editors of their ewspapers and various 
columnists .. d other opinion makers , in their own com unity . They would 
be pledged o vote in the primaries·' as well as in the elections. And they 
would be ledged to cast their vote - - disregarding domestic issues - - solely on 
the issue of war and peace. 

The influence of the Lobby would be greatly enhanced if it were aWe to say 
not only how many votes it represents , in toto ., but also how many votes it 
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I 
represent's in each state and in each congressional district. So that the Lobby 
may not m ke false representations in this regard , all those concerned would 
be asked , from time to time , to inform the Board if they disagree with the 
political objectives proclaimed or if , for any other reason , they do not intend 
to perform as the members of the Movement are expected to perform. 

The Lobby must not wield the power that it may possess crudely . People in 
Washington want to be convinced , they do not want to be bribed or blackmailed. 
He who gives consistently financial support to certain key members of Congress 
may evoke their lasting friendship and may count on their willingness to listen 
to him as long as he talks sense . He who talks to members of Congress , but 
does not talk sense , will not accomplish anything of lasting value .• even if : 
he temporarily sweeps some members of Congress off their feet , by maki'ng 
huge political contr ibutions o them . 

There are many intelligent men in Congress who have insight into what 
needs to be done . The Lobby couJ.d help these men to have the courage of 
their convictions . There are others in Congress who are not capable of such 
insight. The only thing to do with them is not to return them to Congress . and 
to replace them with better men . This may make it necessary to persuade 
better men to run in the primaries and to stand for election. To find such bet 
ter men must be one of the tasks of the Movement .• and the Lobby must be 
prepared to help the members of the Movement to perform this task. 

I did not come here to enlist any of you in such a movement or to launch 
such a Movement . I came here to invite you to participate in an experiment 
that ought to show whether such a movement could be successfully launched at 
the present time. , 

First of all , I ask each of you to look into your o n heart and to try to 
discover whether you yourself would want to participat in a political move 
ment of the kind described , provided the objectives--as formulated from time 
to time - - appealed to you ,and you thought that the Moveme t could be effective. 

Next . you may want to ask others --within this Universit community- 
whether they might nat wish to participate in the experiment a so . 

Those of you who wish to participate in the experiment are 
a copy of my speech to several people in your home community w o might be 
interested , and to determine which of these would be likely to form part of 
a dedicated minority. 

I would appreciate your writing me in about four to six weeks how many 
people you have contacted and how many of these (and who of these - - (nar:ne and 
address) you think, could be counted upon . 

Those to whom you talk in your home community should not go around and 
recruit still others. They may , however, introduce you to others who might 
be interested, and you will be then in the position to evaluate their interest and 
to report back . 
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It seems to me that there is no need to enlist those who are 

interested as members of an organization . What one needs to create 

s not a membership orga'lization, but a J.VIovement . 

The Board of the Lobby would hold hearings, once every four 

months , and would subsequently proclaim in detail the immediate pol 

itical ob~ectives it proposes to support . It would communicate these 

objectives , perhaps in the form of a series of pamphlets, to all 

those who are believed to be seriously interested . These who regularly 

receive the communications of the Board would be regarded as members 

of the Movement, if they are willing actively to suppor'G at least one 

of the several specific objectives proclaimed by the Board . 

The articulate members of the Movement would be exp~cted to 

discuss the relevant issues with editors of their newspaper and various 

columnists and other opinion makers in their own community . They would 

be expected to write to, and in other ways keep in touch with, their 

Congressman and the two Senators of their own State . i\.lso each artic

ulate member would be expected to keep in touch with at least one 

key member of the House or the Senate . 

One of the main functions of the Lobby would be to help the 

members o the Movement clarify their ovvn minds on the political ob

jectives they wish actively to support and to help arranze appoint

ments for those members who come to vlashington to see Cone;ressmen_, 

Senators and certain l.cey mern.bers of the Adl"1:.:.ni.stration . 
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The ne!"'lbers of the IVIoveTJ.ent woL·ld be recarded as pledz,ed to 

vote in the pr i.rr,arles as well as il' the electior1s . 1\s :'::tr as federal 

elections e2re co~'cer~.ed _, 'che:; would te pledged to cast thei.r vote_, dis 

regardin~ do~estic issues _, solely on the issue o war and peace . Fur

ther_, the Members of the Movement would be re~arded as pledc;ed annually 

to spend 2 per cent o~ their .:.ncome on political contrib1ltions. 

So that each neml er of the Move'nent na~r lmow whe:be l1is contri 

bution s~ou ld 30 _, · n order to be nost ef~ect~ve :n furtherin: the pol 

:tical objectives wrich he 1as chosen to oursue_, the Lobb,r 1·r.:.11 ~.;:~ep 

in tot.;ct with each member . Tl:e Lobby WOL'ld 1..::eep the ne,.1bers : ... 1forned 

not only ~r gereral about the particular contests for seats :n Con

gress which are of interest to the Movement ) but it may advise one 

member to ta <:e an :.:.nterest in or~e of these co~1tests and another me!'1ber 

to take an interest in another of these contests. 

This does not mean the Lobby wou l d exp l icitly endorse anyone 

running _or o!.'fice . It .n y be assw:1ed that if the b1portance o a 

t;iven contest is l::rou.ght to the attention of a meml)er; the "1ember will 

have no dl ficulty figuri'1['; out for himself which of the two candi

dates for office he would want to support . 

For covering the operati::c expenses of the Lobby a_ld the Re

search Orr:;anj zation (whict1 •Hould te m.a.:.:_tqj_'1ed ir..dependertl:_.r and op

erated paral1el to the Lobby) .. one -vrould look to the me1:1bers of the 

Movement . 
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Eacl' year .::. certa~n croup of the members vmuld be asked by tnc ~oard 

of the Lobby or the Trustees of tne Research Organization to contri 

bute 2 per cent of the2.r income to the 1_, rather thar~ t;o sper..d it for 

pol..:.. tica l co:1.tributlo~·1s . Ore year th::..s :::;roup Y!._:_,sht be couposed of 

those whoe na, es start v1ith the letter "c !I . 4Dother ;y 2ar l.t -:.::..:;ht 

te CO'J~ osed of tnose whose na::nes st:J.rt with the letter 11R 11
, etc . 

The ir..~luence of the Movement ~ould be greatly enhanced i~ the 

Lobby were able to say not only how :many votes it represents_, in toto 1 

but also how nany votes it represents ~n each state a~1d in each con

gressional district . So that the Lobby may not ~ake false re~resent 

ations , concer11:ng the votes it ma,y be able to deli'rer 1 the Board shall 

from time to time asl{ all those vrho regul<..trly receive its comnuni 

cat.:ons , to say 1\Thich of the political objectives proclaiP1ed by the 

Board they propose to support and if they ~r~end to perfo_~ with re 

spect to those ob~ectives as me.nbers 01. the lVIovenent are expected to 

perform . 

The fuvement ~ust not wield the power that it ~ay possess 

crudely . PeoplP in t'Tashinr:;ton 1'l8.nt to be convinced , t:'ley do not want 

to be bribed or blaclanailed . He , wr.o gives consistently fin:mciJ.l sup

port to certain key members o Concress , may evoke their lasting 

friondship ann may count 011 their williPgness to listen to then as 

lone; as they taU:: sense. He, who t'1lks to members of Cor'r_;ress _, but 

does not tall: sense , w·_ll not accomplish anything o:' lastinc value , 

even i he tenporarily sweeps some fYl.embers of Congress of:' their feet 
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by malcing hu~e political contributions to them . 

There are many intellie:ent men in CorJgress who have insi~ht 

into what goes on; the Movement could help these Men to have the 

courage of their convictions . There are others iP ConLress who are 

not capable of such insic;ht; the only thi~t; to do I'Tith them =._s not to 

return them to Congress ~ and to replace them with better ~en . This 

may mal-ce it necessary to persuade better men to run in the prinaries and 

to stand for election . To find such better men 7 nust be one of the 

tasks of the tllovement 7 and the Lobby r11ust be prepared to help the me>:'1 -

bers of the Movement to perform this task . 

I did not come here to enlist any of you in such a Movement or 

to l aunch such a IVIovement . I came here to invite you to particjpate 

in an experiment that ought to show whether such a movement could be 

successfully launched . 

First of all J I ask each of you to look into your ovm heart 

and try to discover whether you yourself would want to participate in 

a political movement of the kind described ) provided the objectives 

- as formulated from time to time - appealed to you and you thought 

that the Muvement could be effective . 

Next J you may want to ask others - within your university com

munity - whether they might not 1'r:ish to participate in the experiment 

also . 

Those of you who wish to participate in the experiment are asked 
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to shm-r a copy of this speech to people in your ho:ne co111nun..:..t;;,T who mi0ht 

be interested and to determine w'1ich of these would be l:Ucely to be 

part of a dedicated minority that would sive all- out support to a move -

ment of the :ind I have described . 

I would apprec..:..ate your 1'lritinr; "'1e J in about for to Bix weeks ., 

how many people you have talked to 3.nd how many of these and who of these 

(name and address )) you think) could be counted upon. 

s Thoye to vrhom you talk in your home comrnunity should not go 

and recruit still others. They may J however, put you ..:..nto contact 

w th others who misht be interested ) and you will be then in the 

position to evaluate their interest and to report back. 

This experiment is neant to be based on the communities of 

Harvard University, Swarthmore College) vJestern Reserve University) and 

the University of Chicago. 

If enough of you collaborate in this experiment ) with luck we 

might be in a position to l-mow w-i 'chin two months whether a movement of 

the kind I have described could get off the ground . 

Those of you who participate in this experiment may need to 

have a copy of this speech} and we can discuss later jut how I can 

get a copy to you . 

If the result of this experiment indicates that such a movement 

could get off the ground ., then perhaps one would want to start the Move -

ment with tall{SJ in front of large student audiences across the country} 

fro'TI coast to coast. If within the next 12 months one could fiDd 

20 tvxousand students who would go all - out in support of the 
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Movement , and if eac~ student would , directly or indirectly, bring 

ten other people into the Movement , then the Movement could rapidly 

attain 200,000 Members . This would represent about 20 D'ill..:..on 

dollars per year in political contributions, or So million dollars 

over a four -ye::~.r per..:.od, and this is probably ::~.s much as one would 

vrant to have . 

Whetl1er such a movement cou.ld e.;rm'l further and could come to 

represent one or two million votes vrould then probably depend on the 

future course of world events . 

THE END 
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